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ABSTRACT

Currently there exists confusion and conflict in Tennessee

concerning the roles of the various professionals in pupil services.

There is overlap in the state job descriptions for school social worker,

school psychologist, counselor, and attendance worker.

The purpose of the study was to identify and compare the

current role of the school social worker in the four largest urban

public school systems in Tennessee and to evaluate the quality of

his/her performance in that role.

The descriptive questionnaire was composed of 26 school social

work services. Respondents were to answer three questions:

1. Does the school social worker provide the service?

2. If not, who provides the service?

3. If the school social worker provides the service, how effective

is it?

Five open-ended questions completed the survey.

Participating school systems were Chattanooga, Davidson

County, Knox County, and Memphis. Subjects were a stratified

random sample of the following professionals: selected central office

administrators and supervisors, principals, counselors, school

psychologists, and school social workers. The sample was 309. Each

subject received three mailings.

Respondents believed that 65 percent of services listed were

provided. An additional 19 percent were perceived to be performed

in one or more of the participating systems. Forty-seven percent of



services school social workers provided were social casework

activities. The most important service was providing social work

service to families. Counselors thought school social workers

provided the fewest services. There was more perceived overlap of

duties with the counselor than with any other professional. School

social workers were rated the most effective for the most important

services they provided.

In the participating systems, school social workers were

attempting to reach more troubled youths than would be possible

with the casework approach alone. A team approach would avoid

duplication of services and make the maximum use of pupil services

specialists. To become more effective, school social workers need to

become proactive and more visible in schools. They need to initiate

programs of a preventive nature to reach groups of parents and

students.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Schools today must provide the socialization that was once the

responsibility of the home and community. In addition, schools are

expected to provide skilled workers for business and industry and

manage an increasing number of marginal and troubled students

(Janowitz, 1976, p. 34-35, 104-105). The reasons public schools in

the United States have become a provider of multiple services are

due to educational, social, economic, and political trends (Coughlin,

1980, p. 30).

Pupil services, a wide array of noninstructional services, have

evolved over the years to help meet some of the increasing demands

on public education. Among these are school nursing, guidance

programs, psychological services, attendance, and/or school social

work services.

School social work, one of these specialties, developed in most

states as a better method of dealing with student nonattendance than

the truant officer approach. The first school social workers were

called visiting teachers. They were classroom teachers who began

visiting homes of students to assist in solving problems interfering

with school progress (Beck, 1959, p. 88).

School social work initially appeared in public schools almost

simultaneously in 1906 and 1907 in Boston, Massachusetts, New

York City, and Hartford, Connecticut. Rochester, New York in 1913

1
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became the first school system to finance a social work program

through the schools (Costin, 1978, p. 28).

According to Alexander:

Much of what social workers do requires remedial, developmental,
and crisis resolution work with the individual, group and
community problems that stem from the external and internal
conflicts of the educational system (N.A.S.W. Standards. 1978, p.l).

Troubled children who are referred to the social worker are

those who do not respond to curriculum changes, dedicated teachers,

or adequate facilities.

During the 1960's and 1970's, impetus for rapid expansion of

social work services in schools came from federal legislation. School

social workers were included in federal programs such as Headstart

serving disadvantaged children, aiding remedial programs under

Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, and

assisting in school desegregation. School social workers were among

professionals specified to provide related services under the

Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975.

Socioeconomic changes in society have also helped shape the

services that school social workers offer. According to Allen-Meares

(1988), these include pressures to evaluate outcomes, the demand

for accountability, increased social work emphasis on social systems

and an ecological approach, and the spotlight on public education

caused by reports such as A Nation at Risk (198'^). In that document,

the National Commission on Excellence in Education warned of the

"rising tide of mediocrity" in public education. Other studies and
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reports issued by the National Science Board, the Carnegie

Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, the Education

Commission of the States, and the Twentieth Century Fund reached

similar conclusions (Allen-Meares & Washington, 1988, p. 396).

The increased responsibilities and burdens of teachers and

school administrators caused by public reaction to these reports have

created almost impossible pressures. Allen-Meares and Washington

(1988) declared:

The social turmoil that surrounds the life options of most urban
pupils and their changing family patterns that cannot be divorced
from their learning situation can be better confronted by social
workers working in tandem with teachers and administrators: the
burden is simply too great for teachers alone (p. 396).

Research on effective schools has spawned new hope that the

challenge of educating all children can be accomplished (Hare, 1988,

p. 413). Effective schools are "safe, orderly schools where poor

children, as well as middle-class children perform reasonably well

academically, as indicated by standardized measures of academic

achievement" (Lipsitz, 1984, cited in Hare, 1988).

Although school social workers are rarely mentioned directly in

the effective schools literature, their areas of professional expertise

are discussed. Strong administrators and competent teachers are

required for effective schools but so are pupil support services such

as school social workers. These auxiliary personnel must be

available to respond to problems beyond the scope of instruction

(Hare, 1988).
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School social workers have been employed in some of the

largest public school systems of Tennessee for over forty years

although they are not mandated by state law. In some school

districts, the school social worker is the professional entrusted with

legally enforcing the Tennessee Compulsory School Attendance Law

of 1983. Any school system which employs school social workers

shall:

1. Provide a specialized form of social work with focuses on
pupils with problems of a social-emotional nature, or origin,
which interfere with their normal progress in school.

2. Include the use of social case work methods and extensive

knowledge and use of various social institutions and agencies
(Rules. Regulations, and Minimum Standards. Book One. 1986,
p. 60).

The school social worker has the potential to be a valuable asset

in prevention and amelioration of a wide range of problems.

However, his/her role in a particular school or school system is

limited to the use made of his/her services by the building principal

and/or central office administrators.

Considerable progress has been made toward objective

evaluation of school social workers in Tennessee in the past several

years. The current trend is to use Management by Objectives

(Drucker, 1954) and pattern local evaluation after the state Career

Ladder evaluation for teachers and other professionals.

The Career Ladder was established by the Tennessee

Comprehensive Education Reform Act of 1984. School social workers
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were able to enter Career Level I in the fall of 1984. Their

evaluation instrument for upper levels of the Career Ladder was

field tested in the fall of 1988 and evaluation began in the spring of

1989.

Currently there exists confusion and conflict in Tennessee

concerning the roles of the various professionals in pupil services.

There is a great deal of overlap in the state job descriptions for

school social worker, school psychologist, counselor, and attendance

worker. Recommended activities for all of these pupil services

workers include counseling of students and parents, referring
students and parents to appropriate community resources, serving as

consultant to school personnel, and participating in M-Teams for

special education students (Rules. Regulations, and Minimum

Standards. Book Three. 1986, pp. 127-1.^2: T.E.A. News. 1989, p. 14).

Support for expansion of the school social worker's role and a

need for more effective evaluation of that role are described in the

literature. However, the school social worker's role in the Tennessee

public schools has not been adequately defined nor has the quality of

role performance been sufficiently evaluated. Therefore the present

study was directed toward filling that research void.

Purpose

The purpose of the study was to identify and compare the current

role of the school social worker in the four largest urban public

school systems in Tennessee and to evaluate the quality of his/her
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performance in that existing role. The investigation sought to

determine whether school personnel were satisfied with the services

provided and/or whether they would desire different services. An

additional purpose was to recommend modifications in the school

social worker's role if so indicated by results of this research.

Importance of the Studv

This study was significant in several ways. The current school

social worker role in the four largest urban public school systems in

Tennessee was clarified and analyzed in relation to the levels of

organizational decision-making. The researcher used Parsons' model

of administrative levels of a school system: technical, managerial,

and institutional. Services provided by school social workers were

categorized as to whether they were technical, such as direct service

to children: managerial, such as liaison activities with parents or

community agencies; or institutional, such as policy development

(Parsons, 1958).

The research provided information about perceptions of the

school social worker's role at a critical time for professional

noninstructional services. This information identified the

administrative level of services expected of school social workers in

the systems surveyed. The models of social work needed to meet

those organizations' goals were identified. Information gathered was

helpful in planning staff development for school social workers and

other pupil service personnel. As a result of the study, strategies
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were recommended to increase awareness of other school personnel

about the services school social workers have to offer.

Asstimptions

Certain assumptions were made at the beginning of this

investigation.

1. It was assumed that all participants in the study were

familiar with the role of individual or specific school social

workers and had an opinion of the effectiveness of services

provided.

2. It was assumed that respondents answered individual

questionnaire items accurately.

Limitations

The nature of the inquiry imposed certain limitations upon the

investigation.

1. The study was limited to the data received from those who

voluntarily return the mailed survey.

2. Information from respondents was limited to that requested

in one survey at one time.

DglimUatiQns

The researcher delimited the study in the following manner.

1. Research data was delimited to that obtained from employees

of the four largest urban school systems in Tennessee.
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2. The population of the study was delimited to the following

professional personnel of the four largest urban school

systems in Tennessee: superintendent: interim

superintendent; assistant superintendents; district

superintendents and/or directors of instruction and pupil

services; directors, assistant directors, and administrators of

school mental health centers; assistant director of pupil

services center; directors and assistant directors of special

education; and supervisors of attendance, guidance, health

services, psychological services, social workers, and special

education. Other professionals included principals, teachers,

counselors, school psychologists, pupil personnel service

specialists, psychometrists, psychological services workers,

and school social workers.

3. The questionnaire was delimited to the issues of role and

performance of school social workers in the four largest urban

school systems in Tennessee.

4. The survey instrument was delimited to eight questions,

three of which were asked about each of 26 items in The

School Social Work Task and Performance Inventorv.

Definition of Terms

Specific terminology needed to inform the reader was

incorporated in this section.
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Attendance services. Attendance services are services provided

by school systems to assist nonattending students in getting back

into school (Good, 1973, p. 48).

Broker. A broker is the social worker role that links parents

and pupils with services that are appropriate (Winters & Easton,

1983, p. 34).

Content analvsis. According to Krippendorff (1980), "Content

analysis is a research technique for making replicable and valid

inferences from data to their context" (p. 21).

Ecological theorv. Ecological theory in social work is an abstract

conceptualization of the social worker's intervention role between a

student and his/her environment (Germain, 1978, p. 539-548).

Guidance program. A guidance program is the pupil service that

provides group and individual counseling, consultation with teachers

and parents, coordination of school and community activities, student

career education, pupil evaluation, and pupil placements and follow-

up (Poppen & Thompson, 1974, p. 9).

Institutional svstem. Institutional system is the highest or third

administrative level of an organization (e.g., the school board which

has responsibility for policy development and mediating between

lower levels of management and community interests)

(Parsons, 1958, p.44-45).

Managerial svstem. Managerial system refers to the middle

administrative level of a school system which employs decision-

making in mediating between the organization and the community

and administering internal affairs (Parsons, 1958, p. 43).
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Implementing policy and carrying out administrative decisions also

characterize management (Katz & Kahn, 1978, p. 57).

Psychological services. Psychological services in schools is the

pupil service that has the responsibility for the examination,

diagnosis, and interpretation of educational problems of students by

the use of individual tests (Smith, 1964, p. 21).

Pupil services. Pupil services is the administrative division of a

school system which supervises professional noninstructional

personnel in guidance, health services, psychological services,

attendance services, and/or school social work services.

School social work. School social work is the division of pupil

services that includes activities concerned with prevention or

solution of personal, social, or emotional problems of students.

School, family, and community relationships that affect or influence

pupils' school performance may be involved (Good, 1973, p. 542).

Social casework. Social casework is a case-by-case method used

by social workers in helping one individual or one family group cope

with social and/or emotional problems (Fink, Pfouts, & Dobelstein,

1985, pp. 158).

Technical svstem. The technical system in schools, the lowest

administrative level, refers to responsibilities related to the

specialized tasks of providing direct service to students, e.g.,

classroom instruction (Parsons, 1958, pp. 40-41).
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Questions

This research study attempted to answer the following

questions:

1. What services are provided by school social workers?

2. Who provides the service if it is not provided by school social

workers?

3. How effective is the quality of service provided by school

social workers?

4. Are there other services not listed in the questionnaire that

should be provided by school social workers?

5. What are the three most important services provided by

school social workers?

6. Are there ways to improve the quality of the service

provided by school social workers? If the answer is yes,

please tell how.

7. What, if any, obstacles exist to prevent school social workers

from providing the services you see as essential?

8. What changes, if any, do you recommend to improve the

services provided by school social workers?

Organization of the Studv

Chapter I served as a general introduction to the research

project. Included was a statement of the problem, purpose, and

significance of the study. Assumptions, limitations, and delimitations
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were presented and terms were defined as they related to the

subject under investigation.

Chapter II reviewed related literature from education, social

work, and psychology. The following computer searches were run:

Dissertation Abstracts International. E.R.I.C. Psvcholoeical Abstracts,

and Social Work Abstracts.

Chapter III discussed methods and procedures. Included was a

description of subjects, instrumentation, research methodology, and

data analysis.

Chapter IV presented the findings and the summary.

Chapter V consisted of conclusions and recommendations.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

The following review of related literature served as the

background and structure for examining the role and performance of

the school social worker. Key issues were perceptions of the school

social worker's role, services social workers could provide currently

being performed by other professionals, and progress toward

objective evaluation of service delivery.

School Social Work Role

According to Jordan (1983), "Many in the educational field

assume that the role and function of school social work is clearly

understood " (p. 6). According to research, misunderstanding exists

by administrators, teachers, and other professionals (Costin, 1969b:

Flynn, 1976; Allen-Meares, 1977). Also, misperceptions abound

because there is very little in the literature of education about school

social work (Randolph, 1982, p.260).

The school social worker has no unique function or role that

another professional in pupil services cannot perform. According to

Radin (1975), this lack of a clear role definition is due to the overlap

in educational, sociological, psychological, and community agency

roles. Nevertheless, she declared that an effective school social

worker can have an enormous impact in a school. The social worker

is in a setting with an abundance of the hard-to-reach population

and during a time when interventions can be very effective. The

13
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school social worker's role varies according to the different needs of

various school districts and even schools within districts. The social

worker must have the skill to provide services that match school and

system needs with resources. The ecological unit of the school--the

community, parents, students, teachers, and administrators—should

cause the social worker to adapt to that particular milieu. According

to Constable, role development is "a mutual process that in time will

involve most of the ecological units and particularly the

administrator who is accountable for the school social worker's

services" (1987, p. 2).

If school social work priorities are developed on both system

and building levels, clarification of the school social worker's role will

result. Staudt and Kerle (1987) recommended that when a principal

is informed of systemwide priorities, he/she and the social worker

for that school develop building priorities. These should be based on

a needs assessment of social work services in that school and

community. As a result, the social worker would have a role based

on specific tasks, functions, plans, and outcomes (Staudt & Kerle,

1987).

A reason for confusion relating to the social worker's role is how

that role fits into the levels of organizational decision-making. These

levels consist of the school board, the policy makers; administrators,

who provide linkage between top management and teachers; and the

service providers. Flynn (1982) suggested that social workers in

schools frequently shift to management levels from being direct

service providers by providing linkage between teachers and top
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management (p. 325). Radin (1975) recommended that school social

workers should also include policy issues in their activities (p. 607).

The school social worker's role in Tennessee as outlined by the

State Department of Education is significant to this study. School

social workers are not mandated but guidelines are provided for

those systems who do employ them (Rules. Regulations, and

Minimum Standards. Book One. 1986, p. 60). State influences on the

role of school social workers are: certification standards, laws

mandating enforcement of compulsory school attendance, and

recommended school social work services.

The Tennessee State Board of Education has adopted

certification requirements for support service personnel in the area

of school social work. Prospective school social workers must have

completed a competency-based program from an approved college or

university and be recommended for certification by that institution.

School social workers must demonstrate competencies in the

following areas:

1. Values, skills, and knowledge

2. Assessment

3. Methods

4. Foundations of education

5. Utilization of interdisciplinary approach

6. Learning theory and child development

7. The ecology of the pupil

8. Evaluation of effectiveness
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9. Integrating knowledge and methods into professional practice

(School Support Services. 1984. pp. 22-23).

Among services recommended by the Tennessee State

Department of Education for inclusion in a school social work

program are: casework with individual pupils toward correction of

personal, emotional, or social problems; casework with parents to

assist them in helping their children; consultation and cooperation

with school personnel to exchange information and to plan for

changes to improve a student's school adjustment; cooperation with

other pupil service personnel in referral of students; liaison between

school, home, and community agencies; and working with agencies to

determine needs and to develop additional resources (Rules-

Regulations. and Minimum Standards. Book One. 1986, p. 60).

Additional school social work services suggested to school

administrators include counseling, services to special education such

as providing social assessments of pupils and participation in M-

Team meetings, staff development activities, and maintaining

relevant social work records (School Support Services. 1984,

pp. 14-15).

School social workers in the Chattanooga Public Schools provide

services which are assigned to attendance supervisors and/or

attendance teachers in some other school systems in Tennessee.

Services provided by professionals designated to develop and

implement an attendance services program consist of: leadership to

insure regular attendance of all children from age seven through

sixteen, early identification of nonattending students, remedial action
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geared toward preventing nonattendance, development of effective

pupil accounting and reporting to parents of absences (Rules.

Regulations, and Minimum Standards. Book One. 1986, p. 37).

Influences which are affecting school social work services

include the trend toward an ecological approach, the increase in the

body of knowledge about social work, and complexity of skills which

deal with families, groups, organizations, and communities (Welsh,

1982, cited in Allen-Mears, Washington, & Welsh, 1986, p.213).

Such court cases as Diana v. State Board of Education (1970) and

Larrv P. v. Riles (1972) have affected assessment procedures in

diagnosing handicapped children. These examples of litigation

established the right of children to undergo a multidimensional

evaluation rather than being certified as handicapped based on

psychometric tests alone (Allen-Mears, Washington, & Welsh, 1986,

p. 134). School social workers in some school systems provide social

histories for students under consideration as seriously emotionally

disturbed and adaptive behavior assessments for students suspected

of being mentally retarded.

Changes in social work roles brought about by a broader

theoretical perspective, federal legislation, and tightening school

budgets have not been adequately communicated to school personnel

or the larger community (Randolph, 1982, p. 262). School social

workers need to be proactive in helping to fashion a visible and

viable role for themselves (Goren, 1981, pp.20-25).

In declaring the necessity for the service, Anderson (1979)

emphasized:
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The notion that school social work is ancillary, supportive, or
even therapeutic, should be dispensed with. School social work
practice is a basic service that can insure that children will
attend school and will be able to learn (p. 2).

However the survival of social workers in schools is in jeopardy

because of the "Back to Basics" movement, tight budgets, and

emphasis on eliminating "frills" in education. As a secondary

discipline, school social workers do not have as much influence as

classroom teachers (Brown, 1982, p. 347). Social workers must

demonstrate their worth to the organization and have enough

numbers and strength that results of their work are evident

(Lee, 1983, p. 303).

The Human Factor: A Kev to Excellence in Education (198'^). a

recent national survey of school social workers by the National

Association of Social Workers, documented human and social factors

interfering with academic excellence. Recommendations were made

for increased reliance upon the pupil services staff to work toward

prevention and solutions of problems caused by these factors. This

would free teachers to fulfill their role—teaching. The roles of the

school social worker and the school psychologist should be broadened

to make their professional services available to all students. The

report issued the following challenge:

Schools should strengthen their pupil services component by
giving school social workers, psychologists, guidance counselors
and nurses increased responsibility and participation. This is
not a luxury; it is a necessary investment in excellence (pp.
17-18).



19

Allen-Meares, Washington, and Welsh (1986) warn that the role

of school social worker as a caseworker is inadequate in the current

educational milieu. They declared;

Social workers in schools must develop definitions of their
services that allow them to facilitate the attainment of

educational goals and academic excellence among all pupil
groups, and to assist in the reduction of stress on families
through their involvement in community services (p. 34).

According to Humes and Hohenshil (1987), role conflict has

occasionally resulted among elementary school counselors, school

psychologists, and school social workers because of broadening of

duties of school psychologists and social workers. With expanded

roles, traditional differences may no longer exist. In the past, the

three pupil services have been distinctly different because of

certification requirements and specific job functions. The three

specialties require similar training but each one has distinguishing

features (p. 37-38).

Radin and Welsh (1984) identified the principal tasks unique to

the specialties of school social work, school psychology, and school

counseling while acknowledging areas of overlap. The school social

worker's expertise is in home-school-community relations. The

school psychologist's principal duties are to administer psychological

tests to individual students and to consult with teachers in planning

instructional programs based on test results. The school counselor's

main role is developmental, academic, and career guidance.

Similarities of roles of these helping professionals have

increased in many respects. Each specialty can perform tasks
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competently that others may also have in their job descriptions. In

elementary schools in varying degrees, these pupil service workers

all provide the following services: primary prevention in mental

health, counseling, assistance in adapting the curriculum for

individual pupils, and evaluation of helping relationships through

outcome-oriented efforts (Humes & Hohenshil, 1987, p. 39).

Duties common to school social workers, psychologists, and

counselors concern the response to the educational, social, and

emotional needs of children. Whatever services they provide, they

possess the knowledge and skill to "assess potential mental health

problems and develop a strategy for intervention" (Radin & Welsh,

1984, p. 30).

Several solutions have been suggested by Humes and Hohenshil

(1987) to the problem of territoriality of elementary counselors,

school psychologists, and school social workers. Among these are:

1. A pupil services division with these professionals reporting to

a common administrator,

2. Course work at the university level that recognizes the

overlap among disciplines, promotes teamwork, and

understands organizational line-staff relationships,

3. Effective communication through regular formal or informal

meetings,

4. Mutual respect,

5. All three professionals continuing to some degree with

assessment, evaluation, and individual counseling,
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6. All three professionals engaged in group counseling based on

pupil demand and training,

7. All three professionals included in crisis intervention,

8. All three professionals working with handicapped pupils

(p. 43-44).

Recent research regarding administrators' views on expansion of

the school social worker role has shown conflicting results. Constable

and Montgomery (1985) surveyed school social workers and school

superintendents in an area of Illinois regarding perception of the

school social worker's role. Respondents in both groups agreed that

school social workers were and should be involved in planning and

decision-making activities as well as individual casework

(p. 255-256).

In contrast to the above study, Zielinski and Coolidge (1982)

surveyed administrative attitudes in a rural cooperative toward two

different models of school social work—social casework and a general

systems model. Results overwhelmingly supported the traditional

model. The concern of administrators was that school social workers

would not have the time to work on individual problems if they

adopted the systems model (p. 129-130).

Flynn's research (1976) implied that pupil services workers

limited themselves as much as they were limited by school

administrators in expanding their role to systemwide issues (p.480).

He compared the perceptions of pupil services members, principals,

instructional specialists, and teachers with regard to social work

tasks. There was no essential difference between rankings of
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building personnel and pupil services workers in the nine social

work orientations developed by Costin (1969a). Student services

staff ranked policy interventions and system policy higher than the

other groups of respondents. However, these had the lowest priority.

Local needs and resources should dictate the manner in which

the social worker provides the maximum amount of impact. The

Puoil Personnel Services Recommended Policies and Procedures

Manual: School Social Work (1983) for Illinois recommended the

following role functions in descending order:

1. Emergency/crisis intervention
2. Mandates

3. Teaming
4. Consultation

5. Referral to outside agencies
6. Program development
7. Liaison work

8. Staff inservice

9. Classroom intervention

10. Group work with parents and students
11. Individual counseling with parents or students (p. 10).

Allen-Meares and Lane (1982) did a content analysis of the

school social work literature from 1968 to 1980. Articles written

during this period spoke to a marked increase in the areas of

consultation, assisting with institutional change, and school-

community relations (p. 147). An implication of the research was

that the social worker role was evolving toward one that is more

complex and comprehensive.

At least 70 percent of the articles reviewed by Allen-Meares

and Lane (1982) contained a combination of theories, an indication of
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broadening role responsibilities. More social work educators

combined social interaction, ecological, and systems theory whereas

practitioners used some of these broader concepts but also

emphasized psychosocial theory (pp. 150-151).

An expanded role would take into account the social systems

and ecological environment of the client or clients (Allen-Mears,

1979; Constable & Flynn, 1982; Costin, 1975; Germain, 1978;

Goldstein, 1986; Hancock, 1982; Monkman, 1982; Winters & Easton,

1983). Costin (1975) advocated an approach to school social work

based not only on general systems theory but also on organizational

theory and on social learning theory. The author's earlier emphasis

had been on role theory and concepts of planned change (1969a).

Germain (1978) uses the ecological perspective to form a bridge

between general systems theory and ego psychology. In the model,

Monkman (1982) included learning theory, public policy, planning,

community organization, role theory, developmental theory,

communications theory, and organizational theory (pp. 17-25).

Winters and Easton (1983) conceptualized the school social

worker's role as working with problems, resolving crises, and

facilitating interactions and transactions of a positive nature (p. 15).

By working with groups of children and in crisis intervention, social

workers have placed more emphasis on prevention (Rowan, 1978).

Radin (1975) recommended school social workers include in their

activities curriculum issues, classroom management, and social

organization (p. 607).
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Allen-Meares used a format similar to The Human Factor: A Kev

to Excellence in Education research to survey State Officers of

Education. One finding was that those officials perceived the social

worker s principal roles as providing direct services to pupils and

parents and explaining their difficulties to others (School Social Work

Information Bulletin. 1986-87, p. 8).

Costin s analysis of tasks (1969a), the classic research study on

the school social worker role and services, reflected the school social

worker role as that of social caseworker. Of little consequence were:

the concerns expressed in both education and social work
literature of the 1960's in relation to the learning problems of
many unsuccessful school children and youth, the underlying
conditions in the school, neighborhood, and community which
contribute to their difficulties, or new approaches to use in the
delivery of services to them(p.l49).

Of all methods employed by school social workers, social

casework has been the best known and most durable (Alderson,

1969, 1972; Allen-Meares, 1979; Anderson, 1974; Costin, 1969a:

Gottlieb & Gottlieb, 1971; Hancock, 1982; Smith, 1964). Ego

psychology, Freudian psychoanalysis, and social casework form the

theory for this model. The assumption is that school difficulties are

caused by either students' intrapsychic difficulties or disturbances in

familial relationships (Alderson, 1972, pp. 62-63).

A national survey of school social workers in the mid-1970's

provided a comprehensive picture of social work services then

offered in schools. Some overlap of roles in pupil services was found.

School social workers spent the majority of their time in casework
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with children and parents and consultation with school personnel

(Carr, 1976. p. 8).

Two other research projects using Costin's questionnaire

(1969a) have provided more information about the role and tasks of

school social workers. With a limited sample, Alderson and Krishef

(1973) found leadership and policy making to rank high in

importance. Casework services rated low. Allen-Meares( 1977)

replicated the Costin study using a national sample of school social

workers. Allen-Mears (1977) concluded that the school social

worker role fell between social casework and models of school-

home-community liaison and systems-change models (p. 200).

The social worker's role in school-home-community liaison is

primarily that of crisis intervention, advocacy, and mediation.

Theory for this model centers on working with groups and social

conditions which are sources of difficulties (Alderson, 1972,

p. 66-69).

In the systems-change model, the social worker is a change

agent (Alderson, 1972, pp. 62-63). Social workers can serve as

initiators, catalysts, or implementors of contracts in planned school

system change through organizational development, action research,

or peer consultation (Flynn, 1982,p. 327). As a change agent, the

school social worker"s role is:

to collaboratively develop and manage the change process,
converting vertical power relationships and processes among
domains into positive, horizontal, collaborative power ties aimed
at innovation and change (Flynn. 1982, p. 329).
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Teare and McPheeters (1970), in a social work manpower

effectiveness study undertaken by the Southern Regional Educational

Board, delineated twelve different roles for social workers. Among

roles identified were: advocate, ombudsman, broker, liaison,

mediator, and others. An implication of the research was that social

workers might use a combination of roles in dealing with complex

problems.

Clarification of the school social worker role as perceived by

school administrators was the thrust of a 1970 study by Williams.

Several role functions were agreed upon by principals and social

workers. These included informing administrators on progress of

individual cases, recommending appropriate community resources to

parents, investigating neighborhood conditions, and participating in

professional meetings.

In a study of pupil support personnel, Flynn and Gooding (1979)

found indications that school social workers experienced role strain.

They were required to perform duties they did not feel were their

primary responsibility (p. 54-56).

Timberlake, Sabatino, and Hooper (1982) attempted to

determine changes in school social work services as a result of the

Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975. In a national

survey, they found markedly increased services to handicapped

children in comparison to normal students. Areas of increased

activity as perceived by school social workers included skills of

consultation, diagnosis, and collaboration with agencies (p. 66-71).
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School Social Work Evaluation

The school social worker role must be identified before it can be

evaluated. In the past, little attention has been paid to evaluation of

professional workers in pupil services. As late as 1980, there was

little literature on school social work evaluation (Alderson et al.,

1980, p. 52). Research studies on effectiveness have been notably

absent (Sheldon, 1977, pp. 108-110). Almost no effectiveness

studies have been published in the past twenty years (Kurtz, 1987,

p.198). There is increasing need for evaluation based on

documentation because of demands for accountability brought on by

mandates and increased scarcity of funds (Staudt & Craft, 1983,

p.l 19). This task has been complicated because social workers have

become more involved in indirect services such as administration

and consultation (Banchy, 1982, p. 359).

According to Weiner (1982), program evaluation has been the

focus of recent social work literature on evaluation (p. 364). He

challenged the profession to make performance evaluation for school

social workers a higher priority (p. 368).

A problem with evaluation of school social workers is that

usually the evaluative criteria are developed by educational

administrators. The problem is compounded if school social workers

have no voice in the decision-making process (Banchy, 1982, p.353).

According to Alderson et al.(1980), among approaches to school

social worker evaluation discussed in the literature are the following:
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1. the Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System,
2. instruments for pretest and posttest evaluation of

intervention efforts,

3. a program involving needs assessment, negotiated problem
selection, action objectives, a written plan of operations,
intervention, and evaluation of goal accomplishment (p. 52).

Wiehe (1979) recommended the Management by Objectives

(MBO) approach to managing and evaluating school social work

programs (p. 58-59). Peter Drucker (1954) developed MBO for use in

business and profit-oriented companies. According to Wiehe, the

main advantages of MBO are determining specific objectives and

providing a system of measuring whether objectives have been met.

Disadvantages are that the emphasis is on quantity rather than

quality of work and setting too many objectives could become

counterproductive (1979, p. 65-66).

Pool (1980) recommended the job description as the beginning

point for setting up evaluation procedures for individual school social

workers. Social workers formulated their own goals for the year in

several roles. Each worker planned how goals would be

accomplished in each school and in each area of responsibility (p. 64).

Radin (1979) has pointed out that goals and objectives for

individual clients should refer to client behaviors rather than school

social worker activities (p. 48). Recommended types of data included

objective reporting, tests, observations, rating scales, questionnaires,

interviews, and self-reports. Suggested criteria of effectiveness

included; improvement of feelings and attitudes of clients,

improvement in views significant others have about clients, and

indicators of competent functioning (Radin, 1979, p. 134-135).



29

Measuring student outcomes is one method of evaluation used

by researchers. Michals, Cournoyer, and Pinner (1979) found

significant improvement in school attendance, decreased tardiness,

and grades after intervention by school social workers.

Dickinson and Adcox (1984) studied a school consultation

program using school psychologists and school social workers with

children referred for learning and behavioral problems. Results

indicated that consultation could be carried out in a short time span

with measurable gains in accomplishment of pupil objectives

(pp. 336-342).

According to Campbell (1980), Individualized Educational

Programs (I.E.Ps.) for special education students measure effective

ness of school social workers, if social work is written into the

I.E.P.(pp.19-20). Data taken from I.E.Ps. were used to evaluate the

school social work program in Manchester, Connecticut. In 1978-79

stated objectives were achieved 77 percent of the time (p.24).

Staudt and Craft (1983) conducted an evaluation study in Iowa

using student outcomes and perceptions of school personnel about

the school social worker s role. Results showed that school

professionals primarily wanted social workers to provide direct

services to students with emotional or behavioral problems and their

families. Liaison between home and school and teacher consultation

also were highly desired. The quantity and quality of services were

generally satisfactory.

Jayaratne (1981) researched evaluation of practices using

behavioral contracting with predelinquent junior high pupils and
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their families. Results of the study could be misleading unless

process was also addressed, as it was in this study.

In 1980 Reid, Epstein, Brown, Tolson, and Rooney reported on

an experimental study with school social workers which had a built

in evaluation component. A task-centered approach was used for

short term counseling with elementary school students. The most

change occurred in academic problems, although behavioral

problems and difficulties in interpersonal relationships were also a

part of the research project.

Alderson, Bedell, Goldstein, and Platt (1980) did an

experimental study in Tallahassee, Florida with a model using four

educational levels of school social workers (Barker & Briggs cited in

Alderson et al., 1980, p.41). Results of the evaluation component of

the research indicated the experimental group accomplished a

greater percentage of activities relating to children. Also, efficiency

was increased because workers performed more activities relating to

children in groups of two or more (Alderson et al., 1980, p. 47).

Allen-Meares (1980) reported on research using an interrupted

time series design to evaluate a school social work program. School

social workers were rated on progress toward accomplishment of

goals, written work, and performance (pp. 65-67). The questionnaire

and interviews with colleagues denoted the frequency of

performance of the social worker role. The school social work

supervisor determined the quality of performance (pp. 65-67).
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Several criteria used by school social workers to demonstrate

effectiveness were enumerated by Allen-Meares (1980). Workers

should be obligated to:

1. Be systematic.
2. Provide a quantitative presentation of data and related

results,

3. Provide an objective analysis of results,
4. Incorporate evaluation as a part of every function at several

levels, including the levels of the individual, group,
community, and organization (pp. 51-52).

Evaluation results can be useful political tools in policy or

program development or resource allocation (Weiner, 1982, p. 354).

Coughlin (1980) also stressed the importance of political dynamics in

evaluating school social work programs and services (p.26).

Programs that demonstrate their effectiveness and worth in helping

achieve the goals of education will be supported by school boards

(Jankovic & Michals, 1982, p. 352).

Summarv

According to the literature, school social work now appears to

be providing a broader range of services. The goal is to reach more

students, parents, school personnel, and community resources. At

the same time shrinking school enrollments in many areas,

tightening budgets, increasing conservatism, and demands for

accountability have hindered social reforms and innovations in the

delivery of social work services. More objective methods of

assessing personnel and programs have been developed to provide

better documentation of both processes and outcomes of service.



CHAPTER III

PROCEDURES

The researcher used a descriptive survey to investigate current

perceptions of the role and performance of the school social worker.

The research was limited to the four largest urban public school

districts in Tennessee. These included the Chattanooga Public

Schools. Chattanooga: Knoi County Schools, Knoxville; Davidson

County Schools, Nashville; and the Memphis City Schools, Memphis.

This chapter describes the school personnel sampled, the instrument

used for the research, the methods employed to gather data, and an

analysis of data collected.

Subjects

Subjects chosen to receive the questionnaire included a

stratified random sample of the following professionals in the four

largest urban public school systems in Tennessee: superintendent;

interim superintendent; assistant superintendents; district

superintendents; directors of instruction and pupil services; director,

assistant directors, and administrators of school mental health

centers; assistant director of pupil services center; directors and

assistant directors of special education; and supervisors of

attendance, guidance, health services, psychological services, social

work, and special education. Other professionals included principals,

32
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teachers, counselors, school psychologists, pupil personnel service

specialists, psychological services workers, psychometrists, and

school social workers. The respondents were divided into six groups:

central office administrators and supervisors: principals; teachers;

counselors; school psychologists, psychological services workers, and

psychometrists; and school social workers. These groups represented

three major categories of school personnel: administrative staff,

instructional personnel, and pupil services workers.

The categories selected were those personnel who use social

work services plus the personnel who have the most influence in

shaping the social worker's role. Central office staff included have

direct or indirect knowledge of the school social worker s role and

performance. By supervising school social workers, pupil services

supervisors, principals, and/or school mental health center

administrators make the major contribution toward defining the role

in a local system. Principals and teachers are the primary users of

the service. School psychologists, psychological services workers,

psychometrists, and counselors also make referrals to the school

social worker and work cooperatively with him/her on specific

problem cases.

Mendenhall, Ott, and Scheaffer (1971) recommend a formula to

estimate the sample size when the population variance is unknown.
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The formula is as follows:
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Where n = sample size

N = population size

Pj = the population proportion stratum i

Qi - (1-Pi)

Wj = the portion of observations in stratum i

L = total number of strata

B2
D -= Twith B the bound on the error of estimation (p.76).

4

The total population was 13,903. Populations of the subgroups

were: administrators and supervisors, 92; principals, 421; teachers,

12,755: counselors, 418; school psychologists, psychological services

workers, and psychometrists, 135; and school social workers, 82.

Each population was determined by counting consecutively the

number of professionals in up-to-date personnel directories from the

participating school systems.

Because of the extreme number of teachers in the population,

almost 92 percent, the above formula was modified to include a

proportional sampling approach so that small groups were over

sampled and larger groups were under sampled (see Table 1). The

sample for the largest group, teachers, was decreased to 150.
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Populations and Samples of Subgroups

Participating in Study
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Subgroups Population Sample Percent

Central Office 92 • 44 47.8

Principals 421 85 20.2

Teachers 12,755 150 1.2

Counselors 418 85 20.3

Psychologists 135 55 40.7

Social Workers 82 40 48.8

Totals 13,903 459 3.3

•Selected administrators and supervisors
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The subpopulations, samples, and percentages of subgroups

surveyed are depicted in Table I. After the sample was determined

for each subpopulation, each sample was chosen separately by the

use of a table of random numbers.

The researcher sent a total of 459 questionnaires to the

subgroups as follows: administrators and supervisors. 44; principals,

85; teachers, 150; counselors, 85; school psychologists, 55; school

social workers, 40.

There were 198 returns of the survey which was 43.1 percent.

Of that number, 186 were usable. Numbers and percentages of

returns for each subgroups are presented in Table 2. There were 22

returns for central office for 50.0 percent; 45 returns for principals

for 52.9 percent; 43 returns for teachers for 28.7 percent; 41 returns

for counselors for 48.2 percent; 21 returns for psychologists for 38.2

percent; and 26 returns for social workers for 65 percent.

Teachers were dropped from the study because of their lack of

regular contact with school social workers. Of those replying, 17

stated they either did not know the social worker or did not know

the system had social workers. The researcher interviewed 12

teachers by telephone who declared they did not know what school

social workers do because they had had little or no contact with

them.

A Knoi County teacher recorded that social workers were

available only for emergencies. The 1987-88 school year was the

first year of consolidation of the Knox County and Knoxville City

Schools. Prior to consolidation, Knox County had eight social workers
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Numbers and Percentages of Returns

of Survey

Subgroups
Number

Mailed

Number

Returned

Number

Usable

Percent

Returned

Central Office 44

Principals 85

Teachers 150

Counselors 85

Psychologists 55

Social Workers 40

22

45

43

41

21

26

22

41

40

40

20

26

50.0

52.9

28.7

48.2

38.2

65.0

Totals 459 198 186 43.1
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and Knoxville had eight attendance supervisors. When the two

systems were combined, the social workers and attendance

supervisors were paired as a team to work with an average of 11

schools.

In Memphis social workers are based in the school system's two

mental health centers. Two Memphis teachers were not aware their

system employed school social workers.

Six teachers interviewed by telephone were from Davidson

County. Only one knew the social worker assigned to her school but

did not know enough about her duties to complete the questionnaire.

Two surveys returned from Davidson County had comments that the

respondent did not know the name of the social worker assigned to

his or her school.

Table 3 depicts the populations and samples of subgroups

participating in the study excluding teachers. Using the revised

population size of 1,148, the total sample needed was 309. This was

based upon a bound on the error of estimate set at 0.05 and alpha -

.05 (Hauskin, 1963, p. 3).

The numbers and percentages of returns of the survey

excluding teachers are presented in Table 4. There were 155

surveys returned.of the 309 mailed, which was 50.2 percent. A total

of 149 questionnaires was usable.

Demographic data for each group of school personnel surveyed

are provided in Tables 5. 6, 7, and 8. This information includes the

school system, level of education, years of experience in current

position, and years of experience in public schools.
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Populations and Samples of Subgroups Participating

in Study Excluding Teachers

Subgroups Population Sample Percent

Central Office

Principals

Counselors

Psychologists

Social Workers

92 »

421

418

135

82

44

85

85

55

40

47.8

20.2

20.3

40.7

48.8

Totals 1,148 309 26.9

'Selected administrators and supervisors
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Numbers and Percentages of Returns

of Survey Ei^cludine Teachers

Subgroups
Number

Mailed

Number

Returned

Number

Usable

Percent

Returned

Central Office*

Principals

Counselors

Psychologists

Social Workers

44

85

85

55

40

22

45

41

21

26

22

41

40

20

26

50.0

52.9

48.2

38.2

65.0

Totals 309 155 149 50.2

'Selected administrators and supervisors.
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Description of Usable Responses of Subgroups

bv School System

Subgroups
Chatta

nooga

Davidson

County
Knox

County Memphis Total

Central Office 7 4 2 9 22

Principals 11 7 7 16 41

Counselors 4 10 6 20 40

Psychologists 3 7 2 8 20

Social Workers 9 8 4 5 26

Totals 34 36 21 58 149
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Description of Usable Responses of Suberouos

bv Level of Education
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Subgroups
Ed.D.or

Ph.D.

Ed.S. or

M. + 45 Masters

Bache

lors Total

Central Office 8 7 7 0 22

Principals 8 18 15 0 41

Counselors 3 23 14 0 40

Psychologists 5 8 7 0 20

Social Workers 0 6 14 6 26

Totals 24 62 57 6 149
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Description of Usable Responses of Subgroups

bv Years of Experience in Current Position

10 or

Subgroups 0-3 4-6 7-9 more Total

Central Office 5 3 3 11 22

Principals 9 4 7 21 41

Counselors
7 10 3 20 40

Psychologists 6 4 3 7 20

Social Workers
6 7 3 0 26

Totals 33 28 19 69 149
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Description of Usable Responses of Subgroups

bv Years of Experience in Public Schools

44

10 or

Subgroups 0-3 4-6 7-9 more Total

Central Office 1 0 1 20 22

Principals 0 0 0 41 41

Counselors 1 1 2 36 40

Psychologists 3 3 4 10 20

Social Workers 3 5 1 17 26

Totals 8 9 8 124 149
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As shown in Table 5, the 34 usable surveys from Chattanooga

were divided as follows: central office, 7; principals, 11; counselors,

4; psychologists, 3: and social workers, 9. Davidson County had 36

usable surveys divided as follows: central office, 4; principals, 7;

counselors, 10; psychologists, 7; and social workers, 8. Knox County

had 21 usable surveys divided as follows: central office, 2;

principals, 7; counselors, 6; psychologists, 2; and social workers, 4.

Memphis school personnel returned 58 usable questionnaires which

came from: central office, 9; principals, 16; counselors, 20;

psychologists, 8; and social workers, 5.

Respondents in all groups except social workers had at least a

master's degree, according to Table 6. Six social workers had a

bachelor's degree and none had doctorates. A total of 24

respondents had either an Ed.D or Ph.D. There were 62 with either

an Ed.S. or Masters plus 45 quarter hours. Respondents with a

master's degree numbered 57.

Table 7 shows that 69 respondents had worked in their current

assignment for ten or more years. A total of 33 people replying had

from 0-3 years of experience; 28 had from 4-6 years of experience;

and 19 had 7-9 years of experience.

A total of 124 respondents had ten or more years' experience in

public schools, according to Table 8. Twenty of the 22 central office

supervisors and administrators had ten or more years' in public

schools. All of the 41 principals who responded had ten or more

years' experience in public schools. Of the 40 counselors responding,

36 had ten or more years' experience in public schools. Ten of the 20
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psychologists responding and 17 of the 26 social workers responding

had more than ten years' experience in public schools. Totals of

those having less than ten years' experience in public schools were:

0-3 years, 8; 4-6 years, 9; and 7-9 years, 8.

Instrumentation

The instrument, a survey questionnaire entitled. The School

Social Work Task and Performance Inventorv. was composed of 26

items which addressed four categories of school social work services:

services to pupils and/or parents, services to school personnel,

services to school community, and performance of administrative

tasks. A copy of the questionnaire is in Appendix A. Services that

may be provided by school social workers were listed in Column 1.

The following questions were asked about each item:

Column 2. Do school social workers provide this service?

Column 3. If not, who provides this service?

Or

Column 4. If yes, how effective is the service?

Five open-ended questions were also posed to participants:

1. Are there other services not listed in the survey that should

be provided by school social workers?

2. What are the three most important services provided by

school social workers?

3. Are there ways to improve the quality of service provided by

school social workers? If the answer is yes, please tell how.
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4. What, if any, obstacles exist to prevent school social workers

from providing the services you see as essential?

5. What changes, if any, do you recommend to improve the

services provided by school social workers?

Demographic information requested included: name of school

system, current position in the system, highest educational level,

number of years' experience in current position, and number of

years' experience in public schools.

The following sources were utilized in developing the

questionnaire: Alderson and Krishef (1973), Costin (1969a), Flynn

(1976), Evaluation of the Area Student Services Program (1977),

Gottlieb and Gottlieb (1971), Jordan (1983), N.A.S.W. Standards for

Social Work Services in Schools (1978), National Council of State

Consultants for School Social Work Services (1981), Puoil Personnel

Services Recommended Policies and Procedures Manual: School Social

Wqrk (1983), Radin (1975, 1980), School Social Work Handbook

(1983), School Support Services (1984). Towsey (1984), Winters and

Easton (1983), Zielinski and Coolidge (1982).

To establish validity, the researcher used a panel of judges to

review the School Social Work Task and Performance Inventorv. The

panel consisted of six judges—one from each subgroup to be included

in the research. The judges were asked to complete the survey and

an evaluation form which included six general statements and a

space for comments on each statement (see Appendix B for a copy of

the evaluation form). The researcher used the judges' suggestions to

revise the questionnaire.
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The revised questionnaire was submitted to a panel of

nationally recognized eiperts in the field of school social work for

review and evaluation. Those judges included: Dr. Paula Allen-

Meares, Associate Professor, School of Social Work, University of

Illinois, Urbana, Illinois; Dr. Richard J. Anderson, Professor, School of

Social Work, University of Georgia, Athens, Georgia; Ms. Isadora Hare,

Staff Director, National Association of Social Workers Commission on

Education, Silver Spring, Maryland; and Ms. Josephine K. Newton,

Program Specialist, School Social Work, Florida Department of

Education, Tallahassee, Florida. Recommendations made by these

individuals were incorporated into the final version of the survey

(see Appendix A).

Revision of the instrument incorporating the suggestions of the

judges and the panel of national experts was an attempt to increase

face validity of the instrument. In this study, face validity referred

to whether the content of the questionnaire measured the qualities it

was designed to examine (Borg & Gall, 1983, p. 276).

Methods

The method of gathering data was the use of the questionnaire.

The School Social Work Task and Performance Inventorv (see

Appendix A). The researcher mailed the survey instrument to each

respondent chosen for inclusion in the study. A cover letter was

included to explain the nature of the study. A prestamped self-

addressed envelope was provided for reply. An Informed Consent

Form, detailing protective measures, was included with each survey
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(see Appendix A). Since responses were anonymous, return of the

survey constituted the respondent s willingness to participate and his

or her informed consent. Each of the six groups of respondents was

sent a different colored questionnaire to assist the researcher in

tabulating results. Two follow-up mailings were sent to all

respondents (see Appendix A).

The researcher telephoned 206 people in the sample to secure

greater participation. An attempt was made to telephone each

recipient of the survey.

Table 9 provides the number of responses by subgroups to the

three mailings and the phone calls. There were 72 replies to the first

mailing, 35 replies to the second mailing, 21 replies to the third

mailing, and 27 replies to telephone calls.

Data Analvsis

The data gathered for analysis were composed of answers to

items on The School Social Work Task and Performance Inventorv

and open-ended questions which followed.

Column 2 on the survey form relating to services that are

provided had the possibility of two answers--"Yes", or "No"

(Question 1). "Yes" and "No" answers for each subgroup for each

item on the inventory are presented in tabular form in Appendix C.

A summary table of item responses is given in Chapter IV. The

researcher compared the perceptions toward school social work

services that are provided by the five subgroups--central office
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Number of Responses to Mailings

an<J IgjgpliQng Calls

Subgroups Isl 2nd 3d Phone
Mailing Mailing Mailing Call

Total

Central Office 13 4 3 2 22

Principals 22 10 3 10 45

Counselors 16 9 6 0 41

Psychologists 11 4 4 2 21

Social Workers 10 8 5 3 26

Totals 72 35 21 27 155
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administrators and supervisors, principals, counselors, school

psychologists, and school social workers. Comparisons were also

made of the four school systems and of subgroups within

participating systems.

The researcher grouped the "Yes" answers for Column 2 for

items 1-26 on the questionnaire in tables using Parsons' three levels

of organizational decision making--technical, managerial, and

institutional (1958, pp. 40-48). The frequency of items checked

provided the measure of involvement. Services were ordered from

high to low by percent of "Yes " responses to school social work

services provided. Subgroups, school systems, and subgroups within

school systems were compared according to percent of "Yes"

responses.

Results of Column 3 about who provides the service if it is not

provided by the school social worker (Question 2) are depicted for

each item in tabular form in Appendix D. A summary table for

Column 3 appears in Chapter IV. Comparisons were made among

subgroups, school systems, and subgroups within systems by the

percentage of respondents who believed designated specialists

performed school social work services.

Answers to Column 4 about the effectiveness of the school social

worker (Question 3), for items answered "Yes" on Question 1, were

scored on a six point scale. Numbers were assigned to the categories

as follows: very ineffective--one: somewhat ineffective--two:

undecided but tend to view as ineffective—three; undecided but tend
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to view as effective—four; somewhat effective--five; very effective-

six.

Descriptive statistics were used to analyze answers. Descriptive

statistics, as the name implies, are concerned with describing "what

is" (Borg & Gall, 1983, p. 354). The researcher used the mean to

compare effectiveness of items on the survey. The mean, a measure

of central tendency, was calculated by multiplying the frequency of

each column by the number assigned to the column and dividing by

the sum of the frequencies.

Research Questions 4-8 (Opinion Questions 1-5) were open-

ended for respondents. Information gathered in answer to Opinion

Questions 1-5 was used to supplement the discussion of relevant

findings.

There were too few responses to Question 4 (Opinion Question 1)

to analyze. The researcher discussed answers received under

general classifications.

Results of Question 5 (Opinion Question 2) were summarized in

table form ordered by the number of respondents rating the three

most important school social work services. Results were also

evaluated using content analysis. According to Krippendorff (1980),

"Anything connected with the phenomena of interest qualifies as

data for content analysis" (p. 171).

The two kinds of units used in this content analysis were the

recording unit and the context unit. According to Holstei (1969), a

recording unit is "the specific segment of content that is

characterized by placing it in a given category" (p. 116). A recording
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unit consisted of an assertion or individual statement about a subject

made by the respondent. For this study, the recording unit was an

assertion about whether a school social work service is or is not

offered.

A context unit limits the context in which the recording unit is

placed. The context units which were used to analyze the results of

these questions were Parson's three levels of organizational decision-

making: technical, managerial, and institutional (1958, pp. 40-48).

These categories are independent, exhaustive, consistent with the

purpose of the research, mutually exclusive, and originate from one

classification (Holstei, 1969, p. 95).

Results of the content analysis were presented in tabular form.

Data were integrated with information gathered from the

questionnaires to provide depth and a subjective dimension to the

analysis and interpretation.

The researcher displayed in table form the number of

respondents by classification of position who suggested ways to

improve school social work services. Results of Question 6 (Opinion

Question 3) were placed into general classifications according to

frequency of response. Percentages of those respondents who made

suggestions in each category were discussed.

Less than a majority of respondents who answered Question 7

(Opinion Question 4) listed obstacles to providing school social work

services. Responses were placed in general categories and discussed

according to the percentages of respondents who suggested services

in each category.
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Question 8 (Opinion Question 5) also had less than a majority

who suggested changes to improve the quality of school social work

service. Suggestions were classified and discussed by percentage of

respondents whose answer fit each classification.

General information asked of respondents included: name of

the school system, position in the system, highest educational level,

number of years' experience in current position, and number of

years' experience in public schools. The researcher displayed

frequency tables of demographic data for each item of information

requested.



CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS AND SUMMARY

Responses to the survey instrument, The School Social Work

Task and Performance Inventorv. furnished data for the study. This

chapter provides a description of the statistical information gathered

and presents the findings. Each of the eight research questions

investigated will be discussed. When a majority of respondents, a

subgroup, or school system perceived that a school social work

service was provided, it will be stated that the service was provided.

School social work services that respondents believed were being

provided are categorized according to Parson's levels of decision-

making. Results were compared with the Tennessee job description

for school social workers and with job descriptions of other pupil

services professionals. A summary of the research project will

conclude the chapter.

Fin<;jinR?

Results of Question 1

The first question was, "What services are provided by school

social workers?■■ Respondents answered "Yes" or "No" to each of 26

services school social workers performed. Responses for each item

by subgroup and school system are reported in Appendix C.

Table 10 summarizes the totals of "Yes", "No", and missing

responses for all 26 items in The School Social Work Task and

55
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Table 10

Summary of Item Responses to All Services Provided

bv School Social Workers

Miss-

The school social worker: Yes No

Develops a social work plan forindividual students 107 38 4

Serves as a student or family advocate to schools and 129 16 4
community agencies

* Counsels with groups of students 73 73 3

Uses social history and/or adaptive behavior appraisal to 118 28 3
assess students' social problems

Participates in multidisciplinary Team (M-Team) meetings 92 52 5
for special education students

Provides social work service to families, e.g., home visits, 136 13 0
family counseling, child development

* Petitions juvenile court against students with poor 63 82 4
attendance or their parents after trying other
interventions

Refers students and parents to appropriate community 129 19 1
resources

Serves as consultant to school personnel regarding social, 102 44 3
emotional, or learning problems of students

• Formulates inschool screening (S-Team) plans for 34 113 2
individual students

Provides feedback about referred students to principals 114 34 1
and school professional personnel

Manages emergencies or crisis interventions HQ 32 7

• Assists in the planning, development, or evaluation of 33 111 5
student policies or programs
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Miss-

The school social worker: Yes No

Plans and conducts social work related inservice training 1 49 9

* Develops and/or coordinates preventive programs at the 69 70 10
systemwide or school level

Assists in the training of beginning school social workers 79 42 28

* Develops curricula for classrooms aimed at preventing 24 119 6
student problems

Serves on planning committees or boards of community 86 36 27
agencies

* Supervises field training of student social workers 1 45 33

Documents activities and services provided 123 7 19

Works with administrators to examine symptoms or seeks 107 33 9
causes of problems students have, e.g., teenage pregnancy,
drugs, child abuse,

* Coordinates services for multiple-handicapped children 56 78 15

*  Identifies school barriers which hinder pupil 72 70 7
attendance or develops plans to overcome them

' Plans with civic groups for positive growth experiences 49 79 21
of students

* Secures resources from civic groups to provide positive 65 72 2
growth experiences for students

* Participates in the planning or development of needed 69 57 23
community services indirectly related to school, e.g.,
Habitat for Humanity, Chattanooga Venture, support
groups for families with specific problems

"These items lack the 50 percent support needed to be perceived
as "provided."
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Performance Inventory. Respondents perceived that school social

workers provided the following services: formulates plans for

individual students, advocates on behalf of a student or family,

assesses social problems of students, is an M-Team participant,

provides a variety of services to families, makes referrals to

community agencies, acts as consultant, reports to school

professionals on pupils referred, handles emergencies, conducts

inservice training related to social work, helps train newly hired

school social workers, serves on boards of community agencies,

keeps accurate records, and works with administrators to seek

causes of student problems. Almost half of the respondents thought

that school social workers counseled student groups.

Talcott Parsons" hierarchy of responsibility and control in a

formal organization is a heuristic framework the researcher used in

analyzing data regarding services provided by school social workers.

Parsons (1958) labeled the levels of decision-making as technical,

providing direct service; managerial, mediating between the

organization and the community; and institutional, policy making

(pp.-40-45).

Table 11 presents rank ordered data regarding the provision of

technical services provided by school social workers according to

percent of "Yes" responses to Question 1. All subgroups agreed that

school social workers provided the following technical services: gives

feedback, helps administrators seek causes of problems, formulates

plans for students referred, and acts as a consultant. All subgroups

except principals believed school social workers assist in training
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Technical Services Provided bv School <>ncial Workers

Ordered hv Percent of "Yes" Besnnnses

Subgroups

The school social worker:

Cen

tral

Of

fice

Prin

ci

pals

Coun

sel

ors

Psy
cholo

gists

So

cial

Work
ers

Total

% of

Yeses

Provides Teedback about referred students

to principals and school professional

personnel

77.3 73.2 69.2 80.0 92.3 77.0

Works with administrators to examine

symptoms or seeks causes of problems

students have, e.g., teenage pregnancy,
drugs, child abuse

90.5 73.2 59.4 80.0 88.5 76.4

Develops a social work plan for individual
students

86.4 61.0 59.5 84.2 96.2 73.8

Serves as consultant to school personnel
regarding social, emotidnal, or learning
problems of students

76.2 61.0 55.3 75.0 96.2 69.9

Assists in the training of beginning school
social workers

81.3 46.7 60.0 89.5 65.4 65.3

Participates in multidisciplinary team (M-
Team) meetings for special education
students

90.5 62.5 39.5 52.6 88.5 63.9

* Supervises field training of student social
workers

82.4 30.8 48.3 77.8 80.8 61.2

• Counsels with groups of students 52.4 39.0 26.3 65.0 88.5 50.0

* Formulates inschool screening (S-Team)
plans for individual students

27.3 29.3 18.4 05.0 30.8 23.1

•These items Jacic the 50 percent support needed to be perceived as "provided.
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new school social workers. Counselors were the only subgroup who

did not perceive that school social workers participate in M-Team

meetings. Central office administrators and supervisors,

psychologists, and school social workers recorded that school social

workers supervised college students doing field placements in social

work and counseled student groups. No subgroup perceived that S-

Team plans were formulated by social workers.

Table 12 shows the subgroups' perceptions of managerial

services provided by school social workers in rank order by percent

of affirmative replies to Question 1. Sixty-six percent and over

agreed that school social workers provided the following managerial

services: documents activities and services, provides services to

families, is an advocate for students or families, refers to community

agencies, uses social history or behavior appraisals to assess

students' social problems, and handles crises.

All subgroups but counselors recorded that school social

workers plan and conduct social work related inservice. Only central

office administrators and supervisors and school social workers

stated that the school social worker develops preventive programs,

enlists civic groups' resources, and coordinates services for the

handicapped. Central office administrators and supervisors were the

only group that believed school social workers enforced the

compulsory school attendance law by filing court petitions. School

social workers were not perceived by any subgroup as developing

curricula for classrooms.
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Managerial Services Provided bv School Social Workers

Ordered bv Percent of "Yes" Response

Subgroups

The school social worker:

Cen

tral

Of

fice

Prin

ci

pals

Coun

sel

ors

Psy
cholo

gists

So

cial

Work

ers

Total

X of

Yeses

Documents activities and services provided 100.0 86.5 93.1 100.0 100.0 94.6

Provides social work service to families, e.g.,
home visits,family counseling, child
development

95.5 82.9 87.5 100.0 100.0 91.3

Serves as a student or family advocate to
schools and community agencies

100.0 84.6 78.9 95.0 96.2 89.0

Refers students and parents to appropriate
community resources

95.5 80.5 74.4 100.0 100.0 87.2

Uses social history and/or adaptive behavior
appraisal to assess students' social problems

95.5 74.4 69.2 85.0 92.3 80.8

Manages emergencies or crisis interventions 80.0 67.5 65.8 94.4 96.2 77.5

Plans and conducts social work related

inservice training
83.3 55.0 41.7 90.0 80.8 65.0

• Develops and/or coordinates preventive

programs at the systemwide or school level
68.4 46.2 8.6 40.0 76.9 49.6

* Secures resources from civic groups to

provide positive growth experiences for
students

77.8 35.1 38.9 40.0 61.5 47.4

* Petitions juvenile court against students
with poor attendance or their parents after

trying other interventions

52.4 48.7 33.3 40.0 46.2 43.4

* Coordinates services for multiple-
handicapped children

60.0 37.8 31.3 15.0 68.0 41.8

* Develops curricula for classrooms aimed at 25.0 22.0 02.8 05.0 30.8 16.8

preventing student problems

'These items lack the 50 percent support needed to be perceived as "provided."
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Table 13 provides a rank ordered listing of the subgroups'

perception of institutional services identified by school social

workers by percent of favorable response to Question 1. The only

institutional service that all subgroups thought school social workers

provided was serving on community agency boards.

Data in Table 13 show that counselors were the only subgroup

who did not perceive social workers as participating in the planning

or developing of needed community services indirectly related to

school. Principals were equally divided in their opinion. Counselors

and principals did not think that social workers identified school

problems that hindered attendance. Central office administrators

and supervisors reported that the school social worker planned with

civic groups for enrichment programs for students. No subgroup

perceived that the school social worker plans, develops, or evaluates

student policies or programs.

Table 14 presents the percentages of affirmative replies by

school systems for technical school social work services provided.

Respondents perceived that the following technical services were

being provided in each of the participating systems: reports back to

the referral source, collaborates with administrators in seeking

causes of student problems, plans for individual students referred,

acts as consultant, and helps train new school social workers. No

school system surveyed had a majority of respondents perceiving

that school social workers plan for S-Teams. Table 15 reports the

percent of "Yes" responses by school system to managerial services

provided by school social workers. Respondents believed school
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Institutional Services Provided bv School Social Workers

Ordered bv Percent of "Yes" Responses
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Subgroups

The school social worker:

Cen- So-
tral Prin- Coun- Psy- cial Total
Of- ci- sel- cholog Work- * of
fice pals ors ists ers Yeses

Serves on planning committees or boards of 100.0 62.5 54.8 66.7 84.0 70.5
community agencies

* Participates in the planning or

development of needed community services
indirectly related to school, e.g., Habitat
for Humanity, Chattanooga Venture,

support groups for families with specific
problems

* Identifies school barriers which hinder

pupil attendance or develops plans to

overcome them

* Plans with civic groups for positive

growth experiences of students

* Assists in the planning, development, or

evaluation of student policies or programs

80.0 50.0 46.9 52.6 57.7 54.8

81.0 42.5 24.3 52.6 76.0 50.7

61.1 41.2 28.1 16.7 46.2 38.3

31.8 23.1 12.8 15.8 36.0 22.9

•These items lack the 50 percent support needed to be
perceived as "provided."
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Percentages of "Yes" Responses bv School System to Technical
Services Provided bv School Social Workers

School System

The school social worker:

Chatta

nooga

David

son

County
knox

County Memphis

Provides feedback about referred

students to principals and school
professional personnel

80.6 94.1 61.9 70.2

Works with administrators to examine

symptoms or seeks causes of problems
students have, e.g., teenage
pregnancy, drugs, child abuse

94.4 68.8 65.0 73.1

Develops a social work plan for
individual students

80.6 94.1 60.0 61.8

Serves as consultant to school

personnel regarding social,
emotional, or learning problems of
students

77.1 78.8 52.4 66.7

Assists in the training of beginning
school social workers

65.5 62.1 61.1 68.9

Participates in multidisciplinary
Team (M-Team) meetings for special
education students

88.2 72.7 66.7 42.9

* Supervises field training of student
social workers

57.1 63.3 50.0 67.5

* Counsels with groups of students 37.1 60.6 38.1 56.1

• Formulates inschool screening (S-
Team) plans for individual students

30.6 24.2 19.0 19.3

•These items lack the 50
perceived as "provided."

percent support needed to be
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Table 15

Percentages of "Yes" Responses bv School System to Managerial

Services Provided bv School Social Workers

School System

David-

Chalta- son Knox
The school social worker: nooga County County Memphis

Documents activities and services 100.0 100.0 75.0 93.8

provided

Provides social work service to 100.0 97.1 85.7 84.2
families,e.g., home visits, family
counseling, child development

Serves as a student or family 100.0 94.3 76.2 83.3
advocate to schools and

community agencies

Refers students and parents to 97.2 97.1 81.0 77.2
appropriate community
resources

Uses social history and/or 88.9 91.2 52.4 80.0
adaptive behavior appraisal to
assess students' social problems

Manages emergencies or crisis 93.9 85.3 70.0 65.5
interventions

Plans and conducts social work 67.6 72.7 55.0 62.3
related inservice training

* Develops and/or coordinates 45.7 40.6 47.6 58.8
preventive programs at the
system wide or school level
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Table 15 (continued)

School System

Davld-

Chatta- son Knoz

The school social worker: nooga County County Memphis

* Secures resources from civic 61.8 33.3 45.0 48.0
groups to provide positive
growth experiences for students

' Petitions juvenile court against 97.1 8.8 76.2 18.2
students with poor attendance or
their parents after trying other
interventions

* Coordinates services for 55.9 47.1 19.0 37.8
multiple-handicapped children

* Develops curricula for 17.1 11.8 19.0 18.9
classrooms aimed at preventing
student problems

•These items lack the 50 percent support needed to be
perceived as "provided."
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social workers provided the following services: documents services

provided, helps families using the social casework approach, is a

student or family advocate, makes referrals to community agencies,

uses social history or behavior appraisal to assess social problems of

pupils, manages crises, and conducts inservice related to school social

work. Respondents did not perceive that school social workers in

any system worked on curricula.

As seen in Table 16, none of the institutional school social work

services on the survey were provided in all of the participating

systems. Institutional services not provided by school social workers

were helping civic groups plan for positive programs for students

and developing student policies or programs.

Tables from Appendix C will be utilized in the following

paragraphs to analyze differences in subgroups within districts.

Services will be discussed under Parson's classification of technical,

managerial, and institutional in the order in which services are listed

in Tables 11-13.

Although 69 percent or more of all subgroups (see Table 11,

p. 59) and 62 percent or more of all school systems (see Table 14)

believed that the school social worker provided the technical service

of keeping school personnel informed about referrals, Knoi County

principals and counselors and Chattanooga psychologists did not (see

Appendix C-11).

Fifty-nine percent or more of all subgroups (see Table 11) and

65 percent of more of all school systems (see Table 14) thought

school social workers were working with administrators to examine
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Percentages of "Yes" Responses bv School System to Institutional

Services Provided bv School Social Workers

School System

The school social worker:

David-

Chatta- son Knoi

nooga County County Memphis

Serves on planning committees
or boards of community agencies

* Participates in the planning or
development of needed
community services indirectly
related to school,e.g., Habitat for
Humanity, Chattanooga Venture,
support groups for families with
specific problems

* Identifies school barriers which

plans to overcome them

* Plans with civic groups for
positive growth experiences of
students

* Assists in the planning,
development, or evaluation of
student policies or programs

77.8

64.3

75.0

48.3

79.3

58.1

36.4

30.3

25.7 27.3

35.0

30.0

47.6

30.0

19.0

76.1

57.4

44.2

41.3

20.0

•These items lack the 50 percent support needed to be
perceived as "provided."
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symptoms or seek causes of student problems. Knox County

counselors were the only subgroup within a school district who did

not believe school social workers were performing that duty (see

Appendix C-21).

Respondents from all subgroups (see Table 11) and school

systems (see Table 14) believed that school social workers were

making plans for individual students referred. Memphis principals

were equally divided in their opinion. Knox County psychologists

and Knox County and Memphis counselors did not think that the

service was provided (see Appendix C-1).

Respondents from all subgroups (see Table 11) and school

systems (see Table 14) also believed school social workers served as

consultants. Knox County principals, counselors, and psychologists,

Davidson County counselors, and Memphis principals did not

perceive the school social worker as a consultant. Chattanooga

counselors were divided as to whether the service was provided (see

Appendix C-9).

All subgroups but principals (see Table 11) and respondents in

the four school systems (see Table 14) believed school social workers

assisted in training new school social workers. Knox County

principals and psychologists did not believe that school social

workers were providing the service. Chattanooga counselors,

Davidson County principals, counselors, and school social workers,

and Memphis principals were equally divided as to whether they

were (see Appendix C-16).
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All subgroups but counselors perceived that the school social

worker participates in M-Teams (see Table 11). Memphis

respondents reported that school social workers were not a part of

M-Teams (see Table 14). Chattanooga counselors were the only

counselor group reporting that school social workers did serve on M-

Teams. Memphis principals, psychologists, and school social workers

were others who did not think school social workers provided the

service. Knox County psychologists were divided in their opinion. In

most instances, central office administrators and supervisors and

school social workers agreed as to whether school social work

services were provided, but Memphis central office administrators

and supervisors and school social workers did not agree on this

service (see Appendix C-5).

Central office administrators and supervisors, psychologists, and

school social workers (see Table 11), and respondents in the school

systems except Knox County (see Table 14) perceived that school

social workers supervised field training of college students. Knox

County respondents were equally divided as to whether the service

was provided. Central office administrators and supervisors and

school social workers in all participating systems believed school

social workers were providing the service. No principal subgroup

thought so. Psychologists in Chattanooga and Knox County and

counselors in Knox County did not perceive that the service was

provided. Davidson County counselors were equally divided in their

opinion (see Appendix C-19).
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A majority of central office personnel, psychologists, and school

social workers as well as 50 percent of all respondents thought that

school social workers were counseling student groups (see Table 11).

Respondents in Davidson County and Memphis thought the service

was provided (see Table 14). Principals and counselors in Davidson

County and Memphis counselors did not think so. Memphis

principals were divided as to whether the service was provided. In

contrast, only school social workers in Chattanooga and Knox County

recorded that school social workers were counseling groups. Knox

County central office administrators and supervisors were divided as

to whether group counseling was being done by school social workers

(see Appendix C-3). Chattanooga central office administrators and

supervisors and school social workers usually agreed as to whether a

service was provided but they did not in this instance.

No subgroups (see Table 11) or school systems (see Table 14)

perceived that school social workers were planning for S-Teams.

However Davidson County principals believed that school social

workers were performing the service. Knox County central office

personnel and Chattanooga counselors were equally divided in their

beliefs (see Appendix C-10).

Over 86 percent of all subgroups (see Table 12, p. 61) and 75

percent or more of all participating systems (see Table 15) thought

school social workers provided the managerial service of

documenting activities and the services provided. Central office

administrators and supervisors, psychologists, school social workers,

and Chattanooga and Davidson County respondents were all
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unanimous in their belief. Knox County counselors were the only

subgroup that did not perceive the service was provided (see

Appendix C-20).

Eighty-three percent or more of all subgroups (see Table 12)

and 84 percent of all school systems (see Table 15) perceived that

the school social worker provides social work service to families.

Psychologists, school social workers, and Chattanooga respondents

were unanimous in their belief (see Appendix C-6).

The school social worker was perceived as a student or family

advocate by 79 percent or more of subgroups (see Table 12) and by

76 percent or more of all school systems (see Table 15). Central

office administrators and supervisors and Chattanooga respondents

were unanimous in their opinion. All subgroups within school

systems believed the school social worker provided the service (see

Appendix C-2).

Refers students and families to community resources was

another school social work service that 74 percent or more of all

subgroups (see Table 12) and 77 percent or more of all participating

systems (see Table 15) thought school social workers provided. No

subgroup in any system dissented (see Appendix C-8).

It was perceived by 69 percent or more of all subgroups (see

Table 12) and 52 percent or more of all school systems (see

Table 15) that the school social worker assessed students' social

problems by the use of social history or behavior appraisal. Knox

County principals, counselors, and psychologists did not believe that

school social workers provided the service (see Appendix C-4).
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All subgroups (see Table 12) and all school systems (see

Table 15) had a 66 percent or more majority who believed that

school social workers handle emergencies or crises. Memphis central

office administrators and supervisors were equally divided as to

whether school social workers performed the service. Knoxville

counselors did not think so (see Appendix C-12).

All subgroups but counselors believed that the school social

worker plans and implements school social work inservice training

(see Table 12). Respondents in all systems said school social workers

provided the service (see Table 15). Davidson County counselors,

Knox County principals and counselors, and Memphis principals did

not believe school social workers were involved in conducting

inservice activities. Knox County psychologists and Chattanooga and

Memphis counselors were split in their beliefs as to whether school

social workers conducted inservice activities (see Appendix C-14).

Central office administrators and supervisors and school social

workers were the only subgroups who perceived that school social

workers developed and/or coordinated preventive programs in the

school system (see Table 12). Memphis was the only system where

respondents believed that school social workers provided the service

(see Table 15, p. 65). Central office administrators and supervisors

in Chattanooga, Davidson County, and Memphis, school social

workers, Memphis principals, and Davidson County psychologists

were the subgroups who believed the service was provided. Knox

County central office administrators and supervisors and Memphis
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psychologists were evenly divided in their opinion (see

Appendix C-15).

Central office administrators and supervisors, school social

workers (see Table 12), and Chattanooga respondents perceived that

school social workers secured resources of civic clubs (see Table 15).

Chattanooga counselors and Knox County central office administrators

and supervisors were divided as to whether the duty was being

performed. All other central office administrators and supervisors

thought the service was provided and all counselor groups did not

think it was. No principal subgroup believed that school social

workers were securing resources from civic groups and neither did

any psychologists except in Memphis. Davidson County school social

workers were the only school social worker group who declared they

were not providing the service (see Appendix C-25). This service

was an instance where Davidson County school social workers

perceived the service differently from school social workers in the

other systems.

School social workers were not believed by respondents to be

performing the management task of filing court petitions for truancy

and dependency and neglect. Central office administrators and

supervisors thought they did (see Table 12). All subgroups in

Chattanooga and Knox County (see Table 15) perceived that school

social workers were performing that duty, but no subgroups in

Davidson County or Memphis believed school social workers were

providing the service (see Appendix C-7).
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In addition to central office personnel and school social workers

(see Table 12), a majority of subgroups in Chattanooga (see Table 15)

believed that school social workers coordinate services for the

handicapped. Chattanooga counselors and psychologists did not think

the service was provided. School social workers in Davidson County

said they were providing the service, but only Davidson County

central office administrators and supervisors agreed with them.

Memphis school social workers and half the Knox County school social

workers said they performed that duty but no subgroups in their

systems agreed with them (see Appendix C-22).

No subgroup (see Table 12) or school system (see Table 15)

perceived that school social workers developed curricula for

classrooms aimed at preventing student problems. No subgroup in

any system thought the service was provided by school social

workers. Knox County central office administrators and supervisors

were equally divided in their opinion (see Appendix C-17).

Only one institutional service was agreed upon by subgroups

that school social workers serve on planning committees or boards of

community agencies. Central office administrators and supervisors

were unanimous in their belief that school social workers were

providing the service (see Table 13, p. 63). Respondents in the

participating systems except Knox County perceived that school social

workers did perform the duty (see Table 16, p. 68). Knox County

principals, counselors, and psychologists did not think that school

social workers served on community agency boards. Only one of four

Chattanooga counselors thought they did (see Appendix C-18).
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Central office administrators and supervisors, psychologists, and

school social workers (see Table 13) and respondents in Chattanooga,

Davidson County, and Memphis (see Table 16) thought that school

social workers were participating in planning needed community

services indirectly related to school. Principals who responded were

equally divided in their opinion. Chattanooga respondents eicept

counselors and Memphis respondents except principals thought the

service was provided by school social workers. Only one of four

Chattanooga counselors believed the school social worker performed

the duty. Davidson County psychologists and school social workers

did not believe school social workers were performing that duty.

Neither did Knox County principals, counselors, and psychologists.

Davidson County school social workers did not agree that the service

was provided although a majority of respondents in the school

system did (see Appendix C-26).

Central office administrators and supervisors, psychologists, and

school social workers (see Table 13), and Chattanooga respondents

(see Table 16) believed that school social workers were identifying

school factors that contribute to student absenteeism. Chattanooga

counselors were equally divided in their opinion, but other

Chattanooga subgroups believed that the service was provided. In

the other three systems, central office administrators and

supervisors, Memphis psychologists and school social workers, and

Knox County school social workers perceived that school social

workers were performing that duty. Other subgroups who were

equally divided in their belief that the duty was performed by school
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social workers were Davidson County principals and school social

workers and Knox County psychologists (see Appendix C-23). This

item did not follow the trend of Chattanooga principals and Davidson

psychologists who usually perceived services provided by school

social workers the same as others in their subgroups. The majority

of principals did not believe school social workers provided the

service, but Chattanooga principals did. The majority of

psychologists thought school social workers were providing the

service, but Nashville psychologists did not.

Central office administrators and supervisors were the only

subgroup who perceived that school social workers planned with

civic groups in sponsoring positive programs for students (see

Table 13). No school system believed school social workers were

performing the service (see Table 16). The following subgroups

believed that school social workers did provide that service: central

office administrators and supervisors except in Knox County.

Davidson County principals, and Chattanooga and Knox County school

social workers (see Appendix C-24). This item did not follow the

trend in which central office administrators and supervisors usually

agreed with school social workers that a service was or was not

provided.

In summary, respondents perceived that 14 of the 26 services

on The School Social Work Task and Performance Inventorv were

being performed currently by school social workers. Eight other

services were believed to be performed in at least one of the school

systems surveyed. Twelve services were thought to be performed in
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all four school systems. Fourteen services were provided in Knox

County. 17 services each in Davidson County and Memphis, and 20

services in Chattanooga.

Central office administrators and supervisors, psychologists, and

school social workers perceived that school social workers had a

wider range of technical duties than did principals and counselors.

Central office administrators and supervisors and school social

workers viewed the school social worker role as encompassing more

managerial responsibilities than the other three subgroups. The only

institutional service perceived by all subgroups as being provided

was that of the school social worker serving as a board member of

community agencies.

Developing student policies or programs was the only technical

service which was not provided in any of the participating school

systems. Davidson County school social workers were believed to be

providing all the other technical services. Chattanooga school social

workers were not believed to be counseling groups and Memphis

school social workers were not perceived to be participating in M-

Teams. Knox County school social workers were not thought to be

counseling groups or supervising college students doing practicums

in social work.

The managerial duty of developing curricula for classrooms

aimed at preventing student problems was not believed to be

provided in any of the four school systems. Chattanooga respondents

thought school social workers in their system were performing all

the other managerial duties except developing preventive programs.
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Memphis and Knox County school social workers provided eight

managerial duties each and Davidson County seven managerial

services.

Chattanooga school social workers provided three institutional

services. Davidson County and Memphis school social workers were

thought to provide two institutional services each, but Knox County

social workers were not perceived to provide any.

Central office administrators and supervisors except in Knox

County and school social workers except in Davidson County

perceived that the school social worker provided 75 percent or more

of the social work services on the survey. In contrast, Knox County

counselors thought school socia^l workers performed only 19 percent

of the services. Knox County principals and psychologists believed

school social workers provided 35 percent of the services.

Fifty-seven percent of the tasks provided by school social

workers in Knox County were activities included in social casework.

Davidson County school social workers provided 47 percent of the

casework activities, Memphis school social workers 41 percent, and

Chattanooga 40 percent. Those services included the following

technical services: plans for individual students, is an M-Team

member which was not provided in Memphis, and reports to the

referral source. Managerial services provided were: uses social

history or behavior appraisal to assess social problems of students,

provides social work service to families, advocates for a student or

family, refers individual students and/or families to community

agencies, and documents services provided.
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Of the 26 services listed on the survey, 9 were technical, 12

managerial, and 5 institutional. Of the 14 school social work services

that the majority of respondents thought were provided, 6 were

technical, 7 were managerial, and 1 was institutional.

Results of Ouestion 2

Question 2 asked, "Who provides the service if it is not provided

by the school social worker?" Respondents had the choice of one or

more of the following: principal, assistant principal, psychologist,

counselor, attendance teacher, or other. In some instances,

respondents provided multiple responses. Twenty-six tables in

Appendix D list for each item the number of professionals who

provide services not provided by the school social worker.

Table 17 identifies the professionals believed to provide

services not provided by school social workers. The following six

services were perceived by a majority of all respondents as being

provided by a professional other than the school social worker:

petitions juvenile court against non-attending students or their

parents, plans for S-Teams, develops student policies or programs,

develops curricula, coordinates resources for handicapped students,

and plans positive programs for students in cooperation with civic

groups. Ninety percent of those who did not believe the school social

worker counseled student groups thought the counselor did.

According to Table 10 (see p. 56), 50 percent of respondents believed

that the school social worker provided the service.
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Table 17

Number of Respondents Who Believed Service Was Provided bv

Designated Professionals Other Than School Social Workers

Who Provides Service

The school social worker: N Prin

Asst.

Prin.

Psy
cholo

gist

Coun

selor

Att.

Tcher

Oth

er

Miss

ing

Develops a social work plan for
individual students

38 3 1 3 19 0 5 10

Serves as a student or family
advocate to schools and

community agencies

16 1 2 1 7 0 5 1

* Counsels with groups of

students

73 12 5 11 66 3 3 2

Uses social history and/or
adaptive behavior appraisal to
assess students' social problems

28 2 1 12 14 0 2 4

Participates in

Multidisciplinary Team (M-
Team) meetings for special
education students

52 20 11 28 35 2 14 1

Provides social work service to

families,e.g..home visits family
counseling, child development

13 1 1 1 2 1 5 5

* Petitions juvenile court against
students with poor attendance or
their parents after trying other
interventions

82 6 3 0 1 50 15 10

Refers students & parents to
appropriate community
resources

19 3 2 3 16 1 1 2
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Who Provides Service

The school social worker:

Psy-
Asst. cholo- Coun- Alt. 0th- Miss-

N  Prin Prin. gist selor Tcher er ing

Serves as consultant to school

personnel regarding
social,emotional,or learning

problems of students

44 20 30 0 5 3

* Formulates inschool screening 113

(S-Team) plans for individual
students

25 14 36 45 0 28 9

Provides feedback about referred 34

students to principals and

school professional personnel

15 11 1 6 5

Manages emergencies or crisis

interventions

32 15 7  23 1 2 4

* Assists in the planning,
development, or evaluation of

student policies or programs

111 72 33 10 28 2 23 15

Plans and conducts social work

related inservice training
49 6  7 0 23 12

* Develops and/or coordinates

preventive programs at the

systemwide or school level

70 13 5  25 1 27 14

Assists in the training of be

ginning school social workers
42 0  0 1 27 12

' Develops curricula for
classrooms aimed at preventing
student problems

119 25 11 14 29 1 48 25

Serves on planning committees or 36

boards of community agencies
2  1 1 18 15
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Who Provides Service

The school social worker:

Psy-
Asst. cholo-

N  Prin Prin. gist
Coun- All. 0th- Mlss-

selor Tcher er ing

* Supervises field training of
student social workers

45 0 1  0 0 28 17

Documents activities & services 7 0

provided

Works with administrators to 33 5
examine symptoms or seeks
causes of problems students

have,e.g., teenage pregnancy,
drugs, child abuse, etc.

* Coordinates services for 78 14

multiple-handicapped children

0  0 0 2 5

8  21 2 7 1

19 18 0 42 11

* Identifies school barriers

which hinder pupil attendance
or develops plans to overcome

them

70 20 17 8  25 18 18 9

* Plans with civic groups for
positive growth experiences of
students

79 19 5  21 3 30 21

* Secures resources from civic

groups to provide positive

growth experiences for students

72 17 2  20 2 25 17

• Participates in the planning or
development of needed commun
ity services in-directly related
to school, e.g.,Habitat for

Humanity, Chattanooga Venture,
support groups for families with
specific problems

57 4 2  7 1 26 22

Note. In some instances, respondents provided multiple responses.

'These items lack the 50 percent support needed to be perceived as
■provided."
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Respondents who indicated that another professional provided

the service, named counselors as performing the following duties:

plans for individual casework, counsels with student groups, uses

social history or behavior appraisal to assess student social problems,

is an M-Team member, refers to community resources, serves as

consultant on mental health problems, takes care of emergencies, and

works with administrators to find causes of student problems.

The category, "other", provided the following services: provides

social work service to families, plans and conducts social work

related inservice training, helps train beginning school social

workers, develops curricula, participates as a board member of a

community agency, supervises field placement of student social

workers, documents services provided, coordinates services for

handicapped students, plans programs with civic groups for positive

student experiences, and plans or develops with others needed

community services.

The psychologist was believed to be an M-Team member and to

provide feedback to the referral source. Respondents were equally

divided as to whether the psychologist uses social history or adaptive

behavior appraisal to assess students' social problems.

In addition to the counselor, respondents thought the principal

handled emergencies. The principal was also perceived to develop

student policies and programs.

The attendance teacher was seen as enforcing the compulsory

school attendance law through court action.
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Respondents did not name any of the designated professionals

as providing the following school social work services: advocates for

a student or family, plans for S-Teams, develops preventive

programs for students, identifies school hindrances to pupil

attendance, or gets resources from civic groups for positive student

programs (see Table 17).

The following analysis of individual items on the survey

comparing subgroups, school systems, and subgroups within school

systems is based on information in Appendix D.

Counselors responded that they advocated for students if they

named someone other than the school social worker. A total of only

11 percent of the respondents replied that the school social worker

did not provide the service (see Appendix D-2). Principals,

counselors, and Memphis respondents reported that counselors

planned for S-Teams for students. Psychologists replied that they

planned for S-Teams (see Appendix D-10).

Counselors, Knox County respondents, and Memphis respondents

thought the counselor developed preventive programs for students

(see Appendix D-15). Davidson County respondents believed that the

attendance teacher plans to overcome school barriers to attendance

while Knox County respondents thought the counselor performed the

service (see Appendix D-23). Chattanooga, Davidson County, and

Knox County respondents believed that "other" secures resources

from civic groups for positive student programs but those who

replied from Memphis thought the counselor was the person who

provided the service (see Appendix D-25).
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Respondents as a whole and Memphis respondents believed

counselors were the professionals who developed a social work plan

for individual students. Half of the Memphis respondents were

principals and half were counselors (see Appendix D-1).

Respondents as a whole, all four school systems, central office

administrators and supervisors, principals, and counselors perceived

that counselors do group counseling (see Appendix D-3). The total of

respondents, principals, counselors, and Memphis respondents

believed that counselors use social history or behavior appraisal to

assess students' social problems. Respondents were equally divided

as to whether psychologists provide the service, but Knox County

respondents thought they did (see Appendix D-4).

Counselors and psychologists were perceived to participate in

M-Teams by respondents as a whole, by counselors, and by Davidson

County, Knox County, and Memphis respondents. Principals thought

counselors were a part of M-Teams and psychologists and school

social workers thought psychologists took part in M-Teams (see

Appendix D-5).

Respondents as a whole, counselors, and Chattanooga, Knox

County, and Memphis respondents named the counselor as making

referrals to community agencies. However only 11 percent of

respondents named other professionals besides school social workers

as providing the service (see Appendix D-8).

Respondents as a whole, counselors, and Memphis respondents

named counselors as consultants to school personnel regarding

students' problems. Principals and Davidson County and Knox County
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respondents believed counselors and psychologists acted as

consultants. Psychologists believed they provided the service (see

Appendix D-9).

The total of respondents, central office administrators and

supervisors, principals, and Knox County and Memphis respondents

believed that both counselors and principals handle emergencies. In

addition, counselors and Davidson County respondents thought

counselors provided the service (see Appendix D-12). Respondents

as a whole, principals, counselors, and Knox County and Memphis

participants thought counselors work with administrators to seek

causes of student problems (see Appendix D-21).

The total of respondents, all subgroups, and the four school

systems perceived that the principal develops student policies or

programs (see Appendix D-13). The total of respondents,

psychologists, and those who replied from Chattanooga and Knox

County believed that the psychologist provides feedback to school

personnel about referred students. Counselors thought counselors

provided the service (see Appendix D-11).

Respondents, central office administrators and supervisors,

counselors, psychologists, school social workers, and those from the

school systems except Chattanooga who named another professional

for taking student attendance problems to court listed the attendance

teacher. Principals were divided as to whether the attendance

teacher performed the service (see Appendix D-7).

Respondents as a whole, principals, counselors, and all school

systems except Knox County perceived that "other" was responsible
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for providing school social work related inservice training (see

Appendix D-14). All respondents, all subgroups, and all four school

systems thought "other" helped train beginning school social workers

(see Appendix D-16).

The total of respondents, principals, psychologists, school social

workers, and those who replied from Davidson County and Memphis

believed "other" developed curricula aimed at the prevention of

student problems. Central office administrators and supervisors

were divided as to whether "other" provided the service. Principals

and counselors were seen by a minority of respondents as

developing curricula (see Appendix D-17).

Respondents thought "other" to be the professional who serves

on community planning committees and boards (see Appendix D-18),

supervises students doing practicums in school social work (see

Appendix D-19), and documents services provided (see Appendix

D-20). All subgroups and all four school systems thought "other"

supervises students placed with school social workers for practicums

(see Appendix D-19). The total number of respondents answering

the preceding items was low.

Respondents as a whole, all subgroups, and the school systems

except Knox County perceived that a professional other than the

school social worker coordinates services for multiple-handicapped

children (see Appendix D-22). The total of respondents, principals,

psychologists, Davidson County, and Knox County believed that

"other" professionals plan with civic groups for positive programs for

students. Central office administrators and supervisors, counselors.
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school social workers, and Chattanooga respondents were divided as

to whether "other" provided the service. Memphis respondents

thought the counselor was the person responsible (see

Appendix D-24).

In addition to the total respondents, central office

administrators and supervisors, principals, psychologists, school

social workers, and those who replied from the four school systems

perceived that "other" participates in the development of related

community services. Counselors were divided as to whether "other"

provided the service (see Appendix D-26).

In analyzing results of Appendix Tables D-1 through D-26, the

researcher noted that counselors perceived themselves as

performing 46 percent of the social work services--more than any

other subgroup. Memphis respondents believed counselors provided

37 percent of the services, followed by Knox County with 35 percent,

and principals with 31 percent. Psychologists and school social

workers believed the counselor performed none of the services and

Chattanooga respondents thought he/she performed 12 percent of

the services.

Davidson County respondents had 31 percent who perceived

that the category "other" provided the school social work service.

This was followed by principals with 27 percent and psychologists

with 23 percent. Counselors and central office administrators and

supervisors had only 15 percent believing that the duty was

provided by "other".
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Psychologists and Knox County respondents believed the

psychologist performed 15 percent of the social work services on the

survey. Davidson County respondents perceived that the

psychologist provided 8 percent of the services. The other subgroups

and school systems believed that the psychologist performed only 4

percent of the duties. School social workers thought "other"

professionals performed 19 percent of the services and the principal,

psychologist, and attendance teacher, 4 percent each.

Principals and Knox County and Memphis respondents

perceived the principal as providing 8 percent of the services. The

other subgroups and school systems thought the principal performed

4 percent of the duties. The assistant principal was not believed by

any subgroup or school system to provide the school social work

services listed on the survey.

Davidson County respondents thought the attendance teacher

provided 8 percent of the services. The other subgroups except

principals and Knox County and Memphis believed the attendance

teacher performed 4 percent of the duties. Principals were equally

divided as to whether the attendance teacher provided any services

but Chattanooga respondents stated he/she did not.

Chattanooga and Memphis respondents believed that "other"

professionals provided 23 percent of the social work services on the

questionnaire, and Knox County believed that "other" provided 19

percent. Davidson County respondents perceived that counselors

performed 19 percent of the services.
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In summary, there is more perceived overlap of social work

services with duties of the counselor than any other professional.

There were more duties listed by respondents for "other", but that

category could include several different professionals such as special

education supervisor, curriculum specialist, social work and/or pupil

services supervisor, or another central office administrator or

supervisor.

Services perceived as performed by the attendance worker,

psychologist, and principal could be applied to them as well as to

school social workers. In the school systems except Chattanooga, the

attendance worker is responsible for taking students to juvenile

court if other interventions to improve attendance are not successful.

Both services perceived as provided by the psychologist,

participating in M-Teams and providing feedback, are technical

services. The psychologist's feedback to the referral source is a

detailed written report. One service perceived to be provided by the

principal, handling emergencies, is managerial, and one service,

developing student policies, is institutional.

Respondents identified six services as being provided by some

professional other than the school social worker in the school

systems surveyed. The counselor was perceived as counseling

student groups by 90 percent of those who did not believe the school

social worker provided the service. For those who listed other

professionals in answer to Question 2, the category "other" was seen

as providing 10 services and the counselor as providing 8 services.

Both the psychologist and counselor were perceived as participating
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in M-Teams and both the counselor and principal were perceived as

taking care of emergencies. The principal and psychologist were

thought to perform one other service each and the attendance

teacher was believed to be the person charged with filing petitions in

juvenile court on students who did not attend school regularly. The

majority of respondents did not name another professional for

performing five of the social work services listed on the

questionnaire.

Results of Question

Question 3 asked, "How effective is the quality of service

provided by school social workers?" Respondents who answered

"Yes" to Question 1, "What services are provided by school social

workers?" were to rate each of those services on a six point scale.

The choices and numbers assigned to each were:

very ineffective—one,

somewhat ineffective—two,

undecided—tend toward ineffective—three,

undecided—tend toward effective—four,

somewhat effective—five,

very effective—six.

Mean ratings were computed for each subgroup and school

system surveyed. Responses of the subgroups and school systems

for each item are given in Appendix E.

Table 18 reports the number of responses by level of

effectiveness for school social worker services identified and the
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Table 18

Number of Responses bv Level of Effectiveness for

Services Provided bv School Social Workers

Effectiveness of Service Provided

Miss-

The school social worker; VI SI urn utte SE VE Total i&g Mean

Develops a social work plan for 1 5 6 9 45 36 102 5 5.0
individual students

Serves as a student or family 1 7 7 13 44 46 118 11 4.9
advocate to schools & community
agencies

* Counsels with groups of students 1 2 2 7 32 26 70 3 5.1

Uses social history and/or adaptive 3 3 5 10 40 52 113 5 5.1
behavior appraisal to assess
students' social problems

Participates in Multidisciplinary 4 5 1 10 32 35 87 5 4.9
Team (M-Team) meetings for special
education students

Provides social work service to 4 4 4 11 44 60 127 9 5.1
families, e.g., home visits, family
counseling, child development

* Petitions juvenile court against 2 5 6 2 23 20 58 5 4.7
students with poor attendance or

their parents after trying other
interventions

Refers students and parents to 4 5 1 13 45 54 122 7 5.1
appropriate community resources

Serves as consultant to school 2 3 4 12 41 37 99 3 5.0
personnel regarding social,

emotional, or learning problems of
students

* Formulates inschool screening (S- 0 4 0 0 16 13 33 1 5.0
Team) plans for individual students
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Table 18 (continued)

Effectiveness of Service Provided

Miss-

The school social worker: VI SI UTTI ihte SE VE Total ina Mean

Provides feedback about referred 3 5 0 10 52 38 108 6 5.0
students to principals and school
professional personnel

Manages emergencies or crisis 4 5 0 7 44 44 104 6 5.1
interventions

* Assists in the planning, 0 0 1 5 13 12 31 2 5.2
development, or evaluation of

student policies or programs

Plans & conducts social work 1 7 3 9 36 29 85 6 4.9
related inservice training

* Develops and/or coordinates 1 6 0 13 32 14 66 3 4.7
preventive programs at the
systemwide or school level

Assists in the training of beginning 1 3 3 10 32 28 77 2 5.0
school social workers

* Develops curricula for classrooms 0 0 2 2 14 5 23 1 5.0
aimed at preventing student
problems

Serves on planning committees or 2 3 3 17 28 29 82 4 4.9
boards of community agencies

* Supervises field training of 1 3 2 9 24 30 69 2 5.1
student social workers

Documents activities and services 2 5 3 12 42 52 116 7 5.1
provided

Works with administrators to ex- 1 9 3 6 43 40 102 5 5.0
amine symptoms or seeks causes of
problems students have,e.g., teenage
pregnancy, drugs, child abuse, etc.

* Coordinates services for multiple- 1 3 1 6 22 19 52 4 5.0
handicapped children
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Table 18 (continued)

Effectiveness of Service Provided

Miss-

The school social worker; VI SI UTTI urre SE VE Total ing Mean

* Identifies school barriers which 2 5 12 25 21 67 5 4.8

hinder pupil attendance or develops
plans to overcome them

* Plans with civic groups for 1 1 1 9 23 11 46 3 4.8
positive growth experiences of
students

* Secures resources from civic 1 3 1 11 27 20 63 2 4.9

groups to provide positive growth

experiences for students

* Participates in the planning or 1 2 2 11 23 23 66 3 3.0
development of needed community
services indirectly related to
school,e.g..Habitat for Humanity,
Chattanooga Venture, support

groups for families with specific
problems

•These items lack the 50 percent support needed to be
perceived as "provided."
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mean rating for each item. The range of means for all items was

between 4.7 and 5.2. This represented an overall rating of

"somewhat effective."

Sixty-five percent of school social work services had a rating of

5.0-5.2. Of the highest rated services, 35 percent were casework

activities and 41 percent were services from other models of social

work. Forty-one percent of the highest rated services were provided

by less than a majority of school social workers. Those school social

workers were effective who were planning S-Teams, helping develop

student policies and programs, developing curricula, and coordinating

services for the handicapped.

Table 19 shows the mean score of effectiveness, ordered from

high to low, of services provided by school social workers. Means of

each of the five subgroups are also given. The total mean rating for

the 26 items was 5.0.

According to Table 19, respondents replied that the eight most

effective social work services had a mean of 5.1 or 5.2, "somewhat

effective." The school social worker had an effectiveness rating of

5.1 in counseling student groups but respondents were equally

divided as to whether the school social worker provided the service.

Working on student policies was another social worker service

judged to be "somewhat effective" (5.2), but that service was

perceived to be provided by only 22.9 percent of respondents (see

Table 13, p.63). Supervising field training of student social workers,

a service with an effectiveness rating of 5.1. lacked the 50 percent



Table 19
97

Mean Effectiveness Score for Services Provided bv

School Social Workers Ordered From High to Low

Subgroups

The school social worker:

Cen-

tral

Office

Prin

cipals
Coun

selors

Psy
chol

ogists

Social

Work

ers Mean

* Assists in the planning, devel
opment, or evaluation of student
policies or programs

5.1 5.3 4.6 4.7 5.6 5.2

* Counsels with groups of students 5.2 5.2 4.1 4.8 5.5 5.1

Uses social history and/or adaptive
behavior appraisal to assess students'
social problems

5.2 5.2 4.7 4.9 5.5 5.1

Provides social work service to

families, e.g., home visits, family
counseling, child development

5.2 4.9 5.0 4.7 5.7 5.1

Refers students and parents to
appropriate community resources

5.3 5.2 4.6 4.8 5.5 5.1

Manages emergencies or crisis
interventions

4.9 5.2 4.6 4.8 5.6 5.1

* Supervises field training of student
social workers

5.1 4.8 5.1 4.6 5.4 5.1

Documents activities and services
provided

5.0 5.1 5.0 4.8 5.5 5.1

Develops a social work plan for
individual students

4.9 4.8 4.6 4.8 5.6 5.0

Serves as consultant to school per- 4.9 5.1 4.4 4.8 5.5 5.0
sonnel regarding social, emotional, or
learning problems of students

• Formulates inschool screening (S-
Team) plans for individual students

Provides feedback about referred
students to principals and school
professional personnel

4.8 5.1 4.6 5.0 5.5 5.0

5.0 4.9 4.8 4.8 5.5 5.0
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Subgroups

The school social worker:

Cen

tral

Office

Prin

cipals

Psy-
Coun- chol-

seiors ogists

Social

Work

ers Mean

Assists in the training of beginning
school social workers

5.1 4.8 4.8 4.9 5.4 5.0

* Develops curricula for classrooms
aimed at preventing student problems

5.2 4.6 5.0 4.0 5.3 5.0

Works with administrators to examine
symptoms or seeks causes of problems
students have, e.g., teenage
pregnancy, drugs, child abuse

5.3 4.9 4.8 4.5 5.3 5.0

' Coordinates services for multiple-
handicapped students

4.9 4.8 4.8 5.7 5.1 5.0

* Participates in the planning or
development of needed community
services indirectly related to school,
e.g.. Habitat for Humanity,
Chattanooga Venture, support groups
for families with specific probiems

5.5 4.9 4.8 4.0 5.6 5.0

Serves as a student or family advocate
to schools and community agencies

4.9 5.1 4.6 4.6 5.5 4.9

Participates in multidisciplinary
Team (M-Team) meetings for special
education students

5.1 5.0 4.8 4.6 4.9 4.9

Plans and conducts social work
related inservice training

5.0 5.1 4.5 4.5 5.0 4.9

Serves on planning committees or
boards of community agencies

5.1 4.9 4.6 4.5 5.1 4.9

* Secures resources from civic

groups to provide positive growth
experiences for students

5.2 5.0 4.4 4.0 5.5 4.9

•  Identifies school barriers which
hinder pupil attendance or develops
plans to overcome them

4.5 5.2 4.8 4.0 5.1 4.8
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Subgroups

The school social worker:

Cen

tral

Office

Prin

cipals

Psy-

Coun- chol-

selors ogists

Social

Work

ers Mean

* Plans with civic groups for positive
growth experiences of students

5.2 4.6 4.2 4.7 5.3 4.8

* Petitions juvenile court against
students with poor attendance or
their parents after trying other
interventions

4.7 5.0 4.6 4.1 4.8 4.7

• Develops and/or coordinates
preventive programs at the
system wide or school level

5.2 4.4 4.0 4.5 5.1 4.7

Total Mean Rating 5.0 5.0 4.7 4.6 5.4 5.0

"These items lack the 50 percent support needed to be
perceived as "provided."
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support needed to be perceived as being provided (see Table 10.

p. 56).

Other "somewhat effective" services (mean of 5.1) were:

assesses students' social problems by use of social history and/or

adaptive behavior appraisal, assists families referred using social

casework, refers students or parents to community services, handles

crises, and documents services provided.

None of the four social work services rated lowest in

effectiveness on Table 19 (mean rating of 4.7 or 4.8) was perceived

by respondents to be provided by school social workers. One was an

institutional service--the school social worker identifies school

barriers which interfere with student attendance or develops plans

to alleviate them (see Table 13, p. 63). The other three services

rated lowest in effectiveness and not believed to be provided were

the following managerial services: plans positive programs with civic

groups for students, files petitions in juvenile court on attendance

problems, and develops preventive programs (see Table 12, p. 61).

School social workers who were providing those services were not

perceived to be as effective as school social workers performing

other services.

School social workers perceived their own effectiveness more

positively than did any other subgroup. As reported in Table 19.

they gave themselves a mean effectiveness rating of 5.4. Central

office personnel were the second most positive with a mean of 5.1

followed by principals. 5.0; counselors. 4.6; and school

psychologists. 4.6.
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According to Table 19, school social workers thought they were

"very effective" (mean of 5.5 to 5.7) in providing the following

services: assesses students' social problems using social history or

adaptive behavior measures, provides services to families, refers to

community agencies, handles emergencies, documents services

provided, makes a casework plan for individual students referred,

acts as a consultant, gives feedback to the referral source, and

advocates for a student or family. School social workers believed

they were "very effective" in counseling student groups (mean of

5.5), but respondents were equally divided as to whether the service

was provided (see Table 11, p. 59). School social workers also

perceived they were "very effective" (5.6) in participating in

developing related community services, but that service was not

thought to be provided (see Table 10, p. 56).

Also in Table 19, school social workers thought they were "very

effective" (mean of 5.5) in securing resources from civic groups, but

only central office administrators and supervisors and school social

workers perceived that the service was provided (see Table 12,

p. 61). Although the majority of school social workers did not

formulate S-Team plans (see Table 11, p. 59), or help develop

student policies (see Table 13, p. 63), those who did believed they

were very effective.

According to Table 19, central office administrators and

supervisors perceived the school social worker as "very effective"

(mean of 5 5) in planning for related community services. Even

though neither a majority of psychologists nor total respondents
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believed the service was provided (see Table 12, p. 61), psychologists

who thought the school social worker coordinated services for

handicapped students believed they were "very effective" (mean

of 5.7).

Counselors more than any other subgroup perceived school

social workers as least effective on 10 items and were tied in

evaluating them lowest on 5 other services. Psychologists rated

school social workers as less effective than the other subgroups on

11 services and tied with counselors for the lowest rating on 3 other

services. Counselors tied with principals in rating the school social

worker least effective on two items (see Table 19).

Counselors were undecided but tended toward believing school

social workers were effective in developing preventive programs

(mean of 4.0). That service was also rated lowest by respondents

(mean of 4.7) and principals (mean of 4.4), who were undecided

about the school social worker's effectiveness.

A service also rated lowest in effectiveness by respondents was

the school social worker taking chronic nonattending students to

juvenile court (mean of 4.7). Psychologists were undecided about the

effectiveness of that service (mean of 4.1). Neither service was

perceived by respondents, counselors, or psychologists as being

provided (see Table 12, p. 61). Those school social workers who

provided the service were not perceived as effective as in other

services that they provided.

Next lowest in effectiveness (mean of 4.8) was the school social

worker s services in correcting school obstacles to improving pupil
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attendance and planning with civic groups for positive eiperiences

for students. Psychologists were undecided about the school social

worker s effectiveness (mean of 4.0) in developing plans to overcome

school barriers to attendance. Counselors were undecided as to

whether the school social worker was effective (mean of 4.2) in

planning positive programs for pupils in cooperation with civic clubs.

School social workers perceived they were working to correct school

hindrances to attendance but were not planning with civic groups to

provide positive programs for students (see Table 13. p. 63). School

social workers who were providing either service were perceived by

respondents to be "somewhat effective", but not as effective as with

other services they performed (see Table 19).

Counselors were also undecided about the school social worker's

effectiveness in counseling groups (mean of 4.1), serving as

consultant (mean of 4.4), and securing resources from civic groups to

provide positive experiences for students (mean of 4.4).

Psychologists were undecided about the school social worker's

effectiveness in developing curricula for classrooms (mean of 4.4),

participating in related community services (mean of 4.0), and

securing resources from civic groups to develop positive student

programs (mean of 4.0). Central office professionals and school social

workers did not rate the effectiveness of any service as "undecided—

tend toward effective" (below a mean of 4.5) (see Table 19).

Nine services with an effectiveness rating of 5.0 or above (see

Table 19) also had a total percentage of "Yes" responses over 69

percent. That which school social workers are perceived as doing by



104

the largest majority of respondents, they are perceived as doing

more effectively. Following are the services: assesses social

problems of students using social history or adaptive behavior

measures, gives casework services to families, refers to community

agencies, handles crises, and documents services provided

(see Table 12, p. 64); plans for delivery of services to individual

students, acts as consultant, gives feedback to referral source, and

seeks causes of students' social problems by working with

administrators (see Table 11, p. 59).

The mean score of effectiveness of services provided by school

social workers by school system is given in Table 20. Chattanooga

and Davidson County had total mean ratings of 5.1, followed by Knoi

County, 5.0, and Memphis, 4.7.

Chattanooga school social workers were believed to be "very

effective " (mean of 5.5 or higher) in providing services to families,

referring students and/or parents to community agencies, and giving

feedback to teachers and principals. Neither Davidson County nor

Memphis respondents perceived the school social worker to be "very

effective" in providing any services.

Knox County school social workers were believed to be "very

effective" in planning for S-Teams, planning student policies or

programs, developing curricula, and coordinating services for

handicapped students (see Table 20). However only 19 percent of

Knoxville respondents perceived that any of those services were

provided (see Table 14-16, p. 64-68). Those Knoxville school social
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Mean Effectiveness Score for Services Provided bv

School Social Workers bv School Svstem

School System

The school social worker:

Chat

tanoo

ga

David

son

County
knoz

County
Mem

phis

Develops a social work plan for individual
students

5.0 5.3 4.7 4.7

Serves as a student or family advocate to schools
and community agencies

5.2 5.2 4.8 4.7

• Counsels with groups of students 5.2 5.1 5.3 5.0

Uses social history and/or adaptive behavior
appraisal to assess students' social problems

5.2 5.1 5.1 5.0

Participates in mullidisciplinary Team (M-Team)
meetings for special education students

5.2 5.1 4.4 4.7

Provides social work service to families,e.g., home
visits,family counseling, child development

5.5 5.3 4.5 4.9

* Petitions juvenile court against students with
poor attendance or their parents after trying
other interventions

5.0 5.0 3.8 5.0

Refers students and parents to appropriate
community resources

5.5 5.2 4.7 4.8

Serves as consultant to school personnel
regarding social, emotional, or learning
problems of students

5.3 5.2 5.0 4.7

• Formulates inschool screening (S-Team) plans
for individual students

5.1 5.4 5.8 4.5

Provides feedback about referred students to
principals and school professional personnel

5.5 5.2 5.1 4.5

Manages emergencies or crisis interventions 5.4 *5.0 4.8 4.8

' Assists in the planning, development, or
evaluation of student policies or programs

5.3 5.3 5.8 4.7
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School System

The school social worker:

Chat

tanoo

ga

David

son

County
knox

County
Mem

phis

Plans and conducts social work related Inservlce
training

4.7 5.1 4.9 4.8

• Develops and/or coordinates preventive
programs at the systemwlde or school level

3.0 5.0 4.5 4.4

Assists In the training of beginning school social
workers

4.8 5.2 4.6 5.1

* Develops curricula for classrooms aimed at
preventing student problems

4.8 5.3 5.5 4.7

Serves on planning committees or boards of
community agencies

4.9 5.1 5.0 4.6

* Supervises field training of student social
workers

4.7 5.2 5.1 5.2

Documents activities and services provided 5.3 5.2 5.3 4.8

Works with administrators to examine symptoms
or seeks causes of problems students have, e.g.,
teenage pregnancy, drugs, child abuse

5.2 5.1 4.6 4.8

* Coordinates services for multiple-handicapped
children

5.1 5.2 5.8 4.4

*  Identifies school barriers which hinder pupil
attendance or develops plans to overcome them

.0 4.5 5.2 4.5

• Plans with civic groups for positive growth
experiences of students

4.9 5.2 5.3 4.5

• Secures resources from civic groups to provide
positive growth experiences for students

5.3 5.0 5.0 4.5

• Participates In the planning or development of
needed community services Indirectly related to
school,e.g., Habitat for Humanity, Chattanooga
Venture, support groups for families with
specific problems

5-2 5.3 5.3 4.6

Total Mean Rating IT 5.1 "47

•These items lack the 50 percent support needed to be
perceived as "provided."
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workers who were perceived to be performing the services were

thought to be doing an outstanding job.

According to Table 20. Knox County and Memphis respondents

were undecided about the school social worker's effectiveness (mean

4.4 or below) on two services each. Knox County respondents were

undecided as to whether the school social worker was effective in

taking nonattending students to juvenile court (mean of 3.8) and

serving on M-Teams (mean of 4.4). Participants from Memphis were

undecided whether the school social worker was effective in

developing preventive programs for students (mean of 4.4) and

coordinating services for handicapped pupils (mean of 4.4).

Memphis respondents did not perceive that the school social worker

coordinated services for the handicapped (see Table 14, p. 64) and

those school social workers who were providing the service were not

thought to be very effective.

In summary, the mean score for all items indicated that

respondents thought the school social worker was "somewhat

effective". School social workers rated themselves as much more

effective than other professionals in the survey did. They perceived

they were "very effective" on 65 percent of the services provided.

Central office administrators and supervisors and psychologists each

thought school social workers were "very effective' on 6 percent of

services provided. Knox County respondents believed school social

workers to be "very effective" in providing 15 percent of all 26

services and Chattanooga respondents believed they were "very

effective" in providing 18 percent of services that were provided.
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Counselors perceived the school social workers to be least effective

on 10 services and tied for least effective on 5 other services.

Psychologists rated the school social worker least effective on 11

services and tied with counselors in viewing the school social worker

as least effective on 3 services. Counselors tied with principals in

viewing the school social worker as least effective on two other

items. Counselors and psychologists were each undecided about the

effectiveness of the school social worker in providing five social work

services, Knox County and Memphis respondents were each

undecided about two services, and principals were undecided as to

the effectiveness of one service. Nine of the most effective services

were perceived to be provided by almost 75 percent of the

respondents.

Results of Question 4

Question 4 (Opinion Question 1) was. "Are there other services

not listed in the questionnaire that should be provided by school

social workers?" The question asked for opinions and was open-

ended.

In the survey, statements of services provided were more

general than many of the replies to this question. Some responses

dealt with specific services which may or may not be provided in

more than one school system. General headings the researcher used

to group replies were: develops a social work plan for individual

students, serves as a student or family advocate, counsels with

groups of students, provides social work service to families, serves as
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consultant to school personnel, performs administrative tasks,

advances school-community relations, participates in activities

related to professional leadership and/or public relations.

Suggested services which fell under the general category of

providing social work service to families included the following;

conducts family therapy (Davidson County and Memphis Central

Office): serves pregnant students (Memphis Central Office); works as

liaison between home, school, and community (Davidson County and

Knox County Central Office and Memphis counselor); provides parent

training (Memphis principal, two Memphis counselors, and a

Davidson County school social worker); secures resources for

economic needs (a Davidson County counselor and a Knox County

school social worker); sets up support groups for parents (Davidson

County school social worker): arranges transportation for parents

(Davidson County central office and a Knox County psychologist).

Suggested services which were included under planning for

individual students were providing individual therapy for students

(Memphis central office and Davidson County school social worker)

and testifying in court in child custody suits (Memphis school social

worker). Services under counsels with groups of students were

providing group counseling in classrooms (Chattanooga school social

worker) and working as a member of an Alcohol and Drug Abuse

Team (Memphis central office). Suggestions which fit into the

consultant role of the school social worker were serving as a team

member in serious discipline cases (Chattanooga school social

worker) and collaborates with the school counselor (Memphis
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counselor). A suggested service under advancing school-community

relations was preparing school-community programs (Knox County

counselor). A service considered by the researcher to be an

administrative task was securing parent signatures for school needs

(Chattanooga counselor).

Other services suggested related to the school social worker's

professional leadership activities and/or public relations. Included

were the following: works with elected officials to seek improved

services to students and families, develops presentations such as

videotapes about school social work, participates in developing

educational policy at the state level, prepares articles for publication,

participates actively in professional organizations, and serves on

negotiating teams.

School social work services listed in answer to the question

were more specific than items in the questionnaire. Some services

enumerated might not apply to all systems surveyed. Each item was

placed under one of the general statements the researcher used to

categorize answers. A small percentage of respondents suggested

additional services.

Results of Question S

Research Question 5 (Opinion Question 2) was open-ended and

asked for the respondent's opinion of the three most important

services provided by school social workers. Table 21 reports the

three most important services listed in descending order by the
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Summary of Three Most Important Services Provided

bv School Social Workers Ordered bv

Number of Respondents

111

Most Important Services Provided

The school social worker:

Number

Ranking
Impor
tance

Provides social work service to 142 64 46 32
families, e.g.. home visits, family
counseling, child development

Develops a social work plan for 56 25 24 7
individual students

Refers students and parents to 43 4 20 19
appropriate community resources

Uses social history and/or adaptive 24 13 8 3
behavior appraisal to assess
students' social problems

Serves as a student or family 23 7 9 7
advocate to schools and community
agencies

Serves as consultant to school 22 3 6 13
personnel regarding social,
emotional, or learning problems of
students

Manages emergencies or crisis 9 4 2 3
interventions

Participates in Multidisciplinary 9 0 3 6
Team (M-Team) meetings for special
education students
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number of respondents replying. Included are services rated by

nine or more persons.

Providing social work services to families was ranked by 95

percent of respondents as one of the three most Important services

provided by school social workers. Casework planning for Individual

students was ranked among the top three by 38 percent of

respondents. Referring to community agencies was considered as

one of the three most Important by 29 percent of respondents.

Between 15 and 16 percent of respondents ranked the following

services of the school social worker among the top three; assesses

social problems of students, acts as a student or family advocate, and

serves as a consultant to school personnel.

Other services performed by the school social worker which

were ranked 1-3 by 6 percent or fewer respondents were: handles

emergencies. Is an M-Team member, counsels student groups, takes

legal action against chronic absentees, plans for Inschool screenings

(S-Teams), reports on progress of referrals, leads social work

Inservlce, Initiates preventive programs, coordinates services for

handicapped children, helps administrators Identify causes of

student problems, provides growth experiences for students by using

civic resources, and works In the development of related community

services.

Four services not listed on the survey were suggested as being

one of the three most Important services the school social worker

provides by one or two respondents. Included were: coordinates

services of agencies, provides classroom group guidance, serves as
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consultant to community agencies representing schools, and displays

personal professionalism.

The researcher did a content analysis of the most important

school social work services. Holstei (1969) classified data for content

analysis into recording units and context units. The recording unit

the researcher used was the individual school social work service

listed on the survey. The three levels of organizational decision-

making—technical, managerial, and Institutional—comprised the

context units into which the recording units were placed for analysis

(Parsons, 1958). Data were integrated with information gathered

from the questionnaires to provide depth and a subjective dimension

to the analysis and interpretation.

Two technical services and four managerial services were

ranked among the three most important by more than nine

respondents. The technical services were: plans for resolving

individual student problems and serves as consultant to school

personnel. More than 69 percent of respondents replied that both

services were provided (see Table 11, p. 59). Managerial services

rated among the top three were: assesses social problems of

students, provides services to families, advocates for a student or

family, and uses community resources by referring students and

parents. More than 80 percent of respondents perceived that the

school social worker provided those managerial services (see Table

12. p. 61). One technical service related to students and one to school

professional personnel. All four of the managerial services related to

students and/or their families. Those six services were rated among
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the most effective by respondents (mean of 4.9 to 5.1) (somewhat

effective) (see Table 18, p. 93).

In summary, the three most important services provided by the

school social worker listed by respondents were: provides social

work service to families, plans for casework for individual students,

and makes appropriate referrals to community resources. Planning

for individual students is a technical service but working with

families and making referrals in the community are managerial.

Results of Question 6

Question 6 (Opinion Question 3) asked, "Are there ways to

improve the quality of the service provided by school social

workers?" If respondents answered "Yes", they were asked to make

suggestions for improvement. Table 22 records the number of

respondents by classification of position who suggested ways of

improving the quality of service provided by the school social

worker. Of the 149 persons who responded to the survey, 74

percent had suggestions for improving the quality of school social

work service. Six percent of respondents answered "No" and 20

percent of responses were missing. The numbers of respondents

making suggestion by subgroups were; central office, 17; principals,

28; counselors, 25; psychologists, 15; and social workers, 25.

Suggestions for improving the quality of school social work

service made by 46 percent of respondents were included under the

general classification of solving budgetary problems. Those

suggestions were: decreasing the school social worker's caseload.



Table 22

Number of Respondents bv Classification of Position Who

Suggested Wavs to Improve the Quality of Service

Provided bv the School Social Worker

Subgroups Yes No Missing Total

Central Office 17 0 5 22

Principals 28 3 10 41

Counselors 25 6 9 40

Psychologists 15 0 5 20

Social Workers 25 0 1 26

Total 110 9 30 149
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decreasing the school social worker/pupil ratio, including school

social workers in the state minimum foundation program for

education, and paying school social workers on the same pay scale as

other school professionals (Memphis).

Categories the researcher used to classify suggestions made by 8

percent to 17 percent of persons who replied included: Increase

efficiency, upgrade quality, and improve evaluation.

Specific recommendations for upgrading the quality of school

social workers were: improve training for school social workers,

select new workers carefully, and raise certification standards.

Tennessee certification for school social workers is based on a

bachelor s degree and competencies in specific areas (Rules.

Regulations, and Minimum Standards. Book One. 1986, p. 10; Book

Three. 1986, pp. 51-52). Twenty-one states require a Master of

Science in Social Work degree for school social work certification

(Hawkins, 1980, p. 91).

Suggestions made by fewer than 7 percent of respondents were

classified by the researcher as follows: improve communication

and/or coordination of services, upgrade job description, improve

staff development for school social workers, broaden social worker

role to include preventive programs for all students, decrease

paperwork, provide teacher inservice on school social work, improve

coordination with agencies, and clarify policies dealing with school

social work.

An innovative approach to better trained workers and

improved delivery of services was being tried during the 1987-88
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school year in Davidson County (Nashville). Pupil personnel

specialists were assigned to eight middle schools. These

professionals each had the combined role of psychological examiner,

counselor, and social worker. Seven pupil personnel specialists were

originally school psychologists and one was a school social worker.

To summarize, respondents replied that the best way to

improve the quality of service the school social worker provides was

to decrease the individual worker's caseload or decrease the social

worker/pupil ratio. The principal suggestions which would not

increase the cost of the service were to increase efficiency, upgrade

the quality of workers, and improve evaluation.

Results of Question 7

Question 7 (Opinion Question 4) asked, "What, if any, obstacles

exist to prevent school social workers from providing the services

you see as essential?" The researcher placed the obstacles listed

under one of the general statements used in discussing replies of

respondents.

A total of 49 percent of respondents cited budgetary problems

as principal obstacles. These included: too large school social worker

caseloads, too high school social worker/pupil ratio, too large

geographical area served by school social workers, or lack of funding

for enough school social workers. Problems in service delivery was

the obstacle mentioned by 21 percent of respondents. Nine percent,

57 percent of whom were school social workers, recorded that lack of

understanding of the school social worker role was an obstacle.
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Other obstacles suggested by 5 percent or fewer respondents

were categorized by the researcher as follows: inefficiency of

individual school social workers, inadequately trained school social

workers, lack of family cooperation, problems with school social work

supervision, political obstacles inherent in large systems, ineffective

marketing of school social work services to administrators, poor

communication or poor coordination of services with school

personnel, poor communication or poor coordination of services with

community agencies, lack of support or follow-up by community

agencies, and lack of inservice time.

Results of Question 8

Question 8 (Opinion Question 5) asks, "What changes, if any. do

you recommend to improve the services provided by school social

workers?" The researcher classified responses into the general

statements listed in discussing the percentages of persons who

suggested changes.

The changes recommended by 31 percent of respondents were

budgetary--to decrease caseloads or lower the school social

worker/pupil ratio. Twenty-one percent suggested increasing the

efficiency of the school social worker.

Between 5 percent and 7 percent of respondents recommended

the following: improve supervision of school social workers, provide

staff development for school social workers, improve training and/or

initial selection, clarify job description, and increase liaison role with

community and/or agencies.
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Other suggestions for improved school social work service

identified by 3 percent or less respondents included: work for state

funding for school social workers, improve evaluation, broaden

school social work services to include preventive programs, hire

paraprofessionals for tasks requiring less skill, provide more

inservice for school staff on school social work services, raise

certification standards for school social workers, improve marketing

of school social work services, use pupil personnel specialists instead

of separate specialties, provide funding for summer work for school

social workers to follow-up cases, refer problems to school social

workers earlier, need school social work program evaluation by

experts, give school social worker compensatory time to offer

evening and/or Saturday counseling.

Comparison of Results with State lob Description

for School Social Workers

Twenty-seven social work services are listed in the Tennessee

state job description for school social workers under the following

headings: services to learners, services to school staff, services to

parents/families, and services to administration (Rules. Regulations.

and Minimum Standards. Book Three. 1986, pp. 129-130). The

Tennessee school social worker job description is included in

Appendix F. Some services in the job description were more specific

than statements the researcher used.
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Nineteen of the state recommended school social work services

were included in the following items from the survey: does

individual casework planning, counsels groups of students, assesses

students' social problems using social history or adaptive behavior

appraisal, is a M-Team member, provides services to families, makes

referrals to community agencies, is a consultant to school personnel,

gives feedback to referral source, helps plan student policies or

programs, plans and presents social work inservice training, develops

preventive programs at the systemwide or school level, documents

activities and services provided, and works with administrators to

seek causes of student problems. Of those services, the only one that

some subgroups or school systems did not perceive to be provided

was that the school social worker develops student policies and

programs.

The following school social work services from the state job

description were not specifically covered in this research:

1. Counsels individual students,

2. Mediates between the family and school,

3. Plans and supervises a school social work program that is

effective,

4. Is a liaison between the school, community agencies, and

private practitioners,

5. Evaluates school social work services regularly.

6. Assists in assessing needs for staff development.

7. Prepares budgets for school social work.
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8. Helps to prepare required school or systemwide reports

(Rules. Regulations, and Minimum Standards. Book Three.

1986, p. 129-130).

The majority of items on the state school social worker job

description not included on the survey were services to the school

staff and administrative tasks. The job description specified that

administration should not occupy more than 10 percent of a school

social worker's time (Rules, regulations, and Minimum Standards.

Book Three. 1986. p. 130).

In answer to Question 4, which asked for additional services not

covered in the survey, three respondents mentioned the liaison role

of the school social worker and two respondents listed individual

therapy instead of individual counseling. No respondents listed any

other services in the job description that were not on the survey.

Comparison of Results with State lob Descriotions for

Pupil Services Workers

Table 23 compares the Tennessee job descriptions for school

social workers, school psychologists, school counselors, and

attendance workers. The symbols used in each column refer to the

individual item on the outline of the Tennessee job description for

that specialty. Job descriptions for each of the specialties (school

social workers, school psychologists, school counselors, and

attendance workers] are included in Appendix F.
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Comparison of Tennessee Tob Descriptions for

Pupil Services Specialists With Services on

The School Social Work Task and

Performance Inventory

Tennessee Job Description

The school social worker:

School School Atten-
Social Psychol- dance Coun-
Worker ogist Worker selor

* Counsels with groups of
students

Uses social history and/or
adaptive behavior appraisal to
assess students' social

problems

Participates in
Multidisciplinary Team (M-
Team) for special education
students

Provides social work service to

families

a.Makes home visits

b.Family counseling

" Petitions juvenile court
against students with poor at
tendance or their parents after
trying other interventions

Refers students and parents to
appropriate community
resources

a-2-i a-2-i

a-l-ii a-l-ii

b-2-iii b-2-iii a-l-iii

b-2-v

c-1,2 c-1 c-1.2

c-i-i — c-l-i

c-1 -iv c-1 -ii

b-4-i

c-1 -iii c-1 -iii c-1 -iii

c-l-i

c-1-iv
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Tennessee Job Description

The school social worker:

School

Social

Worker

School

Psychol
ogist

Atten

dance

Worker

Coun

selor

Serves as consultant to school

personnel regarding social,
emotional, or learning
problems of students

b-2 b-2-i b-2-i b-2

Provides feedback about

referred students to principals
and school professional
personnel

b-2-v b-2-iv b-2-vi

' Assists in the planning,
development, or evaluation of
student policies or programs

b-l-i b-l-i b-l-i b-l-i

b-l-ii

Plans and conducts social work

related inservice training
b-3-ii
b-3-iii

b-3-ii — b-3-ii

* Develops and/or coordinates
preventive programs at the
systemwide or school level

c-2-i c-l-v — — a-2-ii

b-l-i

b-l-ii

Documents activities and

services provided
b-2-v b-l-ii b-l-viii . b-l-iii

Note. The symbols used in each column refer to the individual
item on the Tennessee job description for that specialty.

'These items lack the 50 percent support needed to be
perceived as "provided."
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The following school social work services from Table 23 which

overlap with other pupil services specialists and which were

perceived to be provided in one or more school systems were:

counsels with groups of students, uses social history or adaptive

behavior measures to assess students' social problems, is a M-Team

member, provides social work service to families (includes home

visits and family counseling), petitions juvenile court against chronic

non-attending students, makes referrals to community resources, is a

consultant to school personnel, provides feedback, plans and

conducts social work related inservice training, develops preventive

programs, and documents services provided. There was also an

overlap in developing student policies or programs but that service

was not perceived to be provided in any of the participating systems.

Services common to all four specialties (school social worker,

school psychologist, attendance worker, and counselor) were:

provides services to families, refers to community agencies, serves as

consultant, plans and develops student policies and programs, and

documents activities.

The survey item of the school social worker providing service

to families included the ezamples of home visits, family counseling,

and child development. Services to families were listed for all four

pupil services specialists, but home visits were services provided by

the school social worker and attendance worker. Family counseling

was a service provided by the school social worker and/or school

psychologist. Specific parent training was recommended in the areas

of child management and human development by the school
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psychologist, parenting skills by the school social worker, and child

development, behavior, and parent-child communication by the

counselor.

Services common to the school social worker, psychologist, and

attendance worker were participating in M-Teams and providing

feedback to the referral source. Inclusion of counselors on M-Teams

could be assumed in their duty of assisting in program planning for

special needs students (T.E.A. News. 1989, p. 14). Feedback is

implied if counselors are to be effective in planning a comprehensive

guidance program with educational staff to meet developmental

needs of learners (T E A. News. 1989, p. 14).

Providing inservice training or staff development were on the

job descriptions for school social worker, psychologist, and counselor.

School social workers provide inservice for teachers on school social

work services and plan staff development on neglect, abuse,

emotional disturbance, developmental delays, potential suicide, and

substance abuse (Rules. Regulations, and Minimum Standards. Book

Three. 1986, p. 130). Psychologists lead staff development on

evaluation and/or testing, child management, and human

development (Rules. ReQulations.and Minimum Standards. Book

Three. 1986. p. 128). Counselors provide staff development on such

topics as parent involvement, test results, behavior management,

human development, and pupil motivation (T.E.A. News. 1989, p. 14).

All topics listed for the three specialties are social work related.

Counseling groups is on the job descriptions for school social

workers and psychologists. Counselors could not provide all the



126

services listed under service to learners without working with

groups and/or classrooms, but group counseling is not specified

(T.E.A. News. 1989. p. 14).

State job descriptions reported that school social workers,'school

psychologists, and counselors develop and/or coordinate preventive

programs for students at the systemwide or school level.

Professionals in each specialty are to be involved in program

planning, coordination, and supervision in their specific area. The

purpose of each of these programs is to meet the needs of students in

furthering educational goals.

The attendance worker was the only professional entrusted

with initiating court proceedings when necessary, providing guidance

to school personnel about due process, and assisting legal counsel in

preparing cases related to school attendance (Rules. Regulations, and

Minimum Standards. Book Three. 1986, p. 132). Enforcing the

compulsory school attendance law is in the job description for school

social workers in systems which employ them in lieu of attendance

workers.

Respondents were asked to denote which designated

professional or professionals performed the duty (answer to

Question 2) if they did not think the school social worker provided

the service. Of the services listed in Table 23. no subgroup or school

system perceived anyone but the school social worker as providing

service to families (see Appendix D-6) and documenting activities

(see Appendix D-20). Respondents were equally divided as to

whether the school social worker provided group counseling, but a
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majority of those who did not perceive the school social worker as

providing the service named the counselor (see Table 17, p. 81).

Counselors were perceived as providing the following services

by the majority of those who did not believe the service was

provided by the school social worker: uses social history or adaptive

behavior measures to assess students' social problems, refers to

community agencies, and is a consultant to school personnel (see

Table 17). Fifty percent of those who did not think the school social

worker used social history or adaptive behavior measures also

named the school psychologist as providing the service (see Table

17).

Both the counselor and psychologist were perceived as being a

part of M-Teams by those who did not think the service was

provided by the school social worker (see Table 17). Developing

and/or coordinating preventive programs was believed to be

provided by the counselor by Knox County and Memphis respondents

and counselors (see Appendix D-15).

Central office administrators and supervisors (see Table 12,

p. 61) and Chattanooga and Knox County respondents (see Table 15,

p. 65) believed that the school social worker took court action against

chronic non-attending students. The attendance teacher was listed

by a majority of those who did not believe the school social worker

provided the service (see Table 17). The psychologist was listed as

providing feedback by the majority of respondents who did not

name the school social worker as providing the service (see

Table 17).
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Table 24 lists five areas of overlap in job descriptions of two or

more pupil services specialists that were not included in this

research. Those school social work services were: does counseling

with individual students, mediates between the school and the

family, serves as liaison to agencies in the community, helps the

school system in needs assessment for staff development, and

provides counseling and support for the school staff.

Individual counseling was listed on the state job descriptions for

each of the pupil service specialties except counselors. The counselor

could accomplish either of the following duties through individual or

group counseling:

1. Provides counseling to learners about coping with difficult
personal and family problems.

2. Provides counseling to learners who are referred as having
the following problems: attendance, retention, discipline, and
predelinquency (T.E.A. News. 1989. p. 14).

Either the school social worker or the attendance teacher

mediate between the school and the family. The school social

worker, psychologist, and attendance teacher provide liaison services

to community agencies, assist with staff development needs

assessment, and support and counsel the school staff. None of those

four services are listed or alluded to in the counselor's job

description (T E A. News. 1989. p. 14).

In summary, ten of the services in the School Social Work Task

and Performance Inventorv were included in the job descriptions of

one or more other pupil services specialists. Nine of those services

were perceived as being performed by school social workers in one



Table 24
129

Comparison of Tennessee lob Descriptions for Puoil

Services Specialists With Services Not Included

on The School Social Work Task and

Performance Inventorv

Tennessee Job Description

The school social worker:

School School Atten-

Social Psychol dance Coun-
Worker ogist Worker selor

Counsels individual students a-2-i a-2-i a-2-i

Serves as liaison between

school, community agencies
and practitioners

b-l-iii b-l-iii b-l-vi

Mediates between school and

family regarding student
expectations

c-l-ii c-1 -ii

Provides counseling and
support to school staff

b-2-ii b-2-ii b-2-iii

Helps the school system to
assess staff development
needs

b-3-i b-3-i b-3-i

Note. The symbols used in each column refer to the individual
item on the Tennessee job description for that specialty.
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or more school systems surveyed. Respondents who did not believe

the school social worker provided the services believed eight

services were performed by one or more pupil services professionals.

Five social work services not addressed in this research were in the

job descriptions of two or more pupil services specialists.

Respondents had an opportunity to list services omitted (answer to

Question 4), but only five named job description items not included

in the survey.

Summarv

The purpose of the research was to determine the current role

of the school social worker in the four largest urban public schools

systems of Tennessee and to compare roles in those systems.

Additional purposes were to evaluate the school social worker s

performance and to ascertain whether respondents were satisfied

with the range of services provided.

The following areas were emphasized;

1. Services provided by school social workers,

2. Other professionals who perform duties that school social

workers could provide,

3. Effectiveness of school social workers,

4. Services not covered in the survey which should be provided

by school social workers,

5. Services which are the three most important provided by

school social workers.
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6. Suggestions for improving the quality of service provided by

school social workers.

7. Obstacles which hinder school social workers.

8. Changes needed to improve school social work services.

A review of the literature indicated that school social work is

evolving from the casework approach with individual problem

students and/or families to a more comprehensive role. Confusion

results because of conflicting expectations and perceptions of

services the school social worker provides or should provide. Duties

of the school social worker overlap with services provided by the

counselor, school psychologist, and attendance worker. Objective

measures of evaluation for school social work programs and

individual workers have been developed in the past few years.

A questionnaire was developed by the researcher. To establish

validity, a panel of judges who were practitioners in the specialties to

be surveyed was requested to review and evaluate the survey. It

was then critiqued by national experts in the field of school social

work.

The instrument was composed of 26 services school social

workers can provide. Respondents were to answer three questions:

1. Does the school social worker provide the service?

2. If not, who provides the service?

3. If the school social worker provides the service, how effective

it it?

Five open-ended questions completed the survey.
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Subjects Included were a stratified random sample of

professionals from the four largest urban school systems of

Tennessee. They were; selected central office administrators and

supervisors, principals, teachers, counselors, school psychologists, and

school social workers. Surveys were mailed to a sample of 459 out of

the population of 13,903. Subgroup samples were: administrators

and supervisors, 44; principals, 85; teachers, 150; counselors, 85;

school psychologists, 55; and school social workers, 40. Teachers

were dropped from the study because most did not have regular

contact with school social workers. The revised population without

teachers was 1,148 and the sample was 309.

Each subject received three mailings. The researcher also made

telephone calls in an attempt to increase participation. There were

149 usable returns with subgroup totals as follows: central office,

22; principals, 41; counselors, 40; school psychologists, 20; and school

social workers, 26. Usable returns by school system were:

Chattanooga, 34; Davidson County, 36; Knox County, 21; and

Memphis, 58.

All respondents except six school social workers had a master's

degree or higher. Almost half of the respondents had been in their

current assignment for at least ten years. Eighty-three percent of

those replying to the survey had ten or more years experience in

public schools.

According to the perception of respondents, the research

indicated that school social workers in the four largest urban school

systems in Tennessee provided 14 of the 26 services listed in The
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School Social Work Task and Performance Inventory. Eight other

services were believed to be performed in one or more of the

systems surveyed. No major duties were omitted.

Seventy-one percent of services school social workers

performed were the same in the four systems surveyed. However it

would be difficult to ascertain how similar the roles were without

knowing the expertise of individual workers and the approximate

percentage of time spent performing each service.

Services performed by school social workers in the four school

systems were managerial as well as technical. School social workers

were not considered to be management or administrative personnel

in any of the school systems surveyed.

There were important differences in the school social worker's

role among the four systems. Each Chattanooga school social worker

averaged 2.5 schools and had an average student population of

approximately 1,000. One senior high school and five junior high

schools had two school social workers assigned on different days.

Davidson County school social workers served five to six schools with

a pupil population of about 2,700. Excluded from this count were the

enrollments of eight middle schools which had pupil personnel

specialists. Knox County school social workers each reported to an

average of 11 schools with a pupil population of over 6,000 students.

Memphis school social workers were assigned to two mental

health centers which were part of the school system. Each center

served approximately one-half of the city schools with a school social

worker/pupil ratio of over 3.400 students. School social workers
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were members of pupil services teams which visited 8 to 10 schools

each on a regular basis.

Chattanooga and Knox County hired school social workers who

were certified with only a bachelor's degree. Davidson County and

Memphis school social workers not only had to be certified but also

had to possess a master's degree in social work.

Chattanooga and Davidson County school social workers were

paid on the teacher scale according to level of education and

experience. ICnox County school social workers were paid a small

supplement above teacher pay which was the same as other itinerant

professionals in the system. Memphis school social workers were

paid on the scale for state mental health professionals which was less

than for teachers with comparable education and experience.

The school year of 1987-88 was the first year that Knox County

operated a countywide school system. Before then the city of

Knoxville had been an independent school district. In addition to

performing the services common to the four systems, Knox County

school social workers were perceived as participating in M-Teams

and enforcing the compulsory school attendance law. However,

taking attendance cases to court was not part of their job description

for the 1987-88 school year.

Before consolidation both Knox County school social workers and

Knoxville attendance workers had attendance duties and also served

as special juvenile court probation officers. When the two systems

combined, the eight former city attendance workers were expected

to enforce the compulsory school attendance law and school social
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workers were to handle only social and emotional problems. Both

attendance workers and school social workers visited the same

schools each week.

School social workers in Knox County were again assigned

attendance duties for the 1989-90 school year. They were

reappointed as special juvenile court probation officers.

Forty-seven percent of the school social work services

performed were duties related to social casework. Results of the

study were different from findings of earlier research where a

majority of the duties were associated with the casework approach

(Carr, 1976; Costin, 1969a; Flynn, 1976; Jordan, 1983; School 5>ocial

Work Information Bulletin. 1986-87. p. 8; Williams, 1970; Zielinski &

Coolidge, 1982;).

The three most important services and four of the six most

effective services were individual casework activities. Providing

services to families, planning for individual students, and referring

students and families to community resources were the three most

important school social work services identified.

The service rated among the top three by 95 percent of

respondents was that the school social worker provides services to

families. The amount of time the school social worker devoted to

each service was not a part of this research.

The traditional role of the school social worker as a caseworker

encompassed three technical and five managerial duties. Flynn's

assertion (1982) that the school social worker's role is both technical

and managerial was supported by this research.
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The results indicated that the school social worker in the

systems surveyed performed three services that participating school

systems did not think others were performing. Those services were:

providing social work service to families, serving on planning

committees or boards of community agencies, and documenting

services provided. The research differed from the views of Radin

(1973) who declared that no single tasks were unique to school social

work (p. 612).

The school social worker was rated "somewhat effective" in all

areas. Services receiving the most effective ratings were also the

most important services school social workers performed.

Results on effectiveness were different from those obtained by

Staudt and Craft (1983) who found that school professionals

primarily wanted school social workers to provide direct service to

students and their families. Other prior research on evaluation

centered on program evaluation (Allen-Meares. 1980; Campbell,

1980; Weiner, 1982) and student improvement after interventions

(Alderson et al., 1980; Dickinson U Adcoi, 1984; Jayaratne, 1981;

Michals et al., 1979; Reid et al., 1980).

Other services that were provided supported a broadened

perspective for school social workers in the school systems surveyed.

Consistent with findings of a more comprehensive school social work

role were results of previous research (Alderson & Krishef, 1973;

Allen-Meares, 1977; Allen-Meares & Lane, 1983; Constable &

Montgomery, 1985; Timberlake et al., 1982; Williams, 1970).
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Activities which indicated movement toward the school change

model were the social worker serving as consultant to school

personnel and developing plans to overcome school barriers to

attendance (Alderson. 1972, p. 64-66). A service pointing to

increased community involvement (the community-school model)

was developing and/or coordinating preventive programs (Alderson,

1972, p. 66-70). This would imply services to parents and/or the

community as well as children. Three other services performed by

school social workers that were part of the school-community model

of school social work were: handles emergencies, plans inservice

related to school social work, and serves on community planning

committees or boards.

Only a few respondents suggested services that should be

provided by the school social worker that were not on the survey.

The principal obstacle to improved service was budgetary—the high

school social worker/pupil ratio and/or worker's large caseload. The

principal suggestions for improvement in the quality of school social

work service centered on decreasing the social worker/pupil ratio or

the workload. This would necessitate funding for increased school

social work staff. The majority of respondents did not make any

recommendations for change.

Tennessee job descriptions for school social worker,

psychologist, attendance worker, and counselor indicated 10 services

provided by more than one pupil services specialist. Five other

services common to more than one specialty were not included in

this research. Results supported previous research reporting role
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overlap among pupil services specialists by Flynn (1976) and Jordan

(1983).



CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Conclusions which were drawn from the research study of the

four largest urban school systems of Tennessee concerned

perceptions of the role and effectiveness of the school social worker.

Additional conclusions related to other pupil services specialists who

provide services listed in the school social worker job description and

the most important services school social workers provide.

Recommendations will be made regarding funding for school

social workers, the school social worker as a member of the pupil

services team, staff development for schools and pupil services staff,

clarification of the job description for the school social worker,

changes in school social worker certification, and the need for further

research.

Conclusions

The researcher arrived at the following conclusions based on

analysis of the data from the questionnaire designed for this project.

The following headings correspond to questions asked in the survey

about the role and performance of the school social worker. General

conclusions are also drawn.

Question 1: Services Provided hv the School Social Worker

The potential for duplication of services by pupil services

workers exists without a team approach. Possible explanations for

139
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differences in perception about the role of the school social worker

are:

1. Differences in the training and experience of the subgroups

account for differences in perceptions.

2. Differences in the perception of the role of the school social

worker in the different school systems were affected by the

school social worker/pupil ratio and the number of schools

served. Chattanooga school social workers were probably

more visible and had more direct communication with

teachers and principals than workers in the other systems

surveyed because of the low number of schools served. This

might also explain why Chattanooga workers were perceived

as having more managerial duties than workers in the other

systems.

3. Differences in requirements for employment as a school social

worker in the various systems also have affected perceptions

of other professionals toward school social work. Davidson

County and Memphis school social workers were possibly

perceived more as therapists because of their advanced

specialized degrees and their referrals being limited to social

and emotional problems of students and/or families. Their

technical expertise was better utilized than in systems where

workers had more managerial duties.

4. Overlap of duties with other pupil services workers and with

principals affected perceptions of respondents in subgroups
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other than school social workers. The reason counselors

perceived a narrower range of services performed by the

school social worker than other respondents was because

several duties overlapped with their job description.

Principals perceived school social workers as performing

managerial services primarily relating to working with

Individual students and/or their families. They thought other

managerial services were their role. Psychologists were

accustomed to working with social workers so probably had a

better understanding of the training and skills of social

workers than the other subgroups.

5. Professionals In some of the subgroups have had more staff

orientation to services provided by the school social workers

than others. Psychologists and counselors would have more

knowledge of the school social worker's role since they also

work under the division of pupil services. If there Is a team

approach to working with problem students, they would be

working on the team with school social workers.

6. Some of the variation In answers to the questionnaires were

due to either positive or negative experiences that

respondents have had with specific school social workers.

Several respondents returned the survey not completed

because they had had no contact with the school social

worker.
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Question 2: Others Who Provide Services Instead of the School Social

Worker

A disturbing conclusion is that no professional group is

perceived as developing curricula or planning programs which

remove barriers to student success or which meet student needs.

Neither is any professional group perceived to enlist the resources of

civic groups in problem prevention. A gap exists in services which

school social workers could fill.

Conclusions are drawn about duties of the counselor from data

gathered in answer to this question. The counselor works more in a \

developmental or preventive mental health role than the social

worker and their services reach more students. Most or all students •-

in school/schools served by the counselor have had some contact

with that individual before a problem or crisis presents itself.

The counselor may have been perceived as performing several

school social work services because this individual:

1. Is usually based in a school—with the possible exception of

the elementary counselor.

2. Has a lower worker/pupil ratio than the school social worker,

3. Is more accessible to respondents,

4. Has some of the same duties as the school social worker

according to his/her job description.

The researcher also reached conclusions about services of the

school psychologist from respondents' answers to this question.

Although the psychologist was not named as providing any service

by a majority of those who replied, a pattern did emerge.
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Psychologists provide services not only to individual students, but to

groups, and address issues and programs that affect all students.^

Their influence is felt over an area or the total system rather than

one school or a few schools.

Specialists would be inclined to focus upon services included in

their job description rather than refer to another specialist. The

difference between the services the school social worker provides

and similar duties provided by the counselor are not differentiated

enough in the job descriptions.

The researcher reached no conclusions about overlap of duties

with other pupil services professionals. Although there was a

perception that overlap among services existed, that overlap was not

a part of this study. A bias was built into the questionnaire because

the researcher was seeking to find out the services school social

workers provide, and who provides the service if they do not.

Question 3: School Social Worker Effectiveness

Since school social workers perceived themselves to be very

effective in providing most services, they evidently felt competent

because of training and experience, had good self-images, did not

have serious role conflicts, and perceived themselves as successful in

accomplishing goals. The most effective school social workers

provided the school social work services that were viewed as the

most effective.

j
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Were school social workers effective if they were not perceived

as "very effective"? Explanations for school social workers not being

perceived as "very effective" include:

1. Professionals with the same services in their job descriptions

viewing the school social worker as less effective on those

services;

2  A large number of services which mediate between the school

and community;

3. Unrealistic expectations for change in clients—generally the

most vulnerable, the most maladjusted, and lowest achieving

students and their parent/parents;

4. General expected outcomes rather than results based on

specific goals and objectives;

3. Accurate judgment of respondents based on actual outcomes

of social work services;

6. Inadequate communication, collaboration, and coordination

with other professionals in the school system by school social

workers;

7. School social workers are perceived as lower in status than

other educators;

8. Lack of input on effectiveness from students and parents—the

recipients of services;

9. Inadequate staff development for principals and teachers on

effective use of support personnel;

10. Referral sources waiting too long before requesting services of

the school social worker;
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11. Inadequate community agency cooperation or lack of

cooperation.

The researcher concluded that high visibility in the schools was

important to perceptions of effectiveness. School social workers with

the fewest number of schools (Chattanooga) were perceived as very

effective on more duties than those who were assigned a large

number of schools.

Question 4. Other Services That Should be Provided

The researcher concluded that all major school social work

services that were important in the systems surveyed were

addressed because only a few respondents answered the question.

Question 5. Three Most Important Services

The researcher concluded that providing social work service to

families was the most important service school social workers

provided. Respondents were almost unanimous (95 percent) in

naming that service. Planning for individual students, rated number

two, was listed by only 37 percent of those who replied. The third

ranked service was referring students and/or families to agencies.

Casework services to individual students and/or families are the

most important services school social workers provided in the

participating systems. This conclusion was reached because social

casework activities are rated the five most important, are perceived

to be performed by over 73 percent of respondents, and have an

effectiveness rating of 4.9 or above.
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Question 6: Wavs to Improve the Quality of School Social Work

Service

The investigator concluded that improving the service provided

by school social workers is a complex issue with many factors

involved. Although 70 percent of respondents made suggestions, no

classification of answers had a majority. Providing state funds for

school social workers would not solve all the problems of providing

prompt service when help is requested.

Question 7: Qbstacies Hindering the School Social Worker

Since obstacles were listed by less than half of the respondents,

the researcher questioned whether true obstacles exist. A recurring

theme in the last three opinion questions, however, was the logistics

of the job--high caseloads, large number of schools served, and high

social worker/student ratio.

Question 8: Changes Affecting the School Social Worker

The researcher reached no conclusions about change needed

because few respondents recommended changes in the services

provided by the school social worker.

General Conclusions

Teachers apparently are either not aware of the school social

worker's services or are not motivated to request assistance with

social and emotional problems of students. This was evident from
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teachers' limited response to the survey and from follow-up

telephone calls made by the researcher.

School social workers are essential to the pupil services team.

Principals and teachers do not have the time nor specific skills to

meet all the needs of students, especially those who are

disadvantaged and/or have behavioral or emotional problems. Some

children cannot progress in school until more basic needs are

supplied. Specific services that school social workers provide are

casework services to families, acting as advocates for students

and/or their families, and serving as liaisons with community

agencies.

From an analysis of the results of this study, evidence was

found to support the idea that the school social worker's role in the

participating systems was expanding beyond traditional casework.

Reasons for more comprehensive services include the following:

1. There are increased numbers of students with social and/or

emotional problems, particularly in urban schools.

2. Recently trained school social workers have broader

knowledge and skills needed to deal with complex problems.

3. The social worker helps a larger number of students by

serving as a consultant to teachers.

Recommendatinns

The researcher offers the following recommendations based on

analysis of results of this research and information gathered in the

review of the literature.
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School social workers should be funded by the state because

they meet student and family needs not met by other school

professionals. School social workers must become more proactive

and visible in schools. They, or the pupil services team of which they

are a part, should meet with principals and school staffs on a regular

basis to discuss student problems and strategies for dealing with

them. They should initiate programs of a preventive nature, plan

parent groups, arrange for student groups, and be available for

consultation.

School social workers should be utilized in schools as part of a

team with other pupil services specialists. The team should meet on

a regular basis with each principal to assess progress toward goals

and priorities for service. The team approach would avoid

duplication of services and solve problems caused by overlapping

roles. Job descriptions should be more specific to facilitate clear

delineation of differences in the services the various specialists offer.

It is recommended that the pupil services team actively work in

preventive mental health activities as well as remedial and crisis

programs for groups and individuals. The guidance director or a

counselor should serve as chairperson of the team for the

school/schools where he/she is assigned. School social workers and

psychologists on the team would be resource persons for crises,

problem-solving, special group counseling, student and/or parent

programs, and consultation. Psychologists would have the

responsibility of psychological testing of students. School social
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workers would use the casework approach with individual students

referred because of social and emotional problems.

Staff development about pupil services for administrators and

school staffs should be improved. Presentations should demonstrate

the contributions pupil services specialists, including school social

workers, can make in attaining educational goals. Staff development

for pupil services specialists should emphasize the team approach to

assist the largest number of students possible.

School social workers should make opportunities to meet with

teachers in addition to staff development activities. They should get

to know teachers individually and communicate with them

informally as well as in faculty meetings or inservice. A teacher or

teachers should be able to meet with the pupil services team for

assistance even if he/she does not wish to formally refer a student to

the team. One or more of a student s teachers should be involved in

planning even if the referral to the school social worker is initiated

by the principal, assistant principal, counselor, parent, or student.

School social workers should keep the teacher or teachers informed

(within the bounds of confidentiality) about progress toward meeting

goals or resolving problems of individual students or student groups.

School social workers should give more consideration to the

overall conceptualization of their role instead of the details of the

role. It is recommended that school social workers continue to seek

innovative ways to serve more disadvantaged and problem students

than is possible with individual casework.
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The researcher recommends that the following school social

work services provided in the participating systems be added to the

state job description: develops a social work plan for individual

students, serves as a student or family advocate to school and

community agencies, manages emergencies or crisis interventions,

assists in the training of beginning school social workers, works with

administrators to examine symptoms or seeks causes of student

problems, and serves on planning committees or boards of

community agencies.

It is further recommended that state school social worker

certification require a master's degree as well as meeting the

specified competencies. Professional social work preparation has a

curriculum with goals and objectives geared to preparing for the

competencies required to be effective school social workers. A

master's program in educational and counseling psychology could

also be planned to meet the competencies.

A new category of school social work associate should be

included in the certification standards of the Tennessee State

Department of Education. This classification would certify those who

meet school social work competencies with a bachelor's degree. The

school social work associate should work under the supervision of a

school social worker or be assigned to an interdisciplinary team

which includes a social worker. The duties of the school social work

associate would require less skill and fewer managerial

responsibilities than the school social worker.
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The researcher recommends a replication study using the same

procedures and similar groups to see if results would be the same.

Further research is also needed in determining task importance of

the various duties of the school social worker. Evaluation studies

should be done on results of service—whether goals and objectives

were met. Further study needs to be done on the degree of overlap

in duties of various pupil services professionals.

There needs to be additional research on the delineation of

roles of pupil services specialists on the interdisciplinary team. A

comparison study should be done to determine which specialists

actually perform the various services.
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THE UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE - KNOXVILLE
GRADUATE CENTER
at The University of Tennessee - Chattanooga
105 Hunter Hail
Chatunooga, Tennessee 37402
(615) 755^119
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April 8, 1988

D»ar Colltague:

I am a school social worker with the Chattanooga Public Schools and
a doctoral student at The University oi Tennessee, Knoxville. I am
requesting your assistance in conducting a study of the perceptions
of the role and performance of school social workers in the four
largest urban school systems of Tennessee• It is important to
define the school social worker's role because of the conflict in
fhe Tennessee Rules. Reoulations. and Minimum Standards. . .
concerning the roles of the school social worker, school
psychologist, counselor, and attendance worker.

Please take about thirty minutes to respond to the enclosed
questionnaire. Instructions are included where needed. Please
reply by April 22, 1988 using the enclosed business reply envelope.
Selected individuals who are asMd to participate include central
office adsinistrators, principals, teachers, counselors, school
psychologists, and school social workers. Also enclosed is an
Informed Consent form giving more information about the study and
protective measures provided for respondents.

You have been selected to take part in the study and your
participation is very important. All responses to the survey will
be anonymous. All individual results also will be held in
strictest of confidence.

I appreciate your help in providing the information needed for the
study.

Sincerely yours.

Sue Comer Sisson
Doctoral Student and
School Serial Uorkj

A
>r. Francis M.Trtsty,
Professor, Educational Administration
and Supervision and Committee Chairman
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THE UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE - KNOXVILLE
GRADUATE CENTER
at The University of Tennessee • Chattanooga
105 Hunter Hall
Chattanooga, Tennessee 37402
(615) 755-4119

April 25, 19SS

Dear Col 1eague:

This letter is a second request ■for your
participation in my doctoral study o-f perceptions o-f
the role and per-formance of school social workers in
the four largest urban school systems in Tennessee.

I  have no way of determining whether you have
returned the questionnaire since repl ies are
anonymous. If you have not sent in the
questionnaire, I would appreciate your doing so by
Hay 11, 1988. Enclosed is another copy for your
convenience.

Your participation is very important,
your assistance.

Sincerely yours,

Thank you for

Mrs. Sue C. Sisson
Doctoral Student and
School Social Ulorkcr

Four enclosures
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THE UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE - KNOXVILLE
GRADUATE CENTER
•t The Univenity of Tennessee • Chattanoogi
105 Hunter Hall
^ttanooga. Tennessee 37402
(615)755-4119

May 14, 1<»88

Dear Colleaguei

This letter ia an uroent plea for your participation
in my doctoral study if you have not yet returned my
queationnaire. My subject is perceptions of the
role and performance of school social workers in the
four largest urban school systems in Tennessee.

I  appreciate your cooperation if you haue already
returned the survey. If you haven't, I need your
help in getting enough' responses to analyze my data.
I  know this is the busiest time of the year, but it
is critical to myresearch to have your reply before
school is out. The questionnaire is designed to not
take more than twenty to thirty minutes of your
t ime.

All replies are anonymous so I have no way of
knowing whether you have returned the questionnaire.

If you need another copy of the survey, please let
me know. My address is Route I, Box 134,
Fl intstone, Georgia 30725. My telephone number is
404-820-0475.

Sincerely yours.

Mrs. Sue C. Sisson
Doctoral student and

School Social Worker

J
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INFORMED CONSENT FOR SUBJECTS

RECEIVING SURVEY

This In-formed Consent Is for indlvidusis psrtlclpsting In the
survey for the doctoral research conducted by Sue Ci Slsson^ The
title of this study Is 'Perceptions of the Role and Performance of
the School Social Uorker*. The purpose of this study Is to
Identify the current role of the school social worker In the four
largest urban school systems In Tennessee and to evaluate the
quality of his/her performance In that role. The Investigation
seeks to determine whether school personnel are satisfied with the
services provided or whether they would desire different services.
An additional purpose Is to recommend modifications In the school
social worker's role If so Indicated by results of this research.
The following protective measures will be provided for respondents:

1. Anonymity will be assured for all participants because the
questionnaire contains no Identifying questions or codes.
Results will be totaled, arranged In table form, and
analyzed as a whole. Hence, participation In this
research will pose minimal risk.

2. Although the study will not benefit the respondent. It
will contribute to Increased knowledge about the role and
performance of social workers In school systems In
Tennessee.

3. Data gathered will not be used In any way except as set
forth In this proposal. A summary of the results of the
research will be available upon request.

4. The researcher, Mrs. Sue SIsson, will answer questions
related to the study. Her address Is Route 1, Box 13d,
Fllntstone, GA 3072S. Her telephone number Is
404-820-0675.

5. Participation in the project Is voluntary.

6. Informed consent to be a part of this research will be
given by the return of the questionnaire. You do not need
to return this page.
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In< true t i ens

In Colunn 1 ir» statments that dtaeribf acti»iti»$ that wy bi provided by achoo' aociaS
workers.

In Colunn 2 place an (X) in the YES boi 14 you believe school social workers provide the
service. Place an (X) in the M tei 14 you believe that school social workers do not previde
tne service.

Is Colunn 3 place a nunber in tht tea iidicatisg who srovides the service. <4 |t ii sot
provided by the school social worker, uoicti ar#j I. ynncipai, x. nssisiant principal, 3.
School psychologist, 4. Counselor, S. Attendance teacher, d. Other.

Answer CoIomi 4 only i4 your answer in CoIum 2 is YK. In Golan 4 place an (X) in the
boi that describes yduropiniM o4 the e44ettiveness o4 IK service nrovided by Kkool social
workers.

Colinn 1 Colwi ?
Provides
Service

Golan :

yho
Provides
Service

fSlBLi
E44ectiveness o4
Service Provided

IT
f A at

The schMl social workeri

Develops a social work pla lor iidividbal
studeMS

Serves as a student a laity aaocate to Khals
and ccoBunity agencies......

Counsels with graps ol students......

Uses social bistay ad/w adaptive behavla
appraiul to assess students' social problats....

Participates in Hultidiscinlinary Tea Ol-Tea)
nietings la special educatia students..........

Provides social work urvice to laities, e.g.,
hat visits, laily cwnMling, child development

Petitiws juvenile cart against students with
poor attendance a their paents alter trying
other interventias..............

Relers students ad parents to appropriate
conmunity resarces

Serves as caaltat to ubal persanel
regarding saial, emotiaal, a learning problas
o4 students

Continued en back ol page

No

1.Prin.
2.Asst.
Prin.

3.Psyc.
4.Gans.
SJttt.
Tcher

i.Other

t

J
UJlill

155ii^1*1

nilIs
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Colin 4

E^^fctivmti o4
Strtict Providod

Tht Khool (ociil ■ortfr:
Ym No

J.Prin.

Prin.
3.P»yc.
d.Ceuns
S.Att.

Tchir
d.Oihtr

I
I
I

l|
si' K

-SIsi li
Fortulatd in-Khooi Krttiio) (S-Tii) pim for
iidividdal studtati............

Providrs ftidback ibit rtftrrod ttodtntt to
priocipals ud ichool profittiiol porsoMol..,

Kuagoi MMrgtociH or crisit iotormtiii

Assiiti ifl tko lluoiot, divflopMit, v
mtoatii of tiodoot policits or progran.......
Plus ud cwdoctt Mciil Mr! roUtid ioMriict
troiiiag...

Dfvflopt ud/or coordiiatit •rfvoititi Koorm
at tht anttwidt or ukeel itttl

Aftiits io tht traioiog of bogiioiio kIooI
tocial Norltrt

Dtotlopi corricola for clatiro
prttiotiig atodtit probliM...

if itMd at

Strtta M pluiiog cwMttti or boarda of
— aitx attatita..

Soptrtiata fiild traioiig of atodiat aocial
wrltra.....

Docitnta activitita ud atrtieta pretidtd.......
Worka with adiialatratora to tiiiat ai«ptaH or
aiika caiua of profclna atidoat batt, i.g.,
tttaagt prtgnancr, draga, child aboat, itc
Co-ordi»atta Mrticia for
childrta

iltiplfhaodicapptd

Idtntifita Khool barritra which biadtr pipit
attudanct or dtvtlopa plaaa to eitrccBt th«....
Plana with civic groopa for poaitivi gritb
tiptritncia of atvdtata

Stcvrta rtaourcta fra civic grapa to providi
poaitivt grath tiptritacta for atadtita

Participatta ia tht pluniig or dtttlopant of
Rttdtd cemunitr wrvicta iadirtctir rtlattd to
achal, t.g., Habitat for Haanitr, Chattaoooga
Vtnturt, upport grapa for failitawith
antcific problaa
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II. Opinion Outstions

Instruclionp

Pliasf givt roaroar
nicfsury

opinion in iniwpr to the following tiv* optn«tnd»d qaesti
to aakp i conplftt stattaiot. Uriti on th» back if nccoid.

ions. It it not

QUESTION I. ARE THERE OTHER SERVICES NOT LISTED THAT SHOULD BE PROVIDED BY SCHOOL SOCIAL
UORKERS? PLEASE LIST.

QUESTION 2. WHAT ARE THE THREE HOST IMPORTANT SERVICES PROVIDED BY SCHOOL SOCIAL WORKERS?

1.

2.

3.

QUESTION 3. ARyHERE WAYS TO IMPROVE THE QUALITY OF THE SERVICE PROVIDED BY SCHOOL SOCIAL
WORKERS?

NO
YES (H tha answtr is YES, pitast
tall how)

QUESTION 4. you'sK^SESSB^lS?^" PROVIDING THE

5. M YOU RECOtflEND TO IMPRIWE THE SERVICES PROVIDED BY SCHOOL
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III. General In-format i on

Instructional

Please place an (X> In the blank which most appl ies
to you "for each statement.

1. Name o-f school system

s. Chattanooga Publ ic Schools
b. Davidson County Schools
c. Knox County Schools
d. Memphis City Schools

2. Current position in the system:

a. Central O-f-fice staff
b. Principal
c. Teacher
d. Counselor

______ e. School psychologist
f. School Social Worker

3. Highest educational level:

a. Ed. D. or Ph. D.
b. Ed. S. or Masters * 45
c. Masters

d. Bachelors

4. Number of years' experience in current position:

a. 0 to 3
b. 4 to 4

c. 7 to 9

d. 10 or more

5. Total number of years' experience in public schools:

a. 0 to 3

b. 4 to 6

c. 7 to 9

d. 10 or more
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LETTER OF REQUEST TO

PROSPECTIVE JUDGE

Route 1, Box 136
F1intstone, GA 30725
Date

Dear

The purpose o-f this letter is to ask you to be a member of a panel
of professional Judges to assist me in the validation of a survey
instrument for use in my doctoral studyi The title of my research
is 'Perceptions of the Role and Performance of the School Social
Worker". The project will be limited to the four largest urban
school systems in Tennessee. You are included because of your
experience in school administration and/or knowledge of school
social work.

1  hope you will
post card by

be able to participate. Please return the enclosed
<date) if you are willing to assist me.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely yours,

Mrs. Sue C. Sisson
Doctoral Student and
School Social Worker

Enclosure
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RETURN POST CARD ENCLOSED IN LETTER

REQUESTING RECIPIENT TO BE A JUDGE

I «ni willing to *®pvf as a judge to assist in validating your

survey instrument on the role and performance of school social

workers in the four largest urban school systems in Tennesseei

Position Date

Signature

Address ——

City State Zip
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FOLLOU-UP LETTER

TO JUDGE

Route 1, Box 136
F1intstone, GA 30725
<date)

Dear

I appreciate your willingness to serve as a judge to assist me in
val idating the survey instrument tor my doctoral research on the
role and performance of the school social worker•

Enclosed you will find the survey instrument, general information
about the research, and the evaluation form^ Also enclosed is an
Informed Consent Form which will be sent to all respondents.
Please complete the questionnaire and respond according to the
instructions on the evaluation form.

Please contact me if you have any questions about the survey or the
evaluation. I appreciate your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely yours.

Mrs. Sue C. Sisson
School Social Uorker

Chattanooga Public Schools
Phone: 404-820-0675

Two Enclosures
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Evaluation o-f The School Social Ulork Task
and Pep^ormance Inventory

general Information

The School Social Uork Task and Per'formance Inventory it
designed to be used in the four largest urban school systems in
Tennessee! School social workers in two of those systems provide
services which include duties related to enforcing the Tennessee
Compulsory School Attendance Lawi The survey will be sent to
selected central office adninistrators and supervisors, and a
random sample of principals, teachers, counselors, school
psychologists, and school social workers.

The purpose of the questionnaire is to determine the role of
the school social worker and evaluate the quality of performance in
that role. The study is important because of the conflict in the
Tennessee Rules and Regulations. . .(198^) concerning the roles of
the school social worker, counselor, school psychologist, and
attendance supervisor. The investigation seeks to determine
whether school personnel are satisfied with the services provided
and/or whether they would desire different services. An additional
purpose is to recommend modifications in the school social worker's
role if so indicated by results of this research.

The 26 items for Question 1-3 have been chosen from the school
social work literature to reflect four categories of school social
work services: services to pupils and/or parents, services to
school personnel, services to school community, and performance of
administrative tasks.

Please complete the questionnaire and the EVALUATION FORM.
The latter consists of six general statements and a space for
comments on each one. I have included a stamped self-addressed
envelope for your reply.
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EVALUATION FORM FOR

QUESTIOM^IRE

Instructions. PUase plact an X in ont of the slots on the
I ine oetween each pair of adjectives which best reflects how
you feel toward the item. If you have no opinion about the
item, place your X beside the No opinion slot.

1. Instructions:

Easy to : : : : : : Difficult to No opinion
understand understand

Comments:

2. Uording of questionnaire

Very clear: : : : : : Very unclear No opinion

Comments:

3. Length of questionnaire:

Too short: : ; ; ; ; Too Long ___ No opinion

Comments:

4. Ease of completion:

'' t t t } : Very No opinion
easy difficult

Comments:

5. Appropriateness of scales:

^ery: : : : : : Very No opinion
appropriate Inappropriate

Comments:

6. Coverage of school social work services:

,  Very : : : : : : Very ____ No opinion
adequate inadequate

Comments:
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Appendix C-1

Responses o-f Suboroups to the Mem; The School Social
Worker Develops a Social Monk Plan ■for

Individual Students

Subgroups Yes No Missing Total

Central O-ffice Chattanooga 8 0 0 8
Davidson County 4 0 0 4
Knox County 2 0 0 2
Memphis 5 0 _a

Subgroup Total 19 3 0 22
Principals Chattanooga 7 5 0 12

Davidson County 6 0 0 6
Knox County 4 3 0 7
Memph i s §_ -1. 0 16

Subgroup Total 25 16 0 41
Counselors Chattanooga 4 0 0 4

Davidson County 7 2 1 10
Knox County 2 3 1 6
Memph i s 9 -iO_ 1 _20

Subgroup Total 22 15 3 40
Psychologists Chattanooga 2 1 0 3

Davidson County 7 0 0 7
Knox County 0 2 0 2
Memph i s 7 0 1 8

Subgroup Total 16 3 1 20
Social Workers Chattanooga 8 1 0 9

Davidson County 8 0 0 8
Knox County 4 0 0 4
Memphis -5. JL _5

Subgroup Total 25 1 0 26

Totals 107 38 4 149
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 29 7 0 3d
Davidson County 32 2 1 35
Knox County 12 8 1 21
Memphis 34 21 2 57
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Appendix C-2

Responses of Subopoups to the Itemi The School Social
Worker Serves as a Student op Family Advocate to

Schools and Cotnntuni ty Aoencies

Subgroups Yes No Missing Total

Central Office Chattanooga 8 0 0 8
Davidson County 4 0 0 4
Knox County 2 0 0 2
Memphis JL JL 8

Subgroup Total 22 0 0 22
Principals Chattanooga 12 0 0 12

Davidson County 6 0 0 6
Knox County 4 3 0 7
Memphis 11 -2- 16

Subgroup Total 33 6 2 41
Counselors Chattanooga 3 0 1 4

Davidson County 8 2 0 10
Knox County 4 2 0 6
Memph i s _iS_ 4 1 20

Subgroup Total 30 8 2 40
Psychologists Chattanooga 3 0 0 3

Davidson County 7 0 0 7
Knox County 2 0 0 2
Memph i s 7 1 0 _s

Subgroup Total 19 1 0 20
Social Workers Chattanooga 9 0 0 9

Davidson County 8 0 0 8
Knox County 4 0 0 4
Memph i s 4 -L- »5

Subgroup Total 25 1 0 26

Totals 129 Id 4 149
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 35 0 1 3d
Davidson County 33 2 0 35
Knox County 16 5 0 21
Memphis 45 9 3 57
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Appendix C-3

Responses o-f Suboroups to the Item: The School Social
Uorker Counsels Uith Groups O'f Students*

Subgroups Yes No Missing Total

Central O-f^ice Chattanooga 2 5 1 8
Davidson County 3 1 0 4
Knox County 1 1 0 2
Memph i s 5 3 0 8

Subgroup Total 11 10 1 22
Principals Chattanooga 4 8 0 12

Davidson County 2 4 0 6
Knox County 2 5 0 7
Memphis 8 0

Subgroup Total 16 25 0 41
Counselors Chattanooga 1 3 0 4

Davidson County 1 7 2 10
Knox County 1 5 0 6
Memphis 7 13 0 _20

Subgroup Total 10 28 2 40
Psychologists Chattanooga 0 3 0 3

Davidson County 6 1 0 7
Knox County 0 2 0 2
Memph i s 7 0 _s

Subgroup Total 13 7 0 20
Social Uorkers Chattanooga 6 3 0 9

Davidson County 8 0 0 8
Knox County 4 0 0 4
Memph i s -S- JL 0

Subgroup Total 23 3 0 26

Totals 73 73 3 149
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 13 22 1 3^
Davidson County 20 13 2 35
Knox County 8 13 0 21
Memphis 32 25 0 57

♦This Item leeks the 50 percent support needed to be perceived
es 'provided.*
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Appendix C-4

Responses of Suboroups to the Item: The School Social Ulorker
Uses Social History and/or Adaptive Behavior Appraisal

to Assess Students^ Social Problems

Subgroups Yes No Missing Total

Central O-f-fice Chattanooga 8 0 0 8
Davidson County 4 0 0 4
Knox County 2 0 0 2
Memphis 2^ 1 0 8

Subgroup Total 21 1 0 22
Principals Chattanooga 11 1 0 12

Davidson County 6 0 0 6
Knox County 3 4 0 7
Memph i s 9 5 -2_ U

Subgroup Total 29 10 2 41
Counselors Chattanooga 3 1 0 4

Davidson County 7 2 1 10
Knox County 2 4 0 6
Memph i s Jil_ JL _2a

Subgroup Total 27 12 1 40
Psychologists Chattanooga 3 0 0 3

Davidson County 4 1 0 7
Knox County 0 2 0 2
Memph is 8 0 0 _s

Subgroup Total 17 3 0 20
Social Uorkers Chattanooga 7 2 0 9

Davidson County 8 0 0 8
Knox County 4 0 0 4
Memphis JL 0 JL

Subgroup Total 24 2 0 24

Totals 118 28 3 149
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 32 4 0 34
Davidson County 31 3 1 35
Knox County 11 10 0 21
Memph i s 44 11 2 57
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Appendix C-5

Responses o-f Suboroupt to the Item; The School Social Uiopker
Participates in Multidisciolinspy Team (M-Team)

Meetinos -for Special Education Students

Subgroups Yes No Missing Total

Central O-ffice Chattanooga 8 0 0 8
Davidson County 4 0 0 4
Knox County 2 0 0 2
Memph i s 5_ 1 8

Subgroup Total 19 2 1 22
Principals Chattanooga 8 3 1 12

Davidson County 6 0 0 6
Knox County 5 2 0 7
Memph is 6 JLO_ 0 16
Subgroup Total 25 15 1 41

Counselors Chattanooga 3 0 1 4
Davidson County 2 7 1 10
Knox County 2 4 0 6
Memphis 8 12 0 _20

Subgroup Total 15 23 2 40
Psychologists Chattanooga 2 1 0 3

Davidson County 4 2 1 7
Knox County 1 1 0 2
Memphis JL 5 0 8

Subgroup Total 10 9 1 20
Social Workers Chattanooga 9 0 0 9

Davidson County 8 0 0 8
Knox County 4 0 0 4
Memph i s -2- JL _5

Subgroup Total 23 3 0 26

Totals 92 52 5 149
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 30 4 2 36
Davidson County 24 9 2 35
Knox County 14 7 0 21
Memph i s 24 32 1 57



Appendix C-d

Responses o-f Suborouos to the Item} The School Social
UopKer Provides Social Uork Service to Families, e.o.
Home Visits. Family Counsel ino. Child Development

191

Subgroups Yes No Missing Total

Central 0-ffice Chattanooga 8 0 0 8
Davidson County 4 0 0 4
Knox County 2 0 0 2
Memph i s 7 0 J|

Subgroup Total 21 1 0 22
Principals Chattanooga 12 0 0 12

Davidson County 6 0 0 6
Knox County 5 2 0 7
Memph i s 11 5 0 16

Subgroup Total 34 7 0 41
Counselors Chattanooga 4 0 0 4

Davidson County 9 1 0 10
Knox County 5 1 0 6
Memph i s 17 3 _!L

Subgroup Total 35 5 0 40
Psychologists Chattanooga 3 0 0 3

Davidson County 7 0 0 7
Knox County 2 0 0 2
Memphis -S- 0 JL

Subgroup Total 20 0 0 20
Social Workers Chattanooga 9 0 0 9

Davidson County 8 0 0 8
Knox County 4 0 0 4
Memph i s 5 JL JL

Subgroup Total 26 0 0 26

Totals 136 13 0 149
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 36 0 0 36
Davidson County 34 1 0 35
Knox County 18 3 0 21
Memphis 48 9 0 57
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Appendix 0-7

Responses Subopouos to the Item; The School Social Uorker
Petitions Juvenile Court Aoainst Students Uiith Poop Attendance

or Their Parents A'fter Trying Other Interventions*

Subgroups Yes No Missing Total

Central Ot-fice Chattanooga 8 0 0 8
Davidson County 0 4 0 4
Knox County 2 0 0 2
Memphis 1 6 _1_ 8

Subgroup Total 11 10 1 22
Principals Chattanooga 10 1 1 12

Davidson County 2 4 0 6
Knox County 4 3 0 7
Memphis 2_ 12

Subgroup Total 19 20 2 41
Counselors Chattanooga 4 0 0 4

Davidson County 0 9 1 10
Knox County 5 1 0 6
Memphis 4 -li- 0 20

Subgroup Total 13 26 1 40
Psychologists Chattanooga 3 0 0 3

Davidson County 1 6 0 7
Knox County 2 0 0 2
Memphis _2_ ^ JL 8

Subgroup Total 8 12 0 20
Social Workers Chattanooga 9 0 0 9

Davidson County 0 8 0 8
Knox County 3 1 0 4
Memphis JL 5_ JL

Subgroup Total 12 14 0 26

Totals 63 82 4 149
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 34 1 1 3d
Davidson County 3 31 1 35
Knox County 16 5 0 21
Memphis 10 45 2 57

«This item lacks
as 'provided.'

the SO percent support needed to be perceived
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Appendix C-8

Responses o-f Subopoups to the Item! The School Social
Uopkep Re'feps Students and Parents to Appropriate

Community Resources

Subgroups Yes No Missing Total

Central O-ffice Chattanooga 8 0 0 8
Davidson County 4 0 0 4
Knox County 2 0 0 2
Memphis 7 1 0 8

Subgroup Total 21 1 0 22
Principals Chattanooga 12 0 0 12

Davidson County 6 0 0 6
Knox County 5 2 0 7
Memphis _iiL 0 16

Subgroup Total 33 8 0 41
Counselors Chattanooga 3 1 0 4

Davidson County 8 1 1 10
Knox County 4 2 0 6
Memphis 14 6 0 _20

Subgroup Total 29 10 1 40
Psychologists Chattanooga 3 0 0 3

Davidson County 7 0 0 7
Knox County 2 0 0 2
Memph i s 0 JL 8

Subgroup Total 20 0 0 20
Social Uorkers Chattanooga 9 0 0 9

Davidson County 8 0 0 8
Knox County 4 0 0 4
Memph i s _JL 0 _5

Subgroup Total 26 0 0 26

Totals 129 19 1 149
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 35 1 0 36
Davidson County 33 1 1 35
Knox County 17 4 0 21
Memphis 44 13 0 57
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Appendix C-9

Responses Subopoups to the Item; The School Social Worker
Serves as Consultant to School Personnel Reoardino Sociel.

Emotional, or Learnino Problems of Students

Subgroups Yes No Missing Total

Central 0-ffice Chattanooga 6 1 1 8
Davidson County 3 1 0 4
Knox County 2 0 0 2
Memphis 5 -3- JL -S

Subgroup Total Id 5 1 22
Principals Chattanooga 9 3 0 12

Davidson County 6 0 0 d
Knox County 3 4 0 7

Memphis 7_ 9 0 Id
Subgroup Total 25 Id 0 41

Counselors Chattanooga 2 2 0 4

Davidson County 3 5 2 10
Knox County 2 4 0 d
Memph i s 14 d _aL 20

Subgroup Total 21 17 2 40
Psychologists Chattanooga 2 1 0 3

Davidson County 6 1 0 7
Knox County 0 2 0 2
Memphis 7 j_ 0 8

Subgroup Total 15 5 0 20
Social Uorkers Chattanooga 8 1 0 9

Davidson County 8 0 0 8
Knox County 4 0 0 4
Memphis 5 0 0 5

Subgroup Total 25 1 0 2d

Totals 102 44 3 149
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 27 8 1 3d
Davidson County 26 7 2 35
Knox County 11 10 0 21
Memph i s 38 19 0 57
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Appendix C-10

Responses oi Suboroupt to the Itemi The School Social
Uorkep Formulates Inschool Screening (S-Tearo)

Plans for Individual Students*

Subgroups Yes No Missing Total

Central O-ffice Chattanooga 2 6 0 8
Davidson County 1 3 0 4
Knox County 1 1 0 2
Metnph i s 6 0 8

Subgroup Total 6 i6 0 22
Principals Chattanooga 3 9 0 12

Davidson County 4 2 0 6
Knox County 2 5 0 7
Memphis 2_ 13. 0 16

Subgroup Total 12 29 0 41
Counselors Chattanooga 2 2 0 4

Davidson County 0 8 2 10
Knox County 0 6 0 6
Memphis 5 15 JL 20

Subgroup Total 7 31 2 40
Psychologists Chattanooga 0 3 0 3

Davidson County 0 7 0 7
Knox County 0 2 0 2
Memphis J_ 7 0 _8

Subgroup Total 1 19 0 20
Social Uorkers Chattanooga 4 5 0 9

Davidson County 3 5 D 8
Knox County 1 3 0 4
Memph i s JL JL JL _S

Subgroup Total 8 18 0 26

Totals 34 113 2 149
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 11 25 0 36
Davidson County 8 25 2 35
Knox County 4 17 0 21
Memphis 11 A6 0 57

aThis item lacks the 50 percent support needed to be perceived
as 'provided.'
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Appendix C-il

Responses o-f Subopoups to the Hemi The School Social
Ulorkep Provides Feedback About Referred Students to

Principals and School Pro-fessional Personnel

Subgroups Yes No Missing Total

Central 0-f-fice Chattanooga 6 2 0 8
Davidson County 4 0 0 4
Knox County 2 0 0 2
Memph is 5 3 0

Subgroup Total 17 5 0 22
Principals Chattanooga 10 2 0 12

Davidson County 5 1 0 6
Knox County 3 4 0 7
Memphis 12 4 JL

Subgroup Total 30 11 0 41
Counselors Chattanooga 3 1 0 4

Davidson County 8 1 1 10
Knox County 2 4 0 6
Memphis 6 JL 20

Subgroup Total 27 12 1 40
Psychologists Chattanooga 1 2 0 3

Davidson County 7 0 0 7
Knox County 2 0 0 2
Memph i s 6 2_ JL 8

Subgroup Total i6 4 0 20
Social Uorkers Chattanooga 9 0 0 9

Davidson County 8 0 0 8
Knox County 4 0 0 4
Memph1s 3 2_ JL

Subgroup Total 24 2 0 26

Totals 114 34 1 149
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 29 7 0 36
Davidson County 32 2 1 35
Knox County 13 8 0 21
Memphis 40 17 0 57
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Appendix C-12

Responses O'f Suborouot to the Itemi The School Social
Uiorker Manaoes Emeroencies op Crisis Interventions

Subgroups Yes No Missing Total

Central 0-ffice Chattanooga 7 0 1 8
Davidson County 3 0 1 4
Knox County 2 0 0 2
Meroph i s 4 4 JL _g

Principals
Subgroup Total i6 4 2 22

Chattanooga 10 2 0 12
Davidson County S 1 0 6
Knox County 4 3 0 7
Memphis 7

Subgroup Total 27 13 1 41
Counselors Chattanooga 3 0 1 4

Davidson County 7 3 0 10
Knox County 2 3 1 6
Memph i s 13 7_ 0 -20
Subgroup Total 25 13 2 40

Ps)^cho1ogists Chattanooga 2 0 1 3
Davidson County 6 1 0 7
Knox County 2 0 0 2
Memph i s -Z- 0 1 8

Subgroup Total 17 1 2 20
Social Uorkers Chattanooga 9 0 0 9

Davidson County 8 0 0 8
Knox County 4 0 0 4
Memphis -i_ 1 JL

Subgroup Total 25 1 0 26

Totals 110 32 7 149
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 31 2 3 3d
Davidson County 29 5 1 35
Knox County 14 6 1 21
Memph i s 36 19 2 57
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Appendix C-13

Assists In the Plannino. Develooment. or Evaluation

o-f Student Pol icies or Proorams*

Subgroups Yes No Missing Total

Central O-ffice Chattanooga 2 6 0 8

Davidson County 3 1 0 4

Knox County 0 2 0 2

Memphis 2 6 0 8

Subgroup Total 7 15 0 22
Principals Chattanooga 2 10 0 12

Davidson County 2 4 0 6

Knox County 2 5 0 7
Memph i s 3 11 2 16

Subgroup Total 9 30 2 41

Counselors Chattanooga 1 3 0 4
Davidson County 0 9 1 10

Knox County 0 6 0 6

Memphis 4 16 0 _20
Subgroup Total 5 34 1 40

Psychologi sts Chattanooga 0 3 0 3
Davidson County 1 5 1 7

Knox County 0 2 0 2

Memphis ^ _a_ 8

Subgroup Total 3 16 1 20
Social Uorkers Chattanooga 4 4 1 9

Davidson County 3 5 0 8
Knox County 2 2 0 4

Memphis 0 5 -L. -5
Subgroup Total 9 16 1 26

Totals 33 111 5 149
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 9 26 1 36
Davidson County 9 24 2 35
Knox County 4 17 0 21
Memph i s 11 44 2 57

eJhis item leeks the 50 percent support needed to be perceived
es 'provided.'
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Appendix C-14

Responses oi Subopouoe to the Hem; The School Social
Worker Plans and Conducts Social Work Related

Inservice Trainino

Subgroups Yes No Missing Total

Central 0-ffice Chattanooga 5 1 2 8
Davidson County 2 1 1 4

Knox County 2 0 0 2
Memphis 6 1 8

Subgroup Total 15 3 4 22
Principals Chattanooga 8 4 0 12

Davidson County 5 1 0 6
Knox County 2 5 0 7

Memphis 7 8 -i- AA
Subgroup Total 22 18 1 41

Counselors Chattanooga 2 2 0 4
Davidson County 2 7 1 10
Knox County 2 3 1 6
Memphis 9 9 2 -10

Subgroup Total 15 21 4 40
Psychologists Chattanooga 3 0 0 3

Davidson County 7 0 0 7
Knox County 1 1 0 2
Memphis 7 1_ D -fi

Subgroup Total 18 2 0 20
Social Workers Chattanooga 5 4 0 9

Davidson County 8 0 0 8
Knox County 4 0 0 4
Memph i s 1 0 Ji

Subgroup Total 21 5 0 26

Totals 91 49 9 149
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 23 11 2 26
Davidson County 24 9 2 35
Knox County 11 9 1 21
Memph i s 33 20 4 57
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Appendix C-15

Responses o-f Subopoupt to the Iterot The School Social Worker
Deuelops and/or Coordinates Preventive Ppoorams

at the Systemwide or School Level*

Subgroups Yes No Missing Total

Central 0-f-fice Chattanooga 6 2 0 8
Davidson County 2 1 1 4
Knox County 1 1 0 2
Memphis 4 -1- 2 8

Subgroup Total 13 6 3 22
Principals Chattanooga 3 8 1 12

Davidson County 1 5 0 6
Knox County 4 3 0 7
Memphis -UL 5 16

Subgroup Total 18 21 2 41
Counselors Chattanooga 1 3 0 4

Davidson County 1 7 2 10
Knox County 1 5 0 6
Memph i s 7_ 10 JL 20

Subgroup Total 10 25 5 40
Psychologists Chattanooga 0 3 0 3

Davidson County 4 3 0 7
Knox County 0 2 0 2
Memphis 4 4 0 _S

Subgroup Total 8 12 0 20
Social Workers Chattanooga 6 3 0 9

Davidson County 5 3 0 8
Knox County 4 0 0 4
Memphis _a_ __S_ JL _5

Subgroup Total 20 6 0 26

Totals 69 70 10 149
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 16 17 1 36
Davidson County 13 19 3 35
Knox County 10 11 0 21
Memphis 30 21 6 57

eThis item lacks the 50 percent support needed to be perceived
as 'provided.*



201

Appendix C-ld

Responses o-f Suborouos to the Item; Thg School Social
Worker Assists in the Trainino o-f Beoinnino School

Social Workers

Subgroups Yes No Missing Total

Central O-ffice Chattanooga 5 1 2 8
Davidson County 2 0 2 4
Knox County 2 0 0 2
Memphis 4 _2_ 2

Principals
Subgroup Total 13 3 6 22

Chattanooga 4 3 5 12
Davidson County 2 2 2 6
Knox County 2 5 0 7
Memphis
Subgroup Total

6

14
6

16

4

11 41
Counselors Chattanooga 2 2 0 4

Davidson County 4 4 2 10
Knox County 3 1 2 6
Memphis 9 5 _20

Ps}^chologists
Subgroup Total 18 12 10 40

Chattanooga 3 0 0 3
Davidson County 6 1 0 7
Knox County 0 1 1 2
Memph i s -i- 0 JL _1

Social Workers
Subgroup Total 17 2 1 20

Chattanooga 5 4 0 9
Davidson County 4 4 0 8
Knox County 4 0 0 4
Memph i s 4 J_ JL

Subgroup Total 17 9 0 26

Totals 79 42 28 149
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 19 10 7 36
Davidson County 18 11 6 35
Knox County 11 7 3 21
Memph i s 31 14 12 57
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Appendix C-17

Responsgs o-f Subopoups to thf Itgmi Tht School Social
Wopker Devglops CurrlcuU ■for CUsspooms Aimed at

Ppeventino Student Ppobleme*

Subgroups Yes No Missing Total

Central 0-f-fice Chattanooga 2 5 1 8
Davidson County 1 3 0 4
Knox County 1 1 0 2
Memphis 1_ Jl.

Subgroup Total 5 15 2 22
Principals Chattanooga 1 11 0 12

Davidson County 1 5 0 6
Knox County 2 5 0 7
Memphis 5 11. JL -ii

Subgroup Total 9 32 0 41
Counselors Chattanooga 0 4 0 4

Davidson County 0 9 1 10
Knox County 0 6 0 6
Memph i s 1 JLL. 3 _2S.

Subgroup Total 1 35 4 40
Psychologists Chattanooga 0 3 0 3

Davidson County 0 7 0 7
Knox County 0 2 0 2
Memphis 1 -JL. JL 8

Subgroup Total 1 19 0 20
Social Uorkers Chattanooga 3 6 0 9

Davidson County 2 6 0 8
Knox County I 3 0 4
Memph i s JL JL _5

Subgroup Total 8 18 0 26

Totals 24 119 6 149
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 6 29 1 36
Davidson County 4 30 1 35
Knox County 4 17 0 21
Memphis 10 43 4 57

vThis table lacks the 50 pepcent support needed to be
perceived as 'provided.*
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Appendix C-18

Responses Subopoups to the Item! The School Social
Worker Serves on Plannlno Committees

Communi ty Aoencies
or Boards o^

Subgroups Yes No Missing Total

Central O-f-fice Chattanooga 6 0 2 8
Davidson County 2 0 2 4
Knox County 2 0 0 2

Principals

Memph i s
Subgroup Total

6

16

0

0 6

8

22
Chattanooga 5 3 4 12
Davidson County 4 0 2 6
Knox County 2 5 0 7
Memph i s 9 4 3 16

Subgroup Total 20 12 9 41
Counselors Chattanooga 1 1 2 4

Davidson County 5 4 1 10
Knox County 0 5 1 6
Memphis AL. 4 5 20

Subgroup Total 17 14 9 40
Psychologists Chattanooga 2 0 1 3

Davidson County 5 2 0 7
Knox County 0 2 0 2
Memph i s 5 1 8

Social Workers
Subgroup Total 12 6 2 20

Chattanooga 7 2 0 9
Davidson County 7 0 1 8
Knox County 3 1 0 4
Memph i s 4 1 JL

Subgroup Total 21 4 1 26

Totals 86 36 27 149
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 21 6 9 36
Davidson County 23 6 6 35
Knox County 7 13 1 21
Memph i s 35 11 11 57
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Appendix C-19

Responses of Subopoups to the Item; The School Socle!
Uiopker Supervises Field Tralnino o-f Student

Social Uopkers*

Subgroups Yes No Missing Total

Central Of-fice Chattanooga 5 I 2 8
Davidson County 3 0 1 4
Knox County 2 0 0 2
lieroph i s 4 -1- 8

Subgroup Total 14 3 5 22
Principals Chattanooga 2 5 5 12

Davidson County 1 3 2 6
Knox County 1 5 1 7
Memphis 4 5 7 Ji

Subgroup Total 8 18 15 41
Counselors Chattanooga 1 2 1 4

Davidson County 4 4 2 10
Knox County 2 3 1 6
Memphis 7 ^ 7 20

Subgroup Total 14 15 11 40
Fsychologists Chattanooga 1 2 0 3

Davidson County 6 1 0 7
Knox County 0 1 1 2
Memph i s 7 0 1 _S

Subgroup Total 14 4 2 20
Social Uorkers Chattanooga 7 2 0 9

Davidson County 5 3 0 8
Knox County 4 0 0 4
Memphis 5 JL JL

Subgroup Total 21 5 0 26

Totals 71 45 33 149
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 16 12 8 26
Davidson County 19 11 5 35
Knox County 9 9 3 21
Memphis 27 13 17 57

«This item lacks the 50 percent support needed to be perceived
as 'provided."
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Appendix C-20

Responses o-f Subopoups to the Item.- The School Social
Morker Documents Activities and Services Provided

Subgroups Yes No Missing Total

Central 0-ffice Chattanooga 6 0 2 8
Davidson County 4 0 0 4
Knox County 2 0 0 2
Memphis JL 8

Subgroup Total 18 0 4 22
Principals Chattanooga 12 0 0 12

Davidson County 6 0 0 6
Knox County 4 2 1 7
Memph i s 10 3 Id

Counselors
Subgroup Total 32 5 4 41

Chattanooga 3 0 1 4
Davidson County 8 0 2 10
Knox County 0 2 4 d
Memphis Ji_ 0 4 _20
Subgroup Total 27 2 11 40

Psychologists Chattanooga 3 0 0 3
Davidson County 7 0 0 7
Knox County 2 0 0 2
Memphis 8 8

Social Workers
Subgroup Total 20 0 0 20

Chattanooga 9 0 0 9
Davidson County 8 0 0 8
Knox County 4 0 0 4
Memphis -1. -S. _a_
Subgroup Total 2d 0 0 2d

Totals 123 7 19 149
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 33 0 3 3d
Davidson County 33 0 2 35
Knox County 12 4 5 21
Memphis 45 3 9 57
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Apptndix C-21

Responses o-f Suboroupt to the Itemt Tht School Social Ulorker
Monks With Administrators to Examine Symptoms or Seeks

Causes o-f Problems Students Have, e.o.. Teenaoe
Preonancy. Druos. Child Abuse, etc.

Subgroups Yes No Missing Total

Central 0-f-fice Chattanooga 8 0 0 8

Davidson County 3 1 0 4
Knox County 2 0 0 2

Memphis ^ 1 8
Subgroup Total 19 2 1 22

Principals Chattanooga 12 0 0 12
Davidson County 5 1 0 6
Knox County 4 3 0 7

Memphis 9 7 JL AA
Subgroup Total 30 11 0 41

Counselors Chattanooga 3 1 0 4

Davidson County 4 3 3 10
Knox County 1 4 1 6
Memphis 5 4 20

Subgroup Total 19 13 8 40
Psychologi sts Chattanooga 2 1 0 3

Davidson County 5 2 0 7
Knox County 2 0 0 2
Memph i s -Z. 1 JL 8

Subgroup Total 16 4 0 20
Social Uorkers Chattanooga 9 0 0 9

Davidson County 5 3 0 8
Knox County 4 0 0 4

Memphis 5 JL JL _5
Subgroup Total 23 3 0 26

Totals 107 33 9 149
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 34 2 0 36
Davidson County 22 10 3 35
Knox County 13 7 1 21
Memph i s 38 14 5 57
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Appendix C-22

Responses of Suboroups to the Itemi The School Social
Uiorkep Coordinates Services ■for Multiple-handicapped

ChiIdren*

Subgroups Yes No Missing Total

Central Of-fice Chattanooga 6 2 0 8
Davidson County A 0 0 4
Knox County 0 2 0 2
Memph i s 2_ 4 2 8

Subgroup Total 12 8 2 22
Principals Chattanooga 6 5 1 12

Davidson County 2 4 0 6
Knox County 2 5 0 7
Memphis 4 9 3 16

Subgroup Total 14 23 4 41
Counselors Chattanooga 1 2 1 4

Davidson County 3 6 1 10
Knox County 0 6 0 6
Memph i s 6_ 8 20

Subgroup Total 10 22 8 40
Psychologists Chattanooga 0 3 0 3

Davidson County 1 6 0 7
Knox County 0 2 0 2
Memph i s -2_ 6 _s_ 8

Subgroup Total 3 17 0 20
Social Uorkers Chattanooga 6 3 0 9

Davidson County 6 2 0 8
Knox County 2 2 0 4
Memphis -1- 1

Subgroup Total 17 8 1 26

Totals 56 78 15 149
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 19 15 2 36
Davidson County 16 18 1 35
Knox County 4 17 0 21
Memphis 17 28 12 57

*This item lacks the 50 percent support needed to be perceived
as 'provided.'
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Appendix C-23

Responses of Subopouos to the Item; The School Social
Worker Identi-fies School Barriers Ulhich Hinder Puoil

Attendance or Develops Plans to Overcome Theme

Subgroups Yes No Missing Total

Central Office Chattanooga 7 1 0 8
Davidson County 3 1 0 4
Knox County 2 0 0 2
Memph i s

Subgroup Total
5

17
-2-
4

1

1

8

22
Principals Chattanooga 8 4 0 12

Davidson County 3 3 0 6
Knox County 3 4 0 7
Hemph i s _JL 12- A-

Counselors
Subgroup Total 17 23 1 41

Chattanooga 2 2 0 4
Davidson County 1 8 1 10
Knox County 0 6 0 6
Memphis ^ 12 A- _20

Psychologists
Subgroup Total 9 28 3 40

Chattanooga 2 1 0 3
Davidson County 1 5 1 7
Knox County 1 1 0 2

Social Workers

Memphis
Subgroup Total

6

10
-2_
9 1

-S
20

Chattanooga 8 1 0 9
Davidson County 4 4 0 8
Knox County 4 0 0 4
Memph i s _L. _5

Subgroup Total 19 6 1 26

Totals 72 70 7 149
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 27 9 0 36
Davidson County 12 21 2 35
Knox County 10 11 0 21
Memphis 23 29 5 57

*This item lacks the 50 percent support needed to be perceived
as 'provided.'
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Appendix C-24

Responses o-f Subopoups to the Item! The>sponses o-f Subopoups to the Item! The School Social
Ulorkep Plans Ulith Civic Groups for Positive Growth

Experiences o-f Students*

Subgroups Yes No Missing Total

Central O-ftice Chattanooga 5 2 1 8
Davidson County 2 1 1 4
Knox County 0 2 0 2
Memphis 4 -2-

Subgroup Total 11 7 4 22
Principals Chattanooga 3 5 4 12

Davidson County 4 2 0 6
Knox County 2 5 0 7
Memphis

Subgroup Total
5

14

8

20
-L.
7

16

41
Counselors Chattanooga 1 2 1 4

Davidson County 2 7 1 10
Knox County 0 5 1 6
Memphis ^ 9 -la

Subgroup Total 9 23 8 40
Psychologists Chattanooga 0 2 1 3

Davidson County 1 6 0 7
Knox County 0 2 0 2
Memphis _2_ -L. 8

Social Workers
Subgroup Total 3 15 2 20

Chattanooga 5 4 0 9
Davidson County 1 7 0 8
Knox County 4 0 0 4
Memph i s -2- JL _5

Subgroup Total 12 14 0 26

Totals 49 79 21 149
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 14 15 7 36
Davidson County 10 23 2 35
Knox County 6 14 1 21
Memph i s 19 27 11 57

*This item lacks the 50 percent support needed to be perceived
as "provided."
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Appendix C-25

Responses O'f Suborouos to the Item: The School Social
Uopker Secures Resources From Civic Groups to Provide

Positive Growth Experiences for Students*

Subgroups Yes No Missing Total

Central O'f'fice Chattanooga 6 1 1 8
Davidson County 2 1 1 4
Knox County 1 1 0 2
Memph i s g_ 1 2 8

Subgroup Total 14 4 4 22
Principals Chattanooga 5 6 1 12

Davidson County 2 4 0 6
Knox County 3 4 0 7
Memph i s 3 ifi_ 3 -ii

Subgroup Total 13 24 4 41
Counselors Chattanooga 2 2 0 4

Davidson County 3 6 1 10
Knox County 1 4 1 6
Memph is —fi_ 10 _2a

Subgroup Total 14 22 4 40
Psychologists Chattanooga 0 3 0 3

Davidson County 3 4 0 7
Knox County 0 2 0 2
Memph i s 5 3 JL

Subgroup Total 8 12 0 20
Social Uorkers Chattanooga 8 1 0 9

Davidson County 1 7 0 8
Knox County 4 0 0 4
Memph i s _3_ -2_ JL -5

Subgroup Total 16 10 0 26

Totals 65 72 12 149
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 21 13 2 36
Davidson County 11 22 2 35
Knox County 9 11 1 21
Memph i s 24 26 7 57

*This item leckt the 50 percent support needed to be perceived
as "provided.*
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Appendix C-26

Response* of Suboroups to the Itemi The School Social Uopker
Participates in the Plannino op Development of Needed Com

munity Services Indirectly Related to School, e.o..
Habitat for Humanity. Chattanoooa Venture. Support

Groups -for Families with Speci-fie Problems*

Subgroups Yes No Missing Total

Central 0-ffice Chattanooga 4 2 2 8
Davidson County 2 0 2 4
Knox County 1 0 1 2
Memph i s §_ 1 8

Subgroup Total 12 3 7 22
Principals Chattanooga 6 3 3 12

Davidson County 5 0 1 6
Knox County 2 5 0 7
Memphis 4 9 3 16

Subgroup Total 17 17 7 41
Counselors Chattanooga 1 1 2 4

Davidson County 5 4 1 10
Knox County 0 6 0 6
Memph i s 9 JL -20

Subgroup Total 15 17 8 40
Psychologists Chattanooga 2 0 1 3

Davidson County 3 4 0 7
Knox County 0 2 0 2
Memph i s 5 0

Subgroup Total 10 9 1 20
Social Uorkers Chattanooga 5 4 0 9

Davidson County 3 5 0 8
Knox County 3 1 0 4
Memph i s -1- 1 JL

Subgroup Total 15 11 0 26

Totals 69 57 23 149
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 18 10 8 36
Davidson County 18 13 4 35
Knox County 6 14 1 21
Memphis 27 20 10 57

«This item lacks the 50 percent support needed to be perceived
as 'provided.'
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Appendix D-1

Number of Respondent! Uho Belieued Sepvio Ma* Prouided by Dnionited
Pro-fessionels Other Then School Sociil MorKere <or the

The School Soclel Worker Develooe a Social
Work Plan ^or Indiuiduil Student*

IMi

Uho Provides Service

Subgroups
Asst.Psycho!-Coun Att. Miss'

N Pr in.Pr in. ogist selor Tcher other ing

Centre! Office Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memphis -2 -2 -2 -2 -2 _2 -2 J.

Total 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 1
Principels Chattanooga 5 1 0 0 3 0 0 1

Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 3 1 0 1 2 0 1 0
Memph i s _L -i -2 -S -2 A J.

Total id 3 1 1 10 0 3 2
Counselors Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Davidson Co. 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
Knox Co. 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0
Memphis 12 J2 _2 J. -5 JL JL _2

Total IS 0 0 1 9 0 0 4
Psychologists Chattanooga 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Memphis -2 JL _2 J2 JL JL J2 JL

Total 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Sociel Uorkers Chattanooga 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memphis -2 A -2 JL JL A JL JL

Total 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

Totels 38 3  1 3  IP 0 ~"~5 ~To
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 7 1 0 1 3 0 0 2
Davidson Co. 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
Knox Co. 8 1 0 1 5 0 1 2
Memphis 21 1 1 1 10 0 4 S

Nott* In tone instanceSf respondents provided multiple responses.
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Appendix D-2

Number ei Respondent* llho Believed Service Uae Provided by Dnionited
Pro^essionaU Other Than School Sociil Uorkere 4or the ltem>

The School Social Uorker Serve* as e Student or Family
Advocate to School* and Community Aoenciee

Who Provides Service

Asst.Psychol-Coun Att. Miss'
N Prin.Prin. ogist selor Tcher other ing

Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memphis JL ja JL JL JL JL _a JL

Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 3 0 0 0 1 0 2 0
Memph i s _2 -i J. 0 JL J. JL

Total 6 1 1 0 3 0 3 0
Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Davidson Co. 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
Knox Co. 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memphis -1 JL J. JL -2 JL JL JL

Total 8 0 1 0 4 0 1 1
Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memph i s _L -i JL JL JL JL J. JL

Total 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0
Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memph i s JL JL JL JL JL JL JL JL

Total 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

WMM

16 1 2 1 7 0 5 i
1  Systems

Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Davidson Co. 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
Knox Co. 9 0 0 0 1 0 2 0
Memph i s 9 1 2 1 5 0 3 0

Subgroups

Central O^^ice

Principals

Counselors

Psychologists

Social Workers

Totals

In some instancesi respondents provided multiple responses*
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Appendix D-3

Number of Respondents Uho Believed Servicf Wn Provided by Desionittd
Pro'fessionels Other Than School Social Ulorkere for the Itemi

The School Social Uorker Couneele Uith
Groupi ol Studentme

Uho Provide* Service

Asst.Psychol-Coun Att. Miss'
Subgroups N Pr in.Pr in. ogist selor Tcher other ing

Central O'f'fice Chattanooga 5 0 0 0 5 0 0 0
Davidson Co. 1 0 D 0 1 0 0 0
Knox Co. 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
Memphis >2 -tt _a Jl -2 -2 Jl

Total 10 0 0 1 10 0 0 0
Principals Chattanooga 8 3 0 0 7 0 0 0

Davidson Co. 4 2 2 2 3 1 2 0
Knox Co. 5 2 0 2 3 1 1 0
Memph i s JS 4 _2 _L -1 J. Jl Jl

Total 25 11 5 5 21 3 3 0
Counselors Chattanooga 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0

Davidson Co. 7 0 0 0 7 0 0 0
Knox Co. 5 0 0 0 5 0 0 0
Memph is 11 _i JL u Jl Jl

Total 28 1 0 1 26 0 0 2
Psychologists Chattanooga 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0

Davidson Co. 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
Knox Co. 2 0 0 2 2 0 0 0
Memph i s _i JL JL _L JL Jl Jl Jl

Total 7 0 0 4 6 0 0 0
Social Uorkers Chattanooga 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0

Davidson Co. 0 0 0 D 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 0 D 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memphis JL -2 Jl Jl Jl Jl Jl _2

Total 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0

Totals 73 12 5 a  66 3 3 2
Totals by School1  Systems

Chattanooga 22 3 0 0 21 0 0 0
Davidson Co. 13 2 2 3 12 1 2 0
Knox Co. 13 2 0 5 11 1 1 0
Memph i s 25 5 3 3 22 1 0 2

Note. In tone instance*, respondent* provided multiple response*.

sThis item lacks the 50 percent support needed to be perceived as
■provided.*
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Apptndix D-4

NumbtP O'f Rtspondtnt* Ulho B>]itv»d S»rvic» U*« Providtd by Dgsionated
Pro-fessionali Other Than School Social Morlopt for tht Ittm; Tht

School Social Ulorktr Usas Social History and/or Adaotim
Behavior Aporaifal to ftssesa Studantt" Social ProbUnia

Uho Provides Service

Subgroups
Asst.Psychol-Coun Att. Miss'

N Pr in.Prin. ogist selor Tcher other ing

Central Otfice Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memphis JL -a -a -a J. Jl Jl _a

Total 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
Principals Chattanooga 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0

Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 4 0 0 3 2 0 1 0
Memphis J 1 0 Jl J. J.

Total 10 2 1 3 6 0 2 1
Counselors Chattanooga 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

Davidson Co. 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
Knox Co. 4 0 0 2 3 0 0 1
Memphis _5 Ji _a J. _2 Jl Jl J.

Total 12 0 0 4 7 0 0 3
Psychologists Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Davidson Co. 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0
Memphis Jl _a _a Jl Jl Jl Jl Jl

Total 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0
Social Workers Chattanooga 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0

Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memph i s Jl Jl -a Jl Jl Jl Jl

Total 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0

Totals 28 2 1 12 14 0 2 4
Totals by School1  Systems

Chattanooga 4 1 0 3 1 0 0 0
Davidson Co. 3 0 0 1 1 0 0 1
Knox Co. 10 0 0 7 5 0 1 1
Memph i s 11 1 1 1 7 0 1 2

Note. In sane instanceS| respondents provided multiple responses.
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Appendix D-5

Number O'f Resoondenti Uho Believed Sfpvice Ui> Provided by Deslonattd
Pro'fessionaU Other Then School Social Dorkers ■for the Item!

The School Social Uorker Particioatet in Multidisciolinary
Team <H-Team) Meetinot -for Special Education Studenti

Uho Prouidet Service

Subgroups
Asst.Psychol -Coun Att. Miss'

N Prin.Prin . ogist selor Tcher Other ing

Central Office Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memphis _2 -1 J. J. JL J. JL

Total 2 1 1 1 1 0 1 0
Principals Chattanooga 3 3 1 0 2 0 2 0

Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 2 0 0 1 1 0 1 0
Memph i s 1£ _i -1 _2 7 JL J JL

Total 15 7 5 4 10 0 6 0
Counselors Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Davidson Co. 7 3 0 5 6 0 0 1
Knox Co. 4 2 1 2 3 0 1 0
Memphis 12 -2 -5 12 «2 -3 JL

Total 23 8 3 12 21 2 4 1
Psychologists Chattanooga 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Davidson Co. 2 1 0 2 1 0 1 0
Knox Co. 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
Memphis _L _5 JL »2 JL

Total 9 4 2 8 3 0 3 0
Social Uorkers Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memphis _2 -tt JL -2 JL JL JL JL

Total 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0

Totals 52 "20 11 ~29 "Is "1" ~T
Totals by School1  Systems

Chattanooga 4 3 1 0 2 0 2 0
Davidson Co. 9 4 0 7 7 0 1 1
Knox Co. 7 3 2 4 4 0 2 0
Memphis 32 10 8 17 22 2 9 0

N^li* In some instanceti respondents provided multiple responses.
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Apptndix D-6

Numbtp O'f Respondents Ulho Believed Strvio U«s Provided by Pujoniittd
Professional! Other Than School Social Ulorktrs ■for the Itemi Th»

School Social Uorker Provides Social Uork Service to Familie!.
e.Q.. Home Visits. Family Counselino. Child Development

Uho Provides Service

Subgroups
Asst.Psychol'-Coun Att. Miss-

N PrIn.Prin. ogist selor Tcher Other ing

Central Office

Principals

Counselors

Psychologists

Social Uorkers

Totals

Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memphis -L JL Jl Jl Jl Jl Jl _1

Total 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 2 0 0 1 0 1 1 0
Memph i s J JL _L Jl _2 JL _L

Total 7 1 1 1 2 I 2 2
Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Davidson Co. 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Knox Co. 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Memphis J[ Jl -a Jl _2 J.

Total 5 0 0 0 0 0 3 2
Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memphis -1 Jl Jl Jl Jl Jl Jl Jl

Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memph i s Jl Jl Jl Jl Jl Jl Jl Jl
Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Ti 1 1 r 2 1 5 s
1  Systems
Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Davidson Co. 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Knox Co. 3 0 0 1 0 I 2 0
Memph i s 9 1 1 0 2 0 3 4

Note. In some instances, respondents provided multiple responses.
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Appendix D-7

Number of Resoondentt Who Bellmed Service Mat Protiided by DeeionaUd
Pro'festionxle Other Than School Social Uopkert -Top the lt#mt
The School Social Norker Petitione Juvenile Court Aoainet

Student* With Poor Attendince or Their Pirentt
After Trvlno Other Intervention«e

Uho Provide* Service

Subgroup*
Asst.PsychoI-Coun- Att. Miss

N Prin.Prin. ogist selor Tcher Other ing

Central Office Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Davidson Co. 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 0
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memphis _a Jl _£ Jl _5 Jl J.

Principals
Total 10 0 0 0 0 9 0 1

Chattanooga 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
Davidson Co. 4 0 0 0 0 3 1 0
Knox Co. 3 1 0 0 0 2 1 0
Memphis 12 JL J. Jl Jl _2 _5

Total 20 3 1 0 0 9 7 2
Counselors Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Davidson Co. 9 1 1 0 0 7 0 1
Knox Co. 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
Memph i s 12 -i J. Jl Jl 4 J

Psychologists
Total 26 2 2 0 0 12 5 6

Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Davidson Co. 6 0 0 0 0 6 0 0
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memphis A Jl Jl Jl J. J. JH

Total 12 0 0 0 1 10 1 0
Social Workers Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Davidson Co. 8 0 0 0 0 7 0 1
Knox Co. 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
Memphis -S Jl Jl Jl -2 JL Jl

Total 14 1 0 0 0 10 2 1

Totals 82 6 3 0  1 ~50 "T?" "To
Totals by School1  Systems

Chattanooga 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
Davidson Co. 31 1 1 0 0 27 1 2
Knox Co. 5 1 0 0 0 4 1 0
Memph i s 45 4 2 0 1 18 13 8

In some instances, respondents provided multiple responses.

•This item lacks the SO percent support needed to be perceived as
•provided.*
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Apptndix D-8

Numb»p Rtspondtnt* Uho Btlitvtd Strvio Ua* Pmuided by Dcsionaitd
Pro'fessionalt Oth»p Than School Social WorKtr* ■for th» Itgmi

Th> School SofUi Uopktp Refer* Student* and Pap»nt*
to Appropriate Cawnunity Rtsouro*

Uho Providtt Strvict

N
Asst .Psychol -Coun Att. Miss'

Prin .Prin . ogist selor Tcher other ing

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

J. JL Jl JL 0 JL 1
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 0 D 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 1 0 1 1 1 0 0

-i J. -1 JL JL 0 JL
8 2 1 1 7 1 0 0
! 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
2 0 0 1 2 0 0 0

-4 J. J. J. JL J. JL
10 1 1 2 9 0 1 1

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 D
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

J) Jl JL JL JL JL JL
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

JL JL JL JL £ JL
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1? 3  2 3  U 1 1 2

1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
4 1 0 2 3 1 0 0

13 2 2 1 12 0 0 1

Subgroups

Central Office

Principals

Counselors

Psychologists

Social Workers

Chattanooga
Davidson Co.
Knox Co.
Memphis

Total
Chattanooga
Davidson Co.
Knox Co.
Memphis

Total
Chattanooga
Davidson Co.
Knox Co.
Memphis

Total
Chattanooga
Davidson Co.
Knox Co.
Memphis

Total
Chattanooga
Davidson Co.
Knox Co.
Memph i s

Total

Totals
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga
Davidson Co.
Knox Co.
Memph i s

fcloil.' In some instances, respondents provided multiple responses.
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Apptndix D-9

Number of Respondentt Mho Bfli»v»d Stpvict Ua« Ppovidtd by Dnionittd
Ppo^tttiontU Other Than School Social UorKept 4or the Itnii

The School Social Uorker Serve* at Consul tent to School
Perionnel ReoardinQ Social. Emotionel. or

LearnInQ Problem* Student*

Who Provides Service

Subgroups
Asst.Psycho!-Coun Att. Miss'

N Prin.Prin. ogist selor Tcher other ing

Central Of'fice Chattanooga 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Davidson Co. 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memphis -2 Jl Jl J. J. Jl Jl J.

Total 5 0 0 2 2 0 1 1
Principals Chattanooga 3 1 0 1 1 0 1 1

Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 4 1 0 3 2 0 2 0
Memphis _2 -2 J. -i -2 Jl Jl Jl

Total 14 4 1 8 10 0 3 1
Counselors Chattanooga 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0

Davidson Co. 5 0 0 2 5 0 0 0
Knox Co. 4 0 0 2 4 0 0 0
Memphis _a Jl -2 J A Jl Jl

Total 17 0 0 6 16 0 0 0
Psychologists Chattanooga 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Davidson Co. 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 2 0 0 2 1 0 0 0
Memphis _L Jl Jl J. J. -2 Jl Jl

Total s 0 0 4 2 0 0 1
Social Workers Chattanooga 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memph i s JL JL Jl Jl Jl Jl Jl Jl

Total 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Totals 44 4 r 20 30 0 5 3
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 8 1 0 1 3 0 3 2
Davidson Co. 7 0 0 4 6 0 0 0
Knox Co. 10 1 0 7 7 0 2 0
Memph i s 19 2 1 8 14 0 0 1

Note. In tone instances, respondents provided nultiple responses.
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Appendix D-10

Number o-f Respondents Mho Believed Service Was Provided by Deeionxted
ProcessioneU Oth»r Than School Social Uorkere 4or the Item!

The School Sociel iiiorker Formulates Inschool Screening
<S-Teem) PUni ̂ or Individual Student**

Uho Provides Service

Subgroups N Pr in.Asst
Pr in

.Psychol

. ogist
-Coun

selor

Att.

Tcher
other Miss

ing

Central Office Chattanooga 6 4 3 1 1 0 0 1
Davidson Co. 3 1 0 1 0 0 2 0
Knox Co. 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Hemph i s 6 _L J. J. 4 JL JL J.

Principals
Total 16 6 4 3 5 0 3 2

Chattanooga 9 2 1 0 2 0 2 2
Davidson Co. 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0
Knox Co. 5 3 1 3 3 0 1 0
Memphis 11 -1 -2 J. 9 JL _1 JL

Total 29 10 4 4 14 0 7 2
Counselors Chattanooga 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0

Davidson Co. 8 2 0 2 3 0 3 0
Knox Co. 6 2 2 5 3 0 0 0
Memphis 11 Jl JL J. U JL J. _2

Total 31 4 2 9 18 0 4 3
Psychologists Chattanooga 3 0 0 1 0 0 3 0

Davidson Co. 7 1 0 6 3 0 1 0
Knox Co. 2 1 2 2 1 0 1 0
Memph i s 7 _1 JL _1 Jl JL J. JL

Social Workers
Total 19 2 2 13 6 0 6 0

Chattanooga 5 1 0 0 1 0 2 1
Davidson Co. 5 1 1 1 0 0 3 1
Knox Co. 3 1 1 2 0 0 1 0
Memph i s -5 JL JL -J J. JL 2 JL

Total 18 3 2 7 2 0 8 - 2

Totals 113 ~25 14 ""36 ~45 0 28 9
Totals by School1  Systems

Chattanooga 25 7 4 3 5 0 7 4
Davidson Co. 25 6 1 10 6 0 10 1
Knox Co. 17 7 6 12 7 0 4 0
Memph i s 46 5 3 11 27 0 7 4

tlflll. In tone instsncesf respondents provided nultipie responsesa

•This item Ucks the 50 percent support needed to be perceived ss
'providedt*
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Apptndix D-11

Numbtr of Rtspondents Uho B»li*v<d Servict U>«t Provided by Dttionittd
Professionals Othtr Than School Social Ulorktrt <op th> Ittms Th>
School Social Uorker Prouides Feedback About Referred Stud>nU

to Principals and School Professional Personnel

Uho Provides Service

Subgroups
Asst.Psychol-Coun Att. Miss

N Prin.Prin. ogist selor Tcher Other ing

Central Office Chattanooga 2 0 0 1 0 0 1 0
Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memphis Jl J. J. Jl Jl J. J.

Total 5 0 0 2 0 0 2 1
Principals Chattanooga 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 1

Davidson Co. 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Knox Co. 4 0 0 2 1 1 1 1
Memphis 4 J. -1 Jl _2 Jl J. 0

Total 11 1 1 3 4 1 2 3
Counselors Chattanooga 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

Davidson Co. 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 4 0 0 3 2 0 0 0
Memphis A _a Jl Jl 4 Jl J. J.

Total 12 0 0 4 7 0 1 1
Psychologists Chattanooga 2 0 0 2 0 0 1 0

Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memph i s JL Jl -2 Jl Jl Jl Jl

Total 4 0 0 4 0 0 1 0
Social Uorkers Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memph i s -2 JL Jl -2 JL Jl il Jl

Total 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0

Totals 34 1 1 19 11 "T 9
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 7 0 0 4 1 0 2 1
Davidson Co. 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Knox Co. 8 0 0 5 3 1 1 1
Memph i s 17 1 1 5 7 0 3 2

Note. In some instances, respondents provided multiple responses.
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Appendix 0-12

Number o-f Respondent* Who Believed Seruice inlif Prouided by Desioneted
Pro-fessionale Other Than School Social Uorkere ^or the

The School Social Ulorker Manaoet Emeroencie*
or Crisis Interuentione

Item;

Uho Provides Service

Subgroups
Asst.Psychol-Coun Att. Miss

N Pr in.Prin. ogist selor Tcher other ing

Central O-ftice Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memphis -4 JL _1 -2 Jl Jl J.

Principals
Total 4 2 1 1 2 0 0 1

Chattanooga 2 1 0 0 1 0 0 1
Davidson Co. 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 3 2 1 2 2 1 0 0
Memphis 7 -5 _2 -1 -5 Jl Jl _0

Total 13 9 3 3 8 1 0 1
Counselors Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Davidson Co. 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0
Knox Co. 3 1 1 0 2 0 0 1
Memphis -2 Jl J. -J Jl JL J.

Psxchologists
Total 13 3 1 1 11 0 2 2

Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Davidson Co. 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memph i s JL JL Jl Jl Jl Jl Jl

Total 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0
Social Workers Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
Memphis _L Jl Jl Jl J. Jl Jl Jl

Total 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0

Totals "32 "~I3 ■~7 ~7 "■"23 ~T "~2 4
Totals by School1  Systems

Chattanooga 2 1 0 0 1 0 0 1
Davidson Co. 5 1 1 1 4 0 0 0
Knox Co. 6 4 3 3 4 1 0 1
Memphis 19 9 3 3 14 0 2 2

Nsl^i In some instanceSf respondents provided multiple responses^
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Apptndix D-13

Numbtr of Rtspondtnti Who Btlitvtd S»rulct Was ProuiProvidtd by Dt«iQn«t»d
PpofetsionaU Othtr Than School Social Worktrs 4or tht Itgm: Tht

gchopi Social Worker Assists in the Plannino. Davalopmant.
or Evaluation Student Po1 ici>« or Prooramaa

Who Provides Service

Subgroups N
Asst.Psychol-Coun-

Prin.Prin. ogist selor
Att. Miss-

Tcher Other ing

Ctntral O'ffict

Principals

Counselors

Psychologists

Social Workers

Totals
Totals by School

Chattanooga 6 4 4 0 0 0 1 0
Davidson Co. 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0
Knox Co. 2 1 1 0 0 0 2 0
Memphis -i -1 _1 _2 J. _2

Total 15 10 8 2 4 1 5 1
Chattanooga 10 5 2 0 1 0 3 2
Davidson Co. 4 4 2 0 1 0 0 0
Knox Co. 5 4 1 1 2 0 1 1
Memphis 11 12 -2 -1 4 J. _1 Jl

Total 30 25 8 2 8 0 5 3
Chattanooga 3 1 0 0 1 0 0 1
Davidson Co. 9 5 3 0 4 0 1 2
Knox Co. 6 5 2 2 3 0 1 0
Memphis Li -2 _1 _5 _1 _1 _4

Total 34 17 7 3 13 1 4 7
Chattanooga 3 1 1 1 0 0 2 0
Davidson Co. 5 4 2 0 0 0 0 1
Knox Co. 2 2 2 0 1 0 0 0
Memphis _1 _1 JL JL JL J. Jl

Total 14 11 4 2 3 0 3 1
Chattanooga 4 1 1 0 0 0 2 1
Davidson Co. 5 4 1 0 0 0 1 0
Knox Co. 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 0
Memphis

Total
-5
14 9

Jl
4

_1
1

JL
0

Jl
0

-1
4

J
3

111 "~72 "15 ~lo Is 2 "23 "IF
1  Systems
Chattanooga 24 12 8 1 2 0 8 4
Davidson Co. 24 18 8 1 4 0 2 3
Knox Co. 17 14 8 3 4 0 4 1
Memph i s 44 28 9 5 14 2 9 7

liait- In some instances, respondents provided multiple responses.

•This item lacks the 50 percent support needed to be perceived as
'provided.*
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Apptndix D-14

Nun>b»r O'f Rtsoondent* Uho STvict Ua« Ppouidtd by D>tionai»d
ProftssionaU Other Than School Sociil Uorkept <op th» Ittmi

Th» School Social Uorktp PUnt and Conduct*
Sociil Work Rtlattd Instrulct Trainino

Uho Providts Servlct

Subgroups
Asst•Psychol-Coun Att. Mist

N Pr in.Pr in. ogist selor Tcher other ing

Central Of-fict Chattanooga 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Davidson Co. 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memph i s J. Jl JL JL -2 J. JL

Principals
Total 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 0

Chattanooga 4 0 0 0 0 0 3 1
Davidson Co. 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Knox Co. 5 2 0 3 2 0 1 2
Memphis Ji _2 -I JL -2 JL _4 JL

Counselors
Total 18 s 1 4 s 0 9 3

Chattanooga 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Davidson Co. 7 1 1 0 0 0 3 2
Knox Co. 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

Psychologists

Hemph i s
Total

9

21
-a
2

J)
1

J.
1

_2
2

JL
0

-S
8

J.
7

Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Social Workers

Memphis
Total

_l
2

JL
0

JL
0

JL
0

JL
0

JL
0

J.
1

3

JL
1
1Chattanooga 4 0 0 0 0 0

Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memph i s

Total
-L
5 0

Jl
0

J.
1

JL
0

JL
0

JL
3

JL
1

Totals 49 7  2 6  7 0 ""23 12
Totals by School1  Systems

Chattanooga 11 1 0 0 0 0 7 3
Davidson Co. 9 1 1 0 0 0 4 2
Knox Co. 9 2 0 3 2 0 1 6
Memph i s 20 3 1 3 5 0 11 1

Nail' In tonf instincts, rtspondtnts provldtd multipt# rtsponsts.
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Apptndix D-15

Nt;mJ)fp o-f Respondent* Mho B>1 itv>d S»puict Providtd by D»tiQn«t>ri
Pppfeff.pni^ Othep Th«n School Sori.1 Llopk,P»yoP th. ThV^

gcnool Socul Mnpktp Dpu.lopt and/op Coopdinxt*« Pptupntiu.
PpoQpam* at thy Sytttrnwidt op School LtutU

Who Ppovides Stpvict

Subgpoupt
Asst.Ptychol-Coun- Att. Mitt-

N  Ppln.Ppin. ogitt ttlop Tchap Oth»p ing

Ctntpal Offict

Ppinc jpaU

Counsatopt

Psychologists

Totals

Chattanooga 2 0 0
Davidson Co. 1 1 0
Knox Co. 1 0 0
Manph i s _2 JL JL

Total 6 1 0
Chattanooga 8 2 0
Davidson Co. 5 1 0
Knox Co. 3 1 0
Mamphis J J. J.

Total 21 5 1
Chattanooga 3 1 1
Davidson Co. 7 1 1
Knox Co. 5 1 0
Hamph i s 11 JL JL

Total 25 3 2
Chattanooga 3 1 0
Davidson Co. 3 0 0
Knox Co. 2 2 2
Mamphis 4 JL JL

Total 12 3 2
Chattanooga 3 1 0
Davidson Co. 3 0 0
Knox Co. 0 0 0
Mamph i s JL JL JL

Total 6 1 0

15 "^3 5
1  Systarns
Chattanooga 19 5 1
Davidson Co. 19 3 1
Knox Co. 11 4 2
Mamph i s 21 1 1

0

0

0

_a
0

0

0
1

-L
2

0

0
0

Jl
0

0

0

1

-2
3

0

0

0

JL
0

0

0

2

3

1

0

0

J.
2

1

2

0

_i
7

0

4

3

13

1

0

2

Jl
3

0

0

0

JL
0

"25

3

6

5

11

0

0

0

JL
0

0

1

0

-a
1

0

0

0

JL
0

0

0

0

JL
0

0

0

0

JL
0

"T

0

1

0

0

1

1

1

J.
4

2

3

1

JL
8

0

2

0

_4
6

1

3

0

_2
6

1

2
0

JL
3

"27

5

11

2

9

0

0

0

JL
0

3

0

2

J.
6

1

0

2

-2
5

1

0

0

JL
1

1

1

0

JL
2

"17

6

1

4

3

Llait' In soraa instancas, raspondants ppovidad multlpla pasponsas
•This itam lacks tha 50 papcant support naadad to ba papcaivad as

•ppoMidad.'
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Apptndix D-U

Numb>p O'f R>sDond»nt« Uho Btllmtd S>pwict Ui* Ppovidtd by Dtsion«t>d
Ppo^tssionilf Oth»p Than School Social Uopk»Pf fop tht item

The School Social WopIop Assist* In tht Tpxinino
o-f BeoinninQ School Social Uopkep*

Uho Ppovidtf Sepvic*

Subgpoupt
Asst.Psychol-Coun Att. Miss

N Ppin.Ppin. ogist sel OP Tchep Othep ing

Centpat O'ffice Chattanooga 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memphis _2 Jl Jl Jl Jl Jl _2 Jl

Ppincipals
Total 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0

Chattanooga 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 1
Davidson Co. 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0
Knox Co. 5 0 0 0 0 1 0 4
Memphis JL Jl _2 Jl JL _2 _2

Total Id 0 0 0 0 1 7 8
Counselops Chattanooga 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

Davidson Co. 4 0 0 0 0 0 3 1
Knox Co. 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Memphis Jl Jl Jl Jl JL _5 Jl

Total 12 0 0 0 0 0 9 3
Psychologifttt Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Davidson Co. 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Knox Co. 1 0 Q 0 0 0 1 0
Memphis JL Jl JL -£ Jl Jl Jl Jl

Total 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0
Social Uopkept Chattanooga 4 0 0 0 0 0 3 0

Davidson Co. 4 0 0 0 0 0 2 1
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memph i s _L Jl Jl Jl -2 Jl J. Jl

Total 9 0 0 0 0 0 4 1

Totals 42 0 0 0  0 1 ""27 "12
Totals b/ School1  Systems

Chattanooga 10 0 0 0 0 0 7 2
Davidson Co. 11 0 0 0 0 0 8 2
Knox Co. 7 0 0 0 0 1 1 S
Memph i s 14 0 0 0 0 0 11 3

Note. In some inttancesi pespondents ppovided nultipit responses^
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Apptndix D-17

Numbtp oi Respondents Who Belitvtd Stpvio U>i Pppvidul by Dt«ion«t»d
Ppo'fesiionalt Othtp Than School Social OopfctPK <op th* Itmii
Th» School Social Uopkap Davalopt Cuppicula ^op Clattpoonta

Aimad at Ppauaotino Studant Ppoblama*

Uho Ppovidts Sapvict

Asst.Psycho!-Coun- Att. Miss'
N Ppin.Ppin. ogist salop Tchtp Othap Ing

Chattanooga 5 3 1 1 0 0 1 0
Davidson Co. 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 1
Knox Co. 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Hamphis -i J. JL J. J. Jl Jl _2

Total 15 4 1 2 1 0 6 3
Chattanooga 11 3 0 0 3 0 2 4
Davidson Co. 5 1 1 0 1 0 3 1
Knox Co. 5 2 3 2 2 1 1 2
Mamphis 11 -2 -i J. Jl J5

Total 32 9 5 3 9 1 11 9
Chattanooga 4 1 0 0 2 0 1 1
Davidson Co. 9 5 2 1 2 0 2 1
Knox Co. 6 2 1 1 3 0 0 2
Hanph i s li J. Jl Jl JL JL J 4

Total 35 9 3 2 12 0 10 8
Chattanooga 3 1 1 0 2 0 2 0
Davidson Co. 7 2 0 1 0 0 5 1
Knox Co. 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 0
Mamphis _z Jl Jl -1 -2 Jl «2 J.

Total 19 3 1 5 5 0 10 2
Chattanooga 6 0 1 1 0 0 3 1
Davidson Co. 6 0 0 0 0 0 4 2
Knox Co. 3 0 0 1 1 0 1 0
Mamph i s JL Jl Jl J. Jl Jl

Total 18 0 1 2 2 0 11 3
____

119 25 11 14 29 1 48 ■"ST
1  Systams
Chattanooga 29 8 3 2 7 0 9 6
Davidson Co. 30 8 3 2 3 0 14 6
Knox Co. 17 4 4 4 7 1 4 4
Mamph i s 43 5 1 6 12 0 19 9

Subgpoupt

Cantpal O^fict

Ppincipals

Countalopf

Psychologists

Social Uopkaps

Totals

M2l£e In soni instanctSi ptspondants ppovidtd isultiplt Ptsponsat*
aJhit itam lacks tha SO papcant suppopt naadad to ba papcaivad as

'ppovidadt*
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Apptndix 0-18

NumbfP o4 R»SDond>f>ts Mho B>1im>d Servict U«» Provided by Dttionattd
Pro'fessioniU

Th» School

Qthtp Than School Social Uorktrt ̂ or tht Ittmi

Soclil Uorktp Stpvt* on Plannlno Committttx

or Boardi Conwunlty Aotncitx

Uho Providtt Strvict

Asst.Psychol-Coun- Att. Miss
Subgroups N Pr in.Prin. ogist salor Tchar Othar ing

Csntrst Of'fict Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 D
Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hamph i s Jl JL Jl Jl Jl J Jl

Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Principals Chattanooga 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 1

Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 5 1 1 1 1 1 2 3
Mimphis _4 Jl Jl Jl Jl _2 J.

Total 12 1 1 1 1 1 6 6
Counsalors Chattanooga 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Davidson Co. 4 0 0 0 0 0 1 3
Knox Co. 5 1 0 1 0 0 0 3
Henph i s -4 Jl Jl _a J J. _2

Total 14 1 0 1 0 0 4 8
Psychologists Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Davidson Co. 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0
Knox Co. 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 1
Hamphis -2 -tt Jl Jl Jl Jl J. Jl

Total 6 1 1 0 0 0 4 1
Social Uorktrs Chattanooga 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0

Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Hanphis -1 JL Jl Jl Jl Jl JL Jl

Total 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0

Totals 34 3 2 2 1 1 18 19
Totals by School Systaias

Chattanooga 6 0 0 0 0 0 S 1
Davidson Co. 6 0 0 0 0 0 3 3
Knox Co. 13 3 2 2 1 1 3 7
Mamph i s 11 0 0 0 0 0 7 4

Not>. In somt intt«nctfl| rttpondintt providtd nultipit rttponstt.
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Apptndix 0-19

NumbtP o-f Rfspondentt Uho B»ll»vtd S»rvict U«i Provided by Dtiionattd
Pro^etsionils Othtr Than School Social MorlOPi for the Ittmi

Tht School Sociti Uopktp SuD>pvis»* Fitid
Trainino Studtnt Social UopKtr«»

Uho Providtt Strvict

Asst.Psychol-Coun- Att. Miss
Subgroups N Prin.Prin. ogist stior Tchtr Othtr ing

Ctntral Oftict Chattanooga 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Htmphis -2 -ft -ft -ft -ft -ft -1 Jl

Total 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0
Principals Chattanooga 5 0 0 0 0 0 4 1

Davidson Co. 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0
Knox Co. 5 0 0 0 0 0 1 4
Mtnphis _5 -ft -ft -ft -ft -ft -2 _2

Total 18 0 0 0 0 0 11 7
Counstlors Chattanooga 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

Davidson Co. 4 0 0 0 0 0 3 1
Knox Co. 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Mtmph i s -4 -ft -ft _L -ft -ft -ft -2

Total 15 0 0 1 0 0 8 7
Psxchologists Chattanooga 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0

Davidson Co. 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Knox Co. 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Htmph i s -ft -ft -ft -ft -ft -ft -ft -ft

Total 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0
Social Uorktrs Chattanooga 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

Davidson Co. 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 2
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mtnphis -ft -ft Jl -ft -ft -ft -ft Jl

Total 5 0 0 0 0 0 2 3

Totals 45 0  0 " 1  0 0 "IF "It"
Totals by School Systtms

Chattanooga 12 0 0 0 0 0 9 3
Davidson Co. 11 0 0 0 0 0 8 3
Knox Co. 9 0 0 0 0 0 2 7
Mtmph i s 13 0 0 ! 0 0 9 4

Uota. In tont inttanctSi raspondtntt providtd multiplt rtspentts*

*This ittn lacks tht 50 ptrctnt support nttdtd to bt ptrctivtd as
'providtd.*
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Apptndix D>20

Numbtr Resoondtntt Uho Btlltvtd Strvio Mis Providtd by Df»lQn«t>d
Pro^tstionali Othtp Than School Social Morkert for tht

Tht School Sacial Uorktr Documanta Actlvititt
and Strvicaa PpQvldad

Itiai

Uho Providts Sarvict

Asst.Psrchol-Coun'- Att. Miss'
Subgroups N Prin.Prin. ogist sal or Tchar Othar ing

Cantral Of'fica Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mamphis -2 JL JL -2 JL JL JL JL

Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pr inc ipals Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Hamph i s -2 JL JL JL JL -2 J.

Total 5 0 0 0 0 0 2 3
Counsalors Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Mamph i s JL JL JL JL JL JL JL

Total 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Ps/chologists Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mamph i s JL JL JL JL JL JL JL JL
Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Social Uorkart Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hamph i s JL JL JL JL JL _2 JL JL

Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Totals 7 0 0 0  0 0 "~2 5
Totals by School Systaiss

Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
Mamph i s 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 1

Nott. In tomt initanctti ratpondants providad nultipla ratpontas.
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Appendix 0-21

Number of Respondent* Mho Believed Sepvlct Mi» Provided by Deeionxted
Pro^eieionilt Other Than School Sociel Ulorkert ^or the Item; The

School Socitl Norker Uorks With Adrtiinistretor* to Exemine
Symptomt or Seek Cauiet of Problettit Students Have, e.o..

Teeneoe Preoniny. Druot. Child Abute. etc.

Uho Provides Service

Asst.Psychol-Coun- Att. Miss'
Subgroups N Prin.Prin. ogist selor Tcher other ing

Centrsi Office Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Davidson Co. 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memph i s -i -A JL JL J. Jl JL Jl

Total 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
Principals Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Davidson Co. 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
Knox Co. 3 2 1 2 2 2 1 0
Memphis -2 JL -I JL _A Jl -1 Jl

Total 11 3 2 4 9 2 3 0
Counselors Chattanooga 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

Davidson Co. 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0
Knox Co. 4 1 1 2 2 0 0 1
Memph i s JL A _a Jl -5 Jl J. Jl

Total 13 1 1 2 11 0 1 1
Psychologists Chattanooga 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Davidson Co. 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memphis -i Jl J. Jl Jl Jl Jl

Total 4 1 0 2 0 0 0 0
Social Workers Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Davidson Co. 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memph i s -A -A Jl Jl Jl Jl Jl Jl

Total 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0

Totals 33 5 3 8 21 2 7 1
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
Davidson Co. 10 1 0 1 4 0 3 0
Knox Co. 7 3 2 4 4 2 1 1
Memphis 14 1 1 3 12 0 3 0

Note. In some instsnces, respondents provided multiple responses.
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Apptndix D-22

NumbfP RtseondtnU Who Btli»v»d Strvict Wa* Provldtd by DttioniUd

Pro^mlonilt Othtr Thin School Social UopKtPt ̂ or tht Ittmt

Tht School Soci*! Uopk>p Coopdin«t»» S>pvict»

ior MultlpU-Hindleipptd Childptnt

Who Ppovidtt Stpvict

Asst.Psychol-Coun- Att. Hiss
Subgpoup* N Ppin.PpIn. ogist stiop TchtP OthtP ing

Ctntpal Outlet Chattanooga 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0
Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0
Htmph i s -1 -2 -I Jl Jl Jl J. Jl

Total 8 2 2 0 4 0 5 0
Ppincipala Chattanooga S 0 0 1 0 0 2 2

Davidson Co. 4 0 0 0 0 0 3 1
Knox Co. 5 2 0 3 3 0 2 1
Htmphis -1 Jl J. Jl -2

Total 23 5 0 3 6 0 12 6
Counstlopt Chattanooga 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Davidson Co. 6 1 0 2 2 0 3 1
Knox Co. 6 2 0 4 1 0 1 2
Htmphis -fi JL JL J. -2 -fi -5 Jl

Total 22 3 0 7 S 0 10 3
Ptychologiata Chattanooga 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0

Davidson Co. 6 2 1 1 1 0 4 1
Knox Co. 2 1 1 2 0 0 0 0
Htmphis Ji Jl -2 J. Jl

Total 17 3 2 5 2 0 10 1
Social UopktPt Chattanooga 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 1

Davidson Co. 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0
Knox Co. 2 1 0 2 1 0 0 0
Htmph i s -i -1 Jl Jl Jl Jl J. Jl

Total 8 1 0 2 1 0 5 1

Totals 78 14 4 IP 18 0  42 ~IT
Totals by School Systtms

Chattanooga 15 0 0 1 0 0 10 3
Davidson Co. 18 3 1 3 3 0 12 3
Knox Co. 17 6 1 11 5 0 5 3
Htmphis 28 S 2 4 10 0 15 2

Nott. In tont inttanctt, rttpondtnt* ppovidtd multipit rttponttt.

•This it»m Uckt tht SO ptpctnt tuppopt nttdtd to bt ptpctivtd at
*ppovidtd>'
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Apptndix D-23

Numbtr of Rnoondtnt* Uho Btllmtd Strwict U«« Providtd by Dttlonai^d
Pro^tttlpniU Oth»r Thin School Sociil Uorktri <op ih* H>»i
Tht School Soci«1 UorKtr ld>ntifi»» School Barritrt Which

Hindtp Pupil Atttndanct op D>v»1opt PUni to«
Qytpcomt Thtm*

Uho Ppovidtf Strvict

Subgpoupt
Asst.Psxchol-Coun- Att. Miss

N Ppin.Prin. ogist salop Tchap Othar ing

Cantpal Offica Chattanooga 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0
Davidson Co. 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Manph i s -2 JL Jl Jl J. J. Jl Jl

Total 4 0 2 0 2 1 1 0
Ppincjpala Chattanooga 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 2

Davidson Co. 3 2 0 0 1 1 0 0
Knox Co. 4 2 1 1 2 1 1 0
Mamphis 12 -2 -2 -2 JL JL J.

Total 23 13 7 3 10 4 3 3
Counsalopt Chattanooga 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Davidson Co. 8 1 3 0 4 5 1 1
Knox Co. 6 2 2 3 3 2 1 2
Mamph i s 12 -2 _1 J. -1 Jl _5 J.

Total 28 6 6 4 11 7 7 6
Psychologiata Chattanooga 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Davidson Co. 5 1 1 0 1 3 2 0
Knox Co. 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
Mamph i s -2 Jl Jl Jl Jl Jl _2 Jl

Total 9 1 2 0 2 3 5 0
Social Uopkapt Chattanooga 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

Davidson Co. 4 0 0 0 0 3 1 0
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mamph i s -L -i Jl Jl Jl Jl J. Jl

Total 6 0 0 1 0 3 2 0

Totals 70 ~~20 ~l7 8  25 18 18 9
Totals br School Systans

Chattanooga 9 2 2 1 0 0 1 2
Davidson Co. 21 4 4 0 7 12 5 1
Knox Co. 11 4 4 4 6 3 2 2
Mamphis 29 10 7 3 12 3 10 4

Nsil' In font inttancts, rttpondtntt ppovidtd muHipIt rtsponstt.

•This itam lacks tha SO papcant auppopt naadad to ba papcaivad as
'ppovidad.*
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Apptndix D-24

Number of Rnoondgntt Who Btlifvtd Strvict Ula« Providtd fay Dttionat>d
Pro^esslonale Qth>r Than School Soclil Uopkeri 4or th* lt»««

The School Social Worker Plan* Uith Civic Broun*
for Po«itlu> Brouith Exoeriencet o< Studentee

Who Providtt Service

Subgroups N Prin.Asst.Psychol-Coun Att. other Miss-
Pr in. ogist selor Tcher ing

Central Office Chattanooga 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 0
Davidson Co. 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
Memphis _2 J. -i JL J. JL J. JL

Principals
Total 7 1 1 0 2 0 3 1

Chattanooga 5 2 0 0 1 0 2 1
Davidson Co. 2 D 0 0 0 0 2 0
Knox Co. 5 1 1 1 1 1 3 2
Memphis -1 -2 J. J. J.

Total 20 7 3 2 8 2 8 S
Counselors Chattanooga 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Davidson Co. 7 1 1 0 1 0 3 3
Knox Co. 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 S
Memph i s J. JL JL -i JL _1 J.

Total 23 2 2 0 7 0 7 9
Psychologists Chattanooga 2 1 1 0 0 0 1 0

Davidson Co. 6 0 0 1 0 0 4 1
Knox Co. 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Memphis J A J. J. JL J. JL

Social Workers
Total IS s 2 2 2 1 7 2

Chattanooga 4 0 0 0 0 0 2 2
Davidson Co. 7 4 1 0 0 0 2 2
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memph i s JL JL J. JL J. JL

Total 14 4 1 1 2 0 s 4

Totals 79 5 S  21 3 ""30 ""IT
Totals by School1  Systems

Chattanooga IS 3 1 0 2 0 6 3
Davidson Co. 23 S 2 1 1 0 11 6
Knox Co. 14 2 1 1 1 1 4 9
Memph i s 27 9 S 3 17 2 9 3

•In eone inettncesi retpondents provided multiple respontet

•Thie item lecks the 50 percent support needed to be perceived et
'provided.*
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AppindiK D-25

NumbtP of R»SDond»f><t Who S>pwlet U«t Prowldtd by Dulonittd
Ppof»s»iofnU Oth»p Thin School Social Wopktpt fop th» Ittn>» Tht

School SpcUI Wopktp Stcuptt Rt«0UPCf« Fpora Civic Gpoud*
to Prooidf Potltivt Gpowth Exptpitncti ^op Studtntm

Who Ppovidtt Stpvict

Subgpoupt
Attt.Ptxchol-Coun- Att. Nitt-

N Ppin.Ppini ogitt ttlop TchtP OthtP ing

Ctntpal O^fict Chattanooga 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
David*on Co. 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Htmphl* -1 Jl _a JL J. -ft -ft -ft

Total 4 1 0 0 2 0 1 0
Ppinciptif Chattanooga 6 3 0 0 1 0 2 2

Oavidaon Co. 4 0 0 0 0 1 3 1
Knox Co. 4 1 1 0 1 0 2 1
Htnph1 * 11 -1 J. -ft -I JL -I

Total 24 8 2 1 10 2 9 5
Counttlopf Chattanooga 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Davldaon Co. 4 0 1 0 1 0 1 3
Knox Co. 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
MtmphI* 11 -2 -i -a Jft -ft -2

Total 22 2 2 0 6 0 5 9
Ptychologistt Chattanooga 3 0 1 0 0 0 3 0

Davldaon Co. 4 0 0 1 0 0 2 1
Knox Co. 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0
Mtnphi* Jt JL JL J. JL -ft -ft

Total 12 3 1 1 1 0 4 1
Social UopktPt Chattanooga 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Oavidaon Co. 7 3 1 0 0 0 3 1
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Htmphi* -2 JL JL JL J. -ft JL -i

Total 10 3 1 0 1 0 4 2

Total* 72 ~l7 4 2 '~25 2 ~2S ~T7
Total* bx School Sx*ttn*

Chattanooga 13 3 1 0 2 0 7 2
Oavidaon Co. 22 4 2 1 1 1 9 4
Knox Co. 11 2 1 0 1 0 4 S
Htmphi* 24 8 2 1 14 1 S 4

Not# In tont inttanctt, rttpondontt ppovidtd multipit rtsponttt.

•Thif ittm Ucks tht SO ptpctnt tuppopt nttdtd to bt ptpctivtd t«
'ppovidtd.*



238

Appendix D-2d

Numb»r oi Rupondtnt* Who Btlimtd S>rvlc» W»f Prowidtd by Dtfionittd
Profntionili Othtr Than School Social Uorktri for th» lt»m» Tht
SchgQl Spci»1 Worktr PiPticiPXtn In th» Plinnlno or Dtmlopnitnt

gf Ne»d»d Community Struicn Indirtctly ReUttd to School.
t.Q.. Habitat 4or Humanity. ChittxnooQi Ventupt. Support

Group* for Famlljtt With SotcKic ProbUmt*

Uho Providts Strvic*

Subgroups
Asst.Psychol-Coun- Att. Hiss

N Prin.Prin. ogist selor Tcher Other ing

Central Office Chattanooga 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0
Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 i
Knox Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hemph i s J. _a JL JL JL JL J. JL
Total 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0

PrInclpals Chattanooga 3 1 0 0 1 0 2 1
Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Knox Co. s 1 1 1 1 1 2 3
Hemph i s _2 -2 JL J. Ji JL -2

Total 17 4 1 2 4 1 6 8
Counselors Chattanooga 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Davidson Co. 4 0 0 0 1 0 1 2
Knox Co. 6 0 0 0 1 0 0 4
Hemph1s JL JL JL J. JL -i J.

Total 17 0 0 0 3 0 5 7
Psxchologlsts Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Davidson Co. 4 0 0 0 0 0 3 1
Knox Co. 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
Hemphis -1 JL JL JL JL JL «2 J.

Total 9 0 0 0 0 0 6 3
Social Workers Chattanooga 4 0 0 0 0 0 1 2

Davidson Co. 5 0 0 0 0 0 4 1
Knox Co. 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Hemphis -1 JL JL JL JL JL _1 JL

Total 11 0 0 0 0 0 6 4

Totals "57 4 r 2  7 1  24 22
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 10 1 0 0 1 0 5 3
Davidson Co. 13 0 0 0 1 0 8 4
Knox Co. 14 1 1 1 2 1 3 9
Hemphis 20 2 0 1 3 0 10 6

Not*. In ton* inttanctSi rttpondtntt provided multipl* rttpontes.

*Thit ittn tacks th* SO p*rc*nt support n**d*d to b* p*rc*iv*d as
*provldtd.*
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Apptndix E-1

e< Stpuicf Ppovid»d by School Social UopktPt ̂ op tht It.n..
Th> School Sociil Uopk>r Dtmlop* « Soeiil UorK PUn <op

Indiulduil Studtnt«

Effi 'idtd

Subgroups

Vtry Sont- Undtcidsd Undscidid Somt-
Intf-whst T#nd to- T»nd to- what Vtry
<#e- In#<- ward Intf-ward Et- Ef- Ettac-
tivt factiva factiva factiva factiva tiva

Hiss

ing Ma an

Cantral Chattanooga 0 1 1 1 2 2 1
Oftica Davidson Co. 0 0 0 1 1 2 0

Knox County 0 0 0 1 1 0 0
Hamphis 0 _Jl -ft —ft 2 a —ft
Total 0 1 1 3 6 7 1 4.9

Princi Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 4 2 1
pals Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 2 3 1

Knox County 1 0 1 0 1 1 0
Hamphis 0 1 -ft -1 —ft —ft —1

Total 1 1 1 1 12 4 3 4.8
Coun- Chattanooga 0 1 0 0 1 2 0
salors Davidson Co. 0 0 1 1 3 2 0

Knox County 0 0 0 1 1 0 0
Hamphis ..JL —L 2 4 —I —ft

Total 0 2 2 4 9 5 0 4.4
Psy Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 2 0 0
cholo Davidson Co. 0 0 1 0 4 2 0
gists Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Hamphis 0 -i 4 —1
Total 0 1 2 0 10 3 0 4.8

Soc ia! Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 2 5 1
Uorkars Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 3 5 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 1 3 0
Hamphis B -Jft -1 -2 2 —ft
Total 0 0 0 1 8 IS 1 S.4

Totals 1 5 9 —45 ■34 5 "sTo
Totals by School Systans

Chattanooga 0 2 1 1 11 11 3 s.o
Davidson Co. 0 0 2 2 13 14 1 5.3
Knox County 1 0 1 2 4 4 0 4.7
Hamph i s 0 3 2 4 17 7 1 4.7
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Apptndix E-2

Effectiv»nt>t Strwict Pppuid»d by Sthoal Snri..iT—;; Social Uorkert for the ItemtThf School Sociti Uopktp Sepu»« a« i Stud.nt op Family Advocate
to SchooU and Community Aoenci**

Effectiventts of Service Provided

Subgroups

t/erx Some- Undecided Undecided Scne-
Inef-what Tend to- Tend to- what Very
fee- Inef- ward Incf-ward Ef- Ef- Effec
tive fective fective fective fective tive

Miff

ing Mean

Central Chattanooga 1
Office Davidson Co. 0

Knox County 0
Memphis 0
Total 1

Princi Chattanooga 0
pals Davidson Co. 0

Knox County 0
Memphis 0
Total 0

Coun Chattanooga 0
selors Davidson Co. 0

Knox County 0
Memph i s
Total 0

Psy Chattanooga 0
cholo Davidson Co. 0
gists Knox County 0

Memph i s 0
Total 0

Social Chattanooga 0
Workers Davidson Co. 0

Knox County 0
Memphis 0
Total 0

Totals 1
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 1
Davidson Co. 0
Knox County 0
Memph i s 0

0 1 0 2 3 1
0 0 1 2 1 0
0 0 0 2 0 0

—2
0 i 3 9 7 1 4.9
0 0 1 3 7 1
0 0 0 1 4 1
1 1 0 1 1 0

-i —L _5 -2 _1
2 2 2 10 14 3 9.1
1 0 0 0 2 0
0 0 1 4 2 1
1 0 0 2 0 1

-J. _2 —2
4 1 4 9 7 5 4.4
0 1 0 2 0 0
0 2 2 0 3 0
0 0 0 1 0 1

_2 -I —2
1 3 4 9 5 1 4.4
0 0 0 3 5 1
0 0 0 5 3 0
0 0 0 0 4 0

-ja -1 _S _Jl
0 0 0 11 13 1 9.9

"7 "Is "44 IT "TT?

1 2 1 10 17 3 9.2
0 2 4 12 13 2 9.2
2 1 0 6 5 2 4.8
4 2 8 16 11 4 4.7
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Appendix E-3

Ef^tctiveneft of Service Ppould>d by School Sociil UorKtr* <or the TUmt
The School Social UlorXep CounteU Mith Groupe Student**

Effectiveness of Service Provided

Subgroups

Very Some- Undecided Undecided Some-
Inef-whst Tend to- Tend to- what Very
fee- Inef- ward Inef-ward Ef- Ef- Effec- Miss-
tive fective fective fective fective tive Ing Mean

Centra) Chattanooga 0 0 0 0
Office Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0
Memphis 0 _Jl _2

Total 0 0 0 2
Princ i- Chattanooga 0 0 0 1
pals Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0
Memphis 0 —2 -J2
Total 0 0 0 2

Coun Chattanooga 0 0 0 1
selors Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0

Knox County 0 1 0 0
Memphis _2
Total 1 1 1 2

Psy Chattanooga 0 0 0 0
cholo Davidson Co. 0 0 1 1
gists Knox County 0 0 0 0

Memphis 0 _l —2
Total 0 1 1 1

Social Chattanooga 0 0 0 0
Workers Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0
Memphis 0 -Jl -_2 _2
Total 0 0 0 0

Totals 1 ■"2 ~2 ~7
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 0 0 0 2
Davidson Co. 0 0 1 1
Knox County 0 1 0 0
Memph i s 1 1 1 4

1
3
1

5
1
1
1

-Ji
6
0
1
0

3
0
3
0

—1
7
5
4
0

11

"32

7
12
2

11

1
0
0

_2
4
2
0
1

5
0
0
0

_2
2
0
1
0

3
1
4
4

_2
12

~24

4
5
5

12

0
0
0

—2
0
0
1
0

3
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

-A
0
0
0
0

0
1
0
2

S.2

5.2

4.1

4.8

s.s

Ta

5.2
5.1
5.3
5.0

•This item lacks the 50 percent support needed to be perceived as
'provided.*
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Apptndix E-4

Effecttvtntt* of Stpvlct Provtdtd by School Social UorktPt for tht lt*nii
Tht School Social MopIop U»ei Social Hittopy and/or Adantivt Bthaviop

AddpiIhI to Awit Studtnt*^ SocitI Probltmt

E'fftctivenest o1 Strvict Providtd

Vtry Sont- Undtcidtd Und«cidtd Sont-
Intf-what Ttnd to- Ttnd to- what Vary
fac- Ina'f- ward Inafiaard E'f- Ef- Effac- Ml«»-
tiva 'factiMa factiva 'factiva factiva tiva ing MaanSubgroups

Cantral Chattanooga 1 0 0 0 2 4 1
Offica Davidson Co. 0 0 1 0 1 2 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 2 0 0
Matnphis 0 —2 _2 —2 3 —2
Total 1 0 1 0 8 10 1 5.2

Princi Chattanooga 0 0 0 1 3 6 1
pals Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 2 3 1

Knox County 0 1 0 0 1 1 0

Mamphis 1 UL -Jl -2 —L
Total 1 1 0 1 11 12 3 5.2

Coun- Chattanooga 0 0 0 1 1 1 0
salors Dav i dson Co. 0 0 0 3 1 2 1

Knox County 0 0 0 1 1 0 0
Hatnph i s 1 —L _L _Jl

Total 1 1 1 7 9 7 1 4.7
Psy Chattanooga 0 0 1 0 2 0 0
cholo Davidson Co. 0 0 2 0 2 2 0
gists Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Hamph i s J, —I -Jl -i -J. _2
Total 0 1 3 0 5 8 0 4.9

Social Chattanooga 0 0 0 2 1 4 0
Uorkars Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 4 4 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 4 0
Mamph i s 0 -Jl _Jl —2 -2 _2 -2
Total 0 0 0 2 7 15 0 5.5

Totals "T '~5 "To "40 ~52 "sTT
Totals by School Systams

Chattanooga 1 0 1 4 9 15 2 5.2
Davidson Co. 0 0 3 3 10 13 2 5.1
Knox County 0 1 0 1 4 5 0 5.1
Mamph i s 2 2 1 2 17 19 1 5.0
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Appendix E-5

E^^ectivtntet o4 Service Provided by School Social UopKert for the Ittm;

The School Social Ulorkep Papticipitee In Multiditciplinipy

Team (M-Te>n>) Meetinoi <op Special Education Students

Effectivenetft of Service Provided

Very Some- Undecided Undecided Some-
Inef-what Tend to- Tend to- what Very
fee- Inef- ward Inef-ward Ef- Ef- Effec- Mit»-
tive fective fective fective fective tive ing MeanSubgroup!

Central Chattanooga 1 0 0 0 0 6 1

Office Oavidaon Co. 0 0 0 0 3 1 0

Knox County 0 0 1 0 0 1 0
Memphi! -Jl SL 2 -J. —a
Total 1 0 1 2 5 9 1 5.1

Princi Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 1 7 0
pal! Davidaon Co. 0 0 0 0 2 3 1

Knox County 1 2 0 0 1 1 0

Memphi! 1 -Jl —a -Jl
Total 2 2 0 0 6 13 2 5.0

Coun- Chattanooga 0 0 0 1 1 1 0
!e1or! Davidaon Co. 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

Knox County 0 0 0 1 1 0 0

Memph i a —a _a -1 -_2 _i
Total 1 0 0 3 4 s 2 4.8

P!y- Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 2 0 0
cholo- Davidaon Co. 0 0 0 3 1 0 0
gi!t! Knox County 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

Memph i a -Jl _a _a 3 _a —a
Total 0 0 0 4 6 0 0 4.6

Soc i al Chattanooga 0 2 0 0 4 3 0
Uorker! Davidaon Co. 0 0 0 1 6 1 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 1 3 0
Memph i a 0 _a _Jl —L _Jl
Total 0 3 0 1 11 8 0 4.9

Total! ~4 "T ~Io "32 "35 ""5 T?
Total! by School Syotem!

Chattanooga 1 2 0 1 8 17 1 5.2
Davidaon Co. 0 0 0 4 12 6 2 5.1
Knox County 1 2 1 2 3 5 0 4.4
Memphi! 2 1 0 3 9 7 2 4.7
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Apptndix E-d

EHfctlv»nf>$ o1 S»rvle» Prouidtd by School Social UorKtrt for th» lUm.
Th> School Socl«1 Uopktr Provldtt SociiT Uork Strvict to F»niiH>«.

tiQti HOTf Ftmily CounttlinQ. Child D»vtlopn»nt

Vtrx Son*- Und*cid*d Und*cid*d Scnt-
In*f-what T*nd to- Ttnd to- what Vary
49C- lft*t- ward In*^-ward Ef- Ef- EUtc- Hlaa-
tiv* ftctiv* 'ftctiv* f*ctiv* ftctiv* tiv* ingSubgroups

Htan

Ctntral Chattanooga 1 0 0 0
Ottic* Davidson Co. 0 0 0 1

Knox County 0 0 0 1
Memphis 0 -1 -ft
Total 1 0 0 3

Princi Chattanooga 0 0 0 0
pals Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0

Knox County 1 2 0 0
Memphis —ft —ft —2
Total 2 2 0 2

Coun Chattanooga 0 0 0 0
selors Davidson Co. 0 0 0 1

Knox County 0 1 0 1
Memph i s 1 —ft —1 _2
Total 1 1 1 4

Psy Chattanooga 0 0 1 1
cholo Davidson Co. 0 0 2 0
gists Knox County 0 0 0 0

Memphis -i —ft
Total 0 1 3 2

Social Chattanooga 0 0 0 0
Workers Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0
Memphis 0 -ft —ft —ft
Total 0 0 0 0

Totals "7 ""4 "IT
Totals by School Systens

Chattanooga 1 0 1 1
Davidson Co. 0 0 2 2
K 1nox County
Mtmphis 2

3
1

2
6

2

1
0

-3
6

4

2
0

11

0

3

2

12

1

3
1

7

1
4

0

8

"44

8

13
3
20

4

2
1

10

7

3

2

13
4

5

0

_i
13

0

2
0

6

8
4

4

-2
18

"3o

23
16
7
14

1

0

0

-2
1

1
1

0

-2
4

0

0

1

3
0

0

1

-11
1
0

0

0

2

1

2
4

5.2

4.7

5.0

4.7

5.7

"sTT

5.5
5.3
4.5
4.9
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Apptndix E-7

Ef^fCtlvenot of Strvict Proutdtd by School Socitl Uorktr* ̂ op th>
Thf School Sociil Mopktr P>tit|on« Juvtnilt Court Aoaintt Studtntt Uith

Poor Attfndanc* or Th>ip P«ptnt» A'fttr Tryino OthtP Intfpvtntion**

Effi lidtd

Subgroups

Vtry Sent- Undscidtd Undscidtd Somt-
Intf-nnhst Ttnd to- T#nd to- whst Vtry
<#c- Intf- ward Intf-wtrd E'f- E-f- Effsc-
tiw» ftctiw# *#ctiv# ftctiv# ftctivt tiv#

Miss

ing Ms an

Central Chattanooga 1 0 0 0 2 3 2
Ottice Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Knox County 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
Memphis 0 _a _a _J.
Total 1 0 1 0 4 3 2 4.7

Princi Chattanooga 0 0 0 1 3 6 0
pals Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

Knox County 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Memphis 0 -Jl _Jl _1

Coun
Total 0 1 2 1 6 8 1 9.0

Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 1 3 0
selors Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Knox County 1 2 0 0 1 0 1
Memph i s 0 -ja -Jl _2 _Jl

Psy
Total 1 2 0 0 4 5 1 4.4

Chattanooga 0 0 1 0 2 0 0
cholo Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
gists Knox County 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

Memphis 0 -Jl —I -_L _Jl
Total 0 1 1 1 4 0 1 4.1

Social Chattanooga 0 1 2 0 4 2 D
Uorkers Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 1 2 0
Memph i s 0 —2 _£
Total 0 1 2 0 5 4 0 4.8

Totals 2 ~3 ~2 "23 "20 177
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 1 1 3 1 12 14 2 9.0
Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 9.0
Knox County 1 4 2 0 4 3 2 3.8
Memph i s 0 0 1 1 4 3 1 9.0

'*cl(s tht 90 ptrctnt support natdtd to bt parctivsd as
'provided.*
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Appendix E-8
V epgj Prowi

LWsrkit 1 U tern

fipprppritt# Cofhn...»ity

Subgroups

E«icti«ti..„ o< S.M,|C. ProvldtO

""""O"! Sm-
<«- Ii.t<- „rd E°- «!' S;' „

Mesn

Chtttinoogt
Otvidton Co.
Knox County
Hemph i s
Tots I

Chitttnooga
Dtuidson Co.
Knox County
Memph i t
Total

Chattanooga
Davidson Co.
Knox County
Memphis
Total

Chattanooga
Davidson Co.
Knox County
Memph i s n
Total 0

Chattanooga Q
Davidson Co. o
Knox County 0
Memph i s n
Total 0

Totals
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga }
Davidson Co. i
Knox County o
Memphis 2

Pr i nc i
pals

Coun

selors

Psy
cholo
gists

Social
Workers

1

0

0

-Jl
1

0
0

0

-1
0

0

1

0

-2
3

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

2

-I
3
0

0

1

1

0

0

0

-i
1

0
0

0

0
0

3

2

0

0

0

UL
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

1

0

0

0

0

"~r

0

1

0

0

0

0

1

2

1

0

0

2

0

0

1

4

2

1

0

-i
4

0
0

0

13

3

1

2

7

0 4
2 2
0 1
4 _2
6 11
1 9
1 4
2 1

—5 -2
9 14
2 1
4 3
1 0

-J
12 7
1 0
2 3
1 0

-2 —2
7 4
3 4
4 2
0 4

-2 —2
11 14

"45 "54

7 22
15 14
4 4
IP 12

1

0

0

1

1

1

0

-_L
3

0

0

1

-I
2
0

0

1

-Jl
1

0

0

0

2

1

2

2

5.3

5.2

4.4

4.8

5.5

"sTT

5.5
5.2
4.7

4.8
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Apptndix E-9

E^f*ctiv>n»t« Struict Provided by School Social Uork.ps ̂ op th»
Tht School Soci»l Uorktr S»pvt« *» Consultant to School P>rtonnt1

R»Q»pdinQ Social. Emoiion*!. op Ltipnlno Probltm* of Stud»nt«

Efftctiv»n*«« O'f Scpvict Provided

Verr Sent*- Undecided Undecided Soffle-
Inef-whet Tend to- Tend to- whet Very
fee- Inef- werd Inef-werd Ef- Ef- Effec- Mi»i-
tive fective fective fective fective tive ing HeenSubgroupt

Central Chattanooga 1 0 0 0 2 3 0
Office Davidson Co. 0 0 D 1 1 1 0

Knox County 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
Hemph i s 2 __a _L _d

Total 1 0 1 1 8 5 0 4.9
Princi- Chattanooga 0 0 0 2 2 5 0
palt Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 3 2 1

Knox County 0 0 0 1 1 1 0
Hemph i s 0 _L —11 _2 _3
Total 0 1 1 3 8 11 1 S.l

Coun- Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 2 0
telopf Davidson Co. 0 0 0 1 2 0 0

Knox County 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Hemph i s 1 _L _S _2 «J.

Total 1 1 2 s 5 s 2 4.4
Pty- Chattanooga 0 0 0 1 1 0 0
cholo- Davidson Co. 0 0 0 1 3 2 0
gistt Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Hemph i s 0 _J. £ _JL _i
Total 0 1 0 3 8 3 0 4.8

Social Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 4 4 0
Uorkera Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 5 3 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 4 0
Hemph i s 0 —d —d _a _d

Total 0 0 0 0 12 13 0 5.9

Totals '~2 "~3 12 "47 "37 "T "sTo
Total* by School Systems

Chattanooga 1 0 0 3 9 14 0 5.3
Davidson Co. 0 0 0 3 14 8 1 5.2
Knox County 0 0 2 1 2 5 1 5.0
Hemph i s 1 3 2 5 14 10 1 4.7



249

Apptndix E-10

E^^yctivtntts Strvict Providtd by School Social Uork»p» <op th» lt*n>!
Tht School Sociiil Ulorktr Formulattt Intchool Scretnino (S-Ttam)

PUni for Individual Stud»nto

Efftctivtnttft S*rvicff Providtd

Subgroups

Vtry Sons- Undtcidtd Undscidsd Sons-
Intf-what Tand to- Tand to- what Vary
fac- Inaf- ward Inaf-ward E'f- Ef- E^fac-
tiva factiva 'factiva factiva factiva tiva

Miss
ing Ma an

Cantral Chattanooga 0 1 0 0 0 i 0
Off lea Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

Knox County 0 0 0 D 0 1 0
Manph i s 0 -a -Jl —2 _Jl _Jl
Total 0 1 0 0 3 2 0 4.8

Pr inci- Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 2 1 0
pals Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 2 1 1

Knox County 0 0 0 0 1 1 0
Manphis 0 -_i -Jl _J. -1 _Jl
Total 0 1 0 0 6 4 1 5.1

Coun- Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 1 1 0
salors Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Manph is jj, _a -Jl __L _2 _Jl
Total 0 2 0 0 2 3 0 4.4

Psy Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
cholo Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
gists Knox County 0 0 D 0 0 0 0

Manph is 2, _a -1 —L
Total 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 5.0

Social Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 3 1 0
Uorkars Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 1 2 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Manphis 0 -Jl s. _£ _Jl _Jl
Total 0 0 0 0 4 4 0 5.5

Totals 0 ~4 "T "T ~U "Ts ~T "sTo
Totals by School Systams

Chattanooga 0 1 0 0 6 4 0 5.1
Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 4 3 1 5.4
Knox County 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 5.8
Manphis 0 3 0 0 5 3 0 4.5

sThls itan lacks tha 50 parcant support naadad to ba parcalvad as
'providad.*
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Apptndix E-11

of Strvio Providtd by School Social Uorktri ior tht ltn».
Tht School Sociil Mopktp Prcuid>i Ftgdback About R#^tpp»d Studtntx

to PpinclD*U ind School Pro^tttionil P»ptonn»l

E^ftctiventst of Servict Providtd

Vtry Somt' Undecided Undecided Sone-
Inef-vihftt Tend to- Tend to- whet Very
fee- Inef- ward Inef-werd Ef- Ef- Effec- Hi**-
tiee fective fective fective fective tive ing MeanSubgroups

Central Chattanooga 1 0 0 0 1 3 1
Office Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 4 0 0

Knox County 0 0 0 1 1 0 0
Memph i s J _2 _2

Princi
Total 1 0 0 1 9 5 1 s.o

Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 5 5 0
pals Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 2 2 1

Knox County 0 1 0 0 1 1 0
Memphis 1 _L 5 _2 _L
Total 1 2 0 2 13 10 2 4.9

Coun Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 1 2 0
selors Davidson Co. 0 0 0 1 6 1 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
Memphis J, -_2 —2
Total 1 2 0 3 12 7 2 4.8

Psy Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
cholo Davidson Co. 0 0 0 1 4 2 0
gists Knox County 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

Memphis 0 —1 _2
Total 0 1 0 3 8 3 1 4.8

Soc i a1 Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 2 7 0
Workers Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 6 2 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 4 0
Memphis 0 -1 2
Totals 0 0 0 1 10 13 0 5.9

Totals 3 ~5 *~0 "To "52 "38 ■"7 "O
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 1 0 0 0 10 17 1 5.5
Davidson Co. 0 0 0 2 22 .  7 1 5.2
Knox County 0 1 0 1 4 5 2 5.1
Memph i s 2 4 0 7 14 9 2 4.5
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Apptndix E-12

E^f»cttmntts of Strwict Provldtd by School Sociil MorK»p» for th» Mmn
Tht School Social UorKtr Manaots EmtrQ>nci»» or Crifit

Inttrvntlon*

E'fftctivcntts of Strvict Providtd

Virr Sent- Undtcidtd Undtcidtd Sont-
Intf-whit T#nd to- Ttnd to- what Vary
f#c- Inaf- ward Intf-ward Ef- Ef- Effac- Misa-

ftctiva ftctivt ftctiva ftctiva tiv* ing MtanSubgroups

Ctntral Chattanooga 1 0 0 0 4 1 1
Offict Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 2 1 0

Knox County 0 0 0 1 1 0 0
Mtmph i s 0 -Jl _!l —L -Jl —2 _Jl
Total 1 0 0 2 7 5 1 4.9

Princi Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 3 7 0
pals Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 2 2 1

Knox County 0 1 0 0 2 1 0
Mtmphis 1 -Jl -Jl -Jl —2 -i

Total 1 1 0 0 11 12 2 9.2
Coun- Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 1 2 0
stlors Davidson Co. 1 0 0 0 5 1 0

Knox County 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
Mtmph i s 1 _£ _L _i _4 2
Total 2 2 0 2 10 7 2 4.4

Psy Chattanooga 0 0 0 1 1 0 0
cholo Davidson Co. 0 1 0 0 4 1 0
gists Knox County D 0 0 0 1 0 1

Mtmph i s _i 2 3 -Jl
Total 0 2 0 2 8 4 1 4.8

Social Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 1 8 0
Uorkars Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 9 3 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 4 0
Mtmphis D -jl -1 2 1 -A
Total 0 0 0 1 8 14 0 5.4

Totals ~4 ~5 "T "44 "44 ""I TI
Totals by School Systtns

Chattanooga 1 0 0 1 ID 18 1 9.4
Davidson Co. 1 1 0 0 18 8 1 9.0
Knox County 0 2 0 2 4 5 1 4.8
Mtmph i s 2 2 0 4 12 13 3 4.8
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Appendix E-13

Ef^fCtiv»nt«s o4 Serwict Prouidtd by School Social UorKtr* for th> Itta.
The School Sociel Morktr Attiitt In the Plinnino. Development, op

Evaluation Student Pol idee op Proopiii>««

Effectivenesft of Service Provided

Viery Some- Undecided Undecided Sone-
Inef*ivhat Tend to- Tend to- what Very
fee- Inef- ward Inef-ward Ef- Ef- Effec- Mi»*-
tive fective fective fective fective tive ing MeanSubgroups

Central Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 1 1 0
Office Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 2 1 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Menph i s 0 -ft —L -i —ft —ft
Total 0 0 0 1 4 2 0 5.1

Princi Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 2 0
pals Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

Knox County 0 0 0 0 1 1 0
Memphis 0 —ft —L —ft —ft —L —1.
Total 0 0 1 0 2 4 2 5.3

Coun Chattanooga 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
selors Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 D

Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memph i s g, -ft -ft —I _2 —ft -ft

Total 0 0 0 2 3 0 0 4.4
Psy Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
cholo Davidson Co. 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
gists Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Memphis g —ft —ft -ft —2 —ft —ft
Total 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 4.7

Soc i al Chattanooga 0 0 0 1 1 2 0
Uorkers Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 1 2 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 2 0
Memphis 0 -ft -ft —ft -ft —ft —ft
Total 0 0 0 1 2 6 0 5.4

MM

Totals 0 0 1 5 13 12 2 "sTI
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 0 0 0 2 2 5 0 5.3
Davidson Co. 0 0 0 1 4 3 1 5.3
Knox County 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 5.8
Memphis 0 0 1 2 6 1 1 4.7

•This item lacks the 50 percent support needed to be perceived as
'provided.*
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Apptndix E-14

o4 Stpulct Providtd by School Soclxl Uorktr* 4or th> lUm«
Th» School Soclxl Uop|<»r Plant and Conducts Sociil Uopk

Rtlated ln*»pvlct Triinlno

Efftctiytnttf of Strvict Providod

Vtry Sen*- Undtcidtd Undtcidtd Sont-
Invfmihit T«nd to- T#nd to- wh*t V#ry
f»c- Intf- ard In#f- ard Ef- Ef- Efftc- Miat-
tiw# factivt ftctiva factivt ftctiva tiva ing HaanSubgroups

Cantral Chattanooga 1 0 0 0 2 2 0
Offica Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 1 1 0

Knox County 0 0 0 1 0 1 0
Mamphis 0 -Jl -a —I _2 -Jl Jl
Total 1 0 0 2 6 4 0 5.0

Princi Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 2 5 1
pals Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 3 2 0

Knox County 0 1 0 0 0 1 0
Mamphis 1 -JL —L
Total 0 2 0 1 8 9 2 5.1

Coun- Chattanooga 0 0 1 0 0 1 0
salors Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

Knox County 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
Mamphis 0 _i —a _2 —2 _2
Total 0 2 1 1 6 3 2 4.S

Psy Chattanooga 0 0 0 2 1 0 0
cholo Davidson Co. 0 0 2 0 3 2 0
gists Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Mamph i s g, _a -i -Jl _-i
Total 0 1 2 3 8 2 2 4.9

Social Chattanooga 0 2 0 1 1 1 0
Uorkars Davidson Co. 0 0 0 1 4 3 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 4 0
Mamphis 0 —a _a _2 _ll
Total 0 2 0 2 8 9 0 9.0

Totals 1 "~7 "~3 ~9 "34 "29 ""7 "77?
Totals by School Systams

Chattanooga 1 2 1 3 6 9 1 4.7
Davidson Co. 0 0 2 1 13 8 0 9.1
Knox County 0. 2 0 1 1 4 1 4.9
Mamphis 0 3 0 4 U 4 4 4.8
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Appendix E-15

Efftctlventtt o4 Servict Providtd by School Soclil WorKtr* for tht Ittmi
Thf School Soclil WorKtr Dtvtlopf ind/or Coordinatu Prtvtntivt

Proorinit it tht Syttunwidt or School LtvtHi

Efftctivvnett of Servic* Providtd

Vtrx Somt- Undecidtd Undtcided 8oni«-
ln«f-what Ttnd to- T»nd to- what Vary
fac- Inaf- ward Inaf-ward Ef- Ef- Effac- Miat-
tiva factiva factiva factiva factiva tiwa ing HaanSubgroups

Cantral Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 4 1 1
Off lea Davidson Co. 0 0 0 1 0 1 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
Mainphis 0 —a -J. -J. Jl
Total 0 0 0 2 6 4 1 S.2

Princi Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 1 2 0
pals Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

Knox County 0 2 0 0 1 1 0
Mamph i s 1 -J. _ji _I
Total 1 3 0 1 9 3 1 4.4

Coun- Chattanooga 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
salors Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 1 D 0

Knox County 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Mamph i s 0 _2 _J. _L
Total 0 2 0 4 2 1 1 4.0

Psy Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
cholo Davidson Co. 0 0 0 1 2 1 0
gists Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mamphis 0 -J. -Jl —1 2 _Jl
Total 0 1 0 2 4 1 0 4.3

Social Chattanooga 0 0 0 3 2 1 0
Uorkars Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 S 0 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 1 3 0
Mamph i s 0 —1 2
Total 0 0 0 4 11 5 0 5.1

Totals 1 "T "Is "32 "h "477
Totals by School Systams

Chattanooga 0 0 0 4 7 4 1 5.0
Davidson Co. 0 0 0 2 9 2 0 5.0
Knox County 0 3 0 0 3 4 0 4.5
Mamph i s 1 3 0 7 13 4 2 4.4

•This I tarn lacks tha SO parcant support naadad to ba parcaivad as
'provldad.*
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Appendix E-ld

E^^fCtivenes* Service Ppouid*d by School Social Uorktrt ̂ op the Itmn
The School Social Uopker Atsitts in the Training of BeoinninQ

School Sociil Mopkeri

Ef-fectivenees of Service Provided

Subgroups

^'err Some- Undecided Undecided Sone-
Ine-f-what Tend to- Tend to- what Very
■fee- Ine'f- ward Inef-ward Ei- Ef- Ef'fec"
tive fective -fective fective fective tive

Miss
ing Mean

Central Chattanooga 1 0 0 0 1 3 0
Office Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 1 1

0
0

Knox County 0 0 0 1 1 0
Memphis 0 _i _a _£ __2 _£

Total 1 0 0 1 5 6 0 5.1
Princi Chattanooga 0 0 1 0 1 1 1
pals Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 1 1 0

Knox County 0 0 1 0 0 1 0
Memph i s 2. UL _S _i

Total 0 0 2 2 s 3 2 4.8
Coun Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 2 0 0
selors Davidson Co. 0 0 0 1 1 2 0

Knox County 0 2 0 0 1 0 0
Memphis 2 -A 2 _£

Total 0 2 0 3 8 5 0 4.8
Psy Chattanooga 0 0 0 2 1 0 0
cholo Davidson Co. 0 0 1 0 3 2 0
gists Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Memphis 0 _L «£ —a _2 _a
Total 0 1 1 2 8 s 0 4.7

Social Chattanooga 0 0 0 2 0 3 0
Uorkers Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 3 1 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 4 0
Memph i s 0 UL _a 2

Total 0 0 Q 2 6 9 0 5.4

Totals 1 ""3 To "32 "28 ""2 5.0
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 1 0 1 4 5 7 1 4.8
Davidson Co. 0 0 1 1 9 7 0 5.2
Knox County 0 2 1 1 2 S 0 4.4
Memph i t 0 1 0 4 16 9 1 5.1
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Apptndix E-17

Effectivtnt** Strwict Prouidtd by School Social Mopk<p« lop th» Itnni
The School Soeiti Uorktr Dtvelopt Curricula for Clmroans Aimed «t

Preventino Student ProbUmc#

Effectiveness of Service Provided

Very Some- Undecided Undecided Scne-
Inef-whet Tend to- Tend to- what Very
fee- Inef- ward Inef-ward Ef- Ef- Effec- Mlss-
tlve fectlve fectlve fectlve fectlve tlve ing HeanSubgroups

Central Chattanooga 0 0 0 1 1 0 0
Office Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
Memphis _ji -a Jl
Total 0 0 0 1 2 2 0 5.2

Pr i nc 1 - Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
pals Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 1 1 0
Memph i s 0 -Jl 2 2 —I _J.

Total 0 0 2 0 5 1 1 4.4
Coun Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
selors Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memph1s J _a »JSL _L _a _Jl

Total 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 5.0
Psy Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
cholo Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
gists Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Memphis 0 _JL —L _Jl _Jl
Total 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 4.0

Social Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 3 0 0
Uorkers Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Memphis _Ji -Jl _Jl
Total 0 0 0 0 6 2 0 5.3

Totals 0 ~T ~~2 1a ■~r "sTo
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 0 0 0 1 5 0 0 4.8
Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 5.3
Knox County 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 5.5
Memph1s 0 0 2 1 4 2 1 4.7

«Thls Item lacks the 50 per cent support needed to be perceived as
'provided.*
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Apptndix E-18

Eff»ctfv»n»ss o-f Servict Provided by School Social Uorker* for th> Itemt
Tht School Socl«1 Wopktp Sfpv»» on Plinnlno Committet* or Board*

of Community Aotncin

Efftctivtnets of Strvict Providtd

Subgroups

Vtrx Sent- Undscidtd Undtcidtd Sont-
Intf-whst T#nd to- Ttnd to- what Very
f#c- Inef- ward Intf-ward Ef- Ef- Efftc-
tivt factivt factivt ftctivt ftctivt tivt

Miss

ing Htan

Central Chattanooga 0 1 0 0 2 3 0
Office Davidson Coi 0 0 0 0 1 1 0

Knox County 0 0 0 1 1 0 0
Memphis 0 _2 -1 _2 _a
Total 0 1 0 3 5 7 0 5.1

Princi Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 3 2
pals Davidson Co. 0 0 0 I 1 2 0

Knox County 0 0 1 0 0 1 0
Memphis 0 —L —a -2 _J. -J.

Total 0 1 1 4 4 7 3 4.9
Coun Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
selors Davidson Co. 0 0 1 1 1 2 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memph i s 1 _ja —5 —2 _J2 >_a
Total 1 0 1 6 4 9 0 4.4

Psy Chattanooga 0 0 D 1 1 0 0
cholo Davidson Co. 0 0 0 2 2 1 0
gists Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Memphis 0 _Jl 2 «JL -1
Total 0 1 0 4 5 1 1 4.5

Soc i a1 Chattanooga i 0 1 0 2 3 0
Uorkers Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 5 2 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 1 2 0
Memphis 0 __a —a 2 __a
Total 1 0 1 0 10 9 0 5.1

Totals "^2 1? "28 "29 ~"4 "T?
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 1 1 1 1 6 9 2 4.9
Davidson Co. 0 0 1 4 10 8 0 5.1
Knox County 0 0 1 1 2 3 0 5.0
Memph i s 1 2 0 11 10 9 2 4.4



258

Apptndix E-'19

o1 S»Pv}ct Ppowid»d by School Social Uorktrt ̂ or th> If.m,
Thf School Social UorlCp SuD>rui«>s Fitld Trainino of Studtnt

Soci*l UopK*r*«

Efftctivtntst oi Strvict Providtd

Sent- Undtcidtd Undtcidtd Sont-
Intf-whtt Tend to- T#nd to- what V#ry
f*c- Intf- ward Intf-ward Ef- E^- Efftc- Misi-
tiv# factiva factiva factiva factiva tiva ingSubgroups

Ha an

CantraT Chattanooga 1 0 0 0 2 2 0
Ottica Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 2 1

0

0
Knox County 0 0 0 1 1 0

Princi

Hamph i s 0
Total 1 0

_a
0

—ft
1

—I
6

-2
6

-ft
0 5.1

Chattanooga 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
pals Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Coun-

Hanph i s _Jj.
Total 0 0

-JL
D

-2
3

-i
1

-ft
2

—I
2 4.8

Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
salors Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 2 2 0

Knox County 0 1 0 0 1 0 0

Psr-

Hamph i s 0
Total 0

-Jl
1

-ft
0

—i
1

-2
6

4

6
-ft
0 5.1

Chattanooga 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
cholo- Davidson Co. 0 0 2 0 2 2 0
gists Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Social

Hamph i s 0
Total 0 1 2

-i
2

—4
i

-i
3

—ft
0 4.4

Chattanooga 0 1 0 1 2 3 0
Uorkars Davidson Co. 0 0 0 1 2 2 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 4 0
Hamph i s
Total 0 1

-ft
0

-A
2

—i
5 13

_Jl
0 5.4

Totals 1 ~~2 ~T "30 2 ^77Totals by School Sxstams
Chattanooga 1 1 0 3 5 5 1

0
4.7

5.2

5.1

5.2

Davidson Co. 0 0 2 1 e 8
Knox County 0 1 0 1 2 5 0
Hamph i s 0 1 0 4 9 12 1

•This Itam lacks tha 50 parcant support naadad to ba parcaivad as
'providad.*
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Appindix E-20

Stpmc* Ppouid»d by School Social Uopk»p« for th» It»m«
The School Social Uopktr Documentt Activltin and Strvictt

Ppov ided

E'f'fectivenet* of Service Provided

Very Some- Undecided Undecided Sone-
Inef-whet Tend to- Tend to- what Very
fee- Inef- ward Inef-ward Ef- Ef- Effec- Mi**-
tive fective fective fective fective tive ing MeanSubgroups

Central Chattanooga 1 0 0 0 1 3 1
Office Davidson COt 0 0 0 1 2 1 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 2 0 0
Memph i s -A -A —2 -_2 Jl

Total 1 0 0 2 e 6 1 5.0
Princi Chattanooga 0 0 0 1 3 8 0
pals Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 5 1

Knox County 0 1 0 0 2 1 0
Memphis 0 2 -A _1
Total 0 3 0 2 9 15 3 5.1

Coun Chattanooga D 0 0 0 0 3 0
selors Davidson Co. 1 0 0 1 1 5 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memphis 2, _L _i __4

Total 1 1 1 4 7 12 1 5.0
Psy Chattanooga 0 0 0 2 1 0 0
cholo Davidson Co. 0 0 1 1 4 1 0
gists Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

Memph i s 0 -JL _A -JL «J.
Total 0 1 1 4 7 5 2 4.8

Social Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 S 4 0
Workers Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 S 3 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 4 0
Memphis 2 _L _A 1 _2 _A
Total 0 0 1 0 11 14 0 5.5

Totals ~5 ""i ~I2 "42 "52 ""7 "sTT
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 1 0 0 3 10 18 1 5.3
Davidson Co. 1 0 1 3 12 15 1 5.2
Knox County 0 1 0 0 4 6 1 5.3
Memph i s 0 4 2 6 14 13 4 4.8
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Apptndix E-21

Effectivnn* Servict Provided by School Sociil Uork>rs for tht Ittnit
Th» School Social Uorktp Works Uith AdninistPiitop* to Examine SyniDtonn

pr getkf C«U»»» of Problems Student* Havt. ».q.. Tteniot Prtonincy
Dpuqi. Child ftbuM. »tc.

Efftctivtntst of Strvict Providtd

Subgroups

Vtrx Sent- Undtcidtd Undtcidtd
Intf-what Ttnd to- Ttnd to-
ftc- Intf- ward Intf-vtard Ef-
tiut ftctivt ftctiut ftctivt

Scnt-

what Vtrr
Ef- Efftc- Miss-
ftctivt tivt ing Htan

Ctntral Chattanooga 0 1 0 0 2 4 1
Offict Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 1 2 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 2 0 0
Mtfflph i s 2, _1L -1 —2 _ft
Total 0 1 0 0 8 9 1 5.3

Princi Chattanooga 0 0 1 0 4 7 0
pals Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 2 2 1

Knox County 0 2 0 0 1 1 0
Mtmphis 1 -J. £ -2 —i
Total 1 3 1 0 n 12 2 4.9

Coun- Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 3 0
stlors Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 1 3 0

Knox County 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Memphis 2 -2 -i _Jl —ft —1 —1
Total 0 3 1 0 7 7 1 4.8

Psy Chattanooga 0 0 0 2 0 0 0
cholo Davidson Co. 0 1 1 0 2 1 0
gists Knox County 0 D 0 1 0 0 1

Memphis _J2 -Jl —ft -i 2 -2
Total 0 2 1 3 6 3 1 4.5

Social Chattanooga 0 0 0 2 4 3 0
Uorktrs Davidson Co. 0 0 0 1 4 0 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 4 0
Memphis 0 -Jl -Jl —ft _1 —2 —ft
Total 0 0 0 3 11 9 0 5.3

Totals 1 "T ~7 ~40 5.0
Totals by School Systtms

Chattanooga 0 1 1 4 10 17 1 5.2
Davidson Co. 0 1 1 1 10 8 1 5.1
Knox County 0 3 0 1 3 9 1 4.4
Memph i s 1 4 1 0 20 10 2 4.8
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Apptndix E-22

Eff>ctiv»nt«« o4 S»puiet Prpuldtd by School Social Uork»r« ^or tt.nn
Tht School Social Uopktr Coordinatts S>rvict« ■for

HuHiD]»-H«ndlcapptd Chi1dp»n«

Eff*ctivtn*sf oi Scrvict Provided

Very Sont- Undecided Undecided Sone-
Inefnohet Tend to- Tend to- what Very
fee- Inef- ward Inef-ward Ef- Ef- Effec- Miti-
tive fective fective fective fective tive ing MeanSubgroups

Central Chattanooga 0 1 0 0 3 1 1
Office Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 2 2 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memph i s 2, —2 -_2 -J. __2 Jl

Princi
Total 0 1 0 1 6 3 1 4.9

Chattanooga 0 0 1 I 1 3 0
pals Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

Knox County 0 0 0 0 1 1 0
Memphis 0 «-2 —2 _2

Coun
Total 0 2 1 1 2 6 2 4.8

Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
selors Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 2 1 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 D 0 0
Memphis _2 -_L _2 _i

Psy
Total 1 0 0 1 4 3 1 4.8

Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
cholo Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
gists Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Memph i s 0 -2 _2 _L _2

Social
Total 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 5.7

Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 4 2 0
Workers Davidson Co. 0 0 0 2 4 0 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 2 0
Memphis -2 -J2 -JL _J. _2

Total 0 0 0 3 9 S 0 5.1

Totals 1 ■~3 ~T ~~6 ~22 "i? ~~4 "O
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 0 1 1 1 8 7 1 5.1
Davidson Co. 0 0 0 2 8 5 1 5.2
Knox County 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 5.8
Memph i s 1 2 0 3 5 4 2 4.4

•This item lacks the SO percent support needed to be perceived as
'provided.*
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Apptndix E-23

Eff»Ctlvmn» of Stpvict Prouidtd by School Sociil Uopl(»pt lor lt.m.
Tht School Sociil Uarktr Idtnti^its School B«rri»rt Uhich Hind#r

PtfPil Attfndano or Dtvtlop* Plin* to Outpeon» Thtni*

Efftctivtnttft of Strvict Provldvd

Vtrx Son)*- Undrcidtd Undrcidtd Sont-
Intf^hat Ttnd to- Ttnd to- what Vary
f»c- ln#f- ward Inaf-ward Ef- Ef- Effac- Mi»*-
tiva factiva factiva factiva factiva tlva ing MaanSubgroups

Cantral Chattanooga 1 0 0 0 3 2 1
Offica Dav i dson Co. 0 0 0 0 2 1 0

Knox County 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
Memphis 0 —tt _2 —1 —2 -ft _ft
Total 1 0 3 1 8 3 1 4.5

Princi Chattanooga 0 0 1 1 2 4 0
pals Davidson Co. 0 0 0 1 1 0 1

Knox County 0 0 0 0 2 1 0
Mamph i s 0 —ft —ft —2 __L

Total 0 0 1 2 5 7 2 5.2
Coun Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 2 0
selors Davidson Co. D 0 0 1 0 0 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memphis —I -2 2 —ft

Total 1 0 0 2 2 4 0 4.8
Psy Chattanooga 0 0 0 2 0 0 0
cholo Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
gists Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Memphis 0 -i -JL 2 —2 _ft

Social
Total 0 1 I 4 3 0 1 4.0

Chattanooga 0 0 0 2 3 3 0
Uorkars Davidson Co. 0 1 0 1 1 0 1

Knox County 0 0 0 0 1 3 0
Memphis J -JL —ft —ft —2 -_L _ft
Total 0 1 0 3 7 7 1 5.1

Totals 2 "12 "25 1i ~~3 4.8
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 1 0 1 5 8 11 1 5.0
Davidson Co. 0 1 0 3 5 1 2 4.5
Knox County 0 0 1 0 4 4 1 5.2
Mamph1s 1 1 3 4 8 5 1 4.5

•TM« itaM lacks tha 50 parcant support naadad to ba
*providad.*
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Appendix E-24

E^ffCtiv»n»s$ 04 Servict Ppovid*d by School Social Uorktrx <or th> It.my
The School Sociil Mopktp Plan« With Civic Groupi for Poxitiut

Growth Expepience* of Stud#nt««

Effectivenesft of Service Provided

Subgroups

\f*ry Sone- Undecided Undecided Sone-
Inef-whet Tend to- Tend to- whet Very
fee- Inef- ward Inef-werd Ef- Ef- Effec
tive fective fective fective fective tive

Miss

ing He en

Central Chattanooga 0 0 0 1 2 1 1
Office Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 1 1 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memphis _1L _2 _L JL

Total 0 0 0 1 6 3 1 5.2
Pr i nc i- Chattanooga 0 0 0 1 1 0 1
pels Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 1 2 1

Knox County 0 0 1 0 0 1 0
Memphis 0 _L -Ji _JL _JL
Total 0 1 1 3 4 3 2 4.4

Coun Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
selors Davidson Co. 0 0 0 1 1 0 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memph i s 1 —a -Ji —2 —i _JL
Total 1 0 0 4 3 1 0 4.2

Psy Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
cholo Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 t 0 0
gists Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Memph i s 0 -Jl -JL —L —L _JL «JL
Total 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 4.7

Social Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 5 0 0
Uorkers Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 1 3 0
Memph i s 0 _JL _1L -J. _J _JL
Total 0 0 0 0 8 4 0 5.3

Totals 1 ~r "23 "TT ""3 "4T8
Totals by School Systems

Chattanooga 0 0 0 2 9 1 2 4.9
Davidson Co. 0 0 0 1 5 3 1 5.2
Knox County 0 0 1 0 1 4 0 5.3
Memphis 1 1 0 6 8 3 0 4.5

•This item UcKs the 50 percent support needed to be perceived es
'provided.*
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Apptndix £-*23

£ff»Ctlv*f»$» o4 Strviet Prooid>d by School Sociil Uorktrt ̂ op th»
Tht School Soclil Uorktr Securts R»80urc>t From Civic Gpoudx

tP Provide Po»ltiv» Growth Exptrienct* of Stud>nt*»

E^^tctivtnttt 0^ Strvict Providtd

Subgroups

Vtry Sons- Undtcidsd Undtcidsd Sont-
Insf-what Tsnd to- Ttnd to- whit Vtry
ftc- In#*- wird Ini-f-wird Ef- Ef- Ef-ftc-
tivt ftctivs fcctivt fsctivt ftctivt tivt

Miss

ing Ms in

Csntril Chittinoogi 0 1 0 0 2 2 1
Offict Diuidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 2 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
Msmphis 0 —2 -JL —2 _2 -2 JL

Princi-
Totil 0 1 0 0 i 6 1 5.2

Chittinoogi 0 0 0 1 2 2 0
pils Diu i dson Co. 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

Knox County 0 0 0 1 1 1 0
Msmph i s 0 -JL -JL —i —2 __2 _JL
Totil 0 0 0 3 6 3 1 5.0

Coun- Chittinoogi 0 0 0 0 1 1 0
stlors Diuidson Co. 0 0 0 1 2 0 0

Knox County 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Msmph i s 1 -Jl -JL -2 -2 _L _JL

Psy
Totil 1 1 0 4 6 2 0 4.4

Chittinoogi 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
cholo Diuidson Co. 0 0 1 0 2 0 0
gists Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Msmph i s -JL -JL -2 —l -JL _JL
Totil 0 1 1 3 3 0 0 4.0

Sociit Chittinoogi 0 0 0 0 4 4 0
Uorktrs Diuidson Co. 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 1 3 0
Msmph i s 0 -JL —ft -J. _L _JL
Totil 0 0 0 1 6 9 0 5.5

Totils r ~3 "T 17 "27 "20 "1 17?
Totils by School Systtns

Chittinoogi 0 1 0 1 9 9 1 5.3
Diuidson Co. 0 0 1 1 5 3 1 5.0
Knox County 0 1 0 1 3 4 0 5.0
Msmphis 1 1 0 8 10 4 0 4.5

«Thls ftsm licks tht 50 ptrctnt support nttdtd to bt ptrctiutd is
'prouidtd.*



265

Apptndix E'26

Efftctivtntts of Strwiet Provldtd by School Soclil Uorleri ̂ or tht Itmn
Th» School Sociti Mopk»p Pirticioattt In tht Planning op Dtvloommt o-f
Ngtdtd Community Stpvlctt Indirtetly RtUttd to School, t.o.. Habitat

■for Humanity. Chattanoooi l^tntupf. Support Group* for Families
Mith Sptci^ic Problmi**

Efftctiv*n»t« of Strvict Providtd

Vfry Son*- Und*cid*d Und*cid*d Sont-
In*f-what T*nd to- Ttnd to- what V»ry
f*c- In*f- ward Intf-ward Ef- Ef- Effec- Mit»
tivi ftctiv* f*ctiv* ftctiv* ftctiv* tiv* ing M*anSubgroups

Ctntral Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 1 3 0
Offic* Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 1 1 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Memphis 0 _2 —2 -2

Total 0 0 0 1 4 7 0 5.5
Princi Chattanooga 0 0 0 1 3 1 1
pals Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 2 2 1

Knox County 0 1 0 0 0 1 0
Memph i s 0 —a -2 -2 2 _2 -2

Total 0 1 0 3 7 4 2 4.9
Coun Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
selors Davidson Co. 0 0 0 1 0 3 1

Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Memph1s 1 —2 _2 s —I -1

Total 1 0 0 3 6 4 1 4.8
Psy Chattanooga 0 D 0 1 1 0 0
cholo Davidson Co. 0 0 1 1 0 1 0
gists Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Memph i s 0 _JL _L _L _2
Total 0 1 2 4 2 1 0 4.0

Social Chattanooga 0 0 0 0 3 2 0
Uorkers Davidson Co. 0 0 0 0 2 1 0

Knox County 0 0 0 0 0 3 0
Memph i s ft -2 —2 -2 _L --2 __2

Total 0 0 0 0 6 9 0 5.4

Totals "T ~~2 17 "25 "25 "1 "sTo
Totals by School Systtns

Chattanooga 0 0 0 2 9 6 1 5.2
Davidson Co. 0 0 1 2 5 8 2 5.3
Knox County 0 1 0 0 0 5 0 5.3
Memph i s 1 1 1 7 11 6 0 4.4

«Thit ittm lacks th* SO p*rc*nt support nttdtd to b* ptrctivtd as
'providtdi*
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TENNESSEE JOB DESCRIPTIONS FOR SCHOOL SOCIAL WORKERS,

SCHOOL PS YCHOLOGISTS. SCHOOL COUNSELORS,

AND ATTENDANCE WORKERS
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JOB DESCRIPTION—SCHOOL SOCIAL WORKERS

<1) This job description addresses responsibilities and duties o^
school social workers. All activities, resonsibi1ities, and
duties have as their primary purpose assisting learners and
school staff in their efforts to improve learning by resolving
the personal, emotional, and social problems of learners which
interfere with their adjustment to school.

<a) Services to Learnerst

1. Evaluation and Assessment—The school social workeri

<i) Obtains information and writes social history
reports including educational, personal,
medical, developmental, and family data.

<i i) Conducts social work assessments and assists
in placement of Special Education students.

2. Counseling and Consul tat ion—The school social
worker:

(i) Provides for individual and group counseling
to reduce problem behaviors.

<i i) Assists in integrating new and returning
students into the school system.

<b> Service to school staff:

1. Planning and Program Management—The school social
worker:

<i) Plans, coordinates and supervises an effective
school social work program.

<ii) Maintains up-to-date, accurate learner
records.

<lil) Serves as a liaison to community agencies and
practitioners and works with them in providing
comprehensive services to students.

<iv> Regularly evaluates the effectiveness of
social work services and identifies need for
additional services.
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(v) Documents treatment plans and delivery of
services.

2. Consultation and Communication—The school social
workert

<i) Interprets criteria for community resource
utilization to school personnel.

(ii> Provides support and counseling to school
staff.

(ill) Assists M-Teams in program planning for
learners with special needs.

(iv) Provides information to school staff about
social needs and problems of learners and
fami1ies.

<v) Reports learner and family status and progress
regularly to school personnel.

3. Staff Development—The school social worker:

(i) Assists the school system in assessing staff
development needs.

(ii) Orients school personnel to school social work
services.

<iii) Provides staff development activities for
school personnel on topics such as abuse,
neglect, developmental delays, emotional
disturbances, substance abuse, and potential
su i c i de.

(c) Service to Parents/Fami1ies:

1. Consultation and Communication

<i) Makes home visits and holds conferences with
parents.

(ii) Mediates between family and school clarifying
expectations for students.

(ii i) Interprets criteria for community resource
utilization to families and assists in



269

locating approprlata ttrvicts outside the
school when needed.

(iv> Provides support and counseling to -families.

<v) Provides information to parents (when
appropriate) about social needs and problems
of learners.

<vi) Reports learner progress and status regularly
to parents.

2. Parent Education—The school social worker:

<i> Provides training in parenting skills,

(d) Administration (Not more than 10'/. of total time):

1. The school social worker:

(i) Consults with school and system administrators
regarding the social work program and
services.

(i i) Assists in budget preparation for social work
services as needed.

(i ii) Assists in preparation of required school
and/or system reports (Rules. Reoulations. and
Minimum Standards. Book Three. 1986,
pp. 129-130).
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JOB DESCRIPTION—SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGISTS

(1) Thift Job dtscription addrctstt rttpontibiliti»» and dutitt
school psychologists. All sctlvltits, rcsponslbilitits, and
duties have as their primary purpose assisting learners and
school staff in their efforts to improve learning.

(a) Service to Learnerst

1. Evaluation and Assessment—The school psychologistt

<i) Organizes, develops, and implements procedures
for comprehensive, system-wide screening of
learners.

(i i) Selects and administers tests which assess
intelligence, academic achievement,
perception, motor functioning, and/or social
and emotional status of learners referred.

<i i i) Gathers information from a variety of sources
(e.g., interviews, observations, tests, case
histories) for assessment of referred
learners.

<iv) Analyzes psychological/educational data
gathered and prepares assessment reports for
professional staff and others who need them.

2. Counseling and consul tat ion—The school
psychologist:

<i) Provides individual and group counseling.

(b) Services to School Staff:

1. Planning and Program Management—The school
psychologist:

<i) Plans, coordinates, and supervises an
effective school psychological services
program.

<ii> Maintains up-to-date, accurate counselee
records.

<iii) Serves as a liaison to a broad range of
community agencies and practitioners and works
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with them In providing coropreheneive scrvicet
to fttudcntt.

<iv) Regularly evaluates the ef-fectiveness oi
psychological services and programs and
identifies needs for additional services and
programs.

Consultation and Communication—The school psychologist:

(i) Provides information to school staff and
parents about educational/psychological
strengths and needs of learners.

(i i) Provides support and counseling to school
staff.

<i i i) Assists M-teams in program planning for
learners with special needs.

(iv) Reports learner status and progress regularly
to school personnel.

3. Staff Development—The school psychologist:

(i) Assists the school system in assessing staff
development needs.

<i i) Provides staff development activities for
school personnel on topics such as
evaluation/testing, human development, and
chiId management.

(c> Service to Parents:

1. Consultation and Communication—The school
psychologist:

<i> Provides information to parents about
educational psychological strengths and needs
of learners.

<ii> Provides support and counseling to parents.

(i i i> Assists parents in locating appropriate
professional services outside the school when
needed.

<iv) Reports learner progress and status regularly
to parents.
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<v> Providtt partntal training in artat such as
child manageroant and human daualoprotnt.

<d) Adaini strati on (not mora than 10^ o-f total tiraa):

1. Tha school psychologist:

<i> Consults with school and systam administrators
ragarding psychological sarvicas and othar
mattars.

<i i) Assists in budgat praparation ^or
psychological sarvicas as naadad.

<i i i) Assists in praparation 'for psychological
sarvicas as naadad.

<iv) Suparvisas othar aducational parsonnal and
psychological intarns whan applicabla (Rulas.
Raoulations. and Minimum Standards. Book
Thraa. 1986, pp. 127-129).
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JOB DESCRIPTION—SCHOOL COUNSELORS

<1) ThI* job dtscription addrtfstt rasponsibilities and duties oi
school counselorst All actlvitlesi rtsponsibilI ties, and
duties have as their primary purpose assisting learners and
school sta'ff in their efforts to improve educational progress.
The central focus of all school counselor functions is that of
assisting learners master typical developmental tasks, enhance
interpersonal relationship skills, and make personal decisions
regarding career choices and planning.

<a) Service to Learners:

1. Counseling and Consul tat ion—The school counselor:

<i) Provides counseling to learners about
adjustment to school and transition from grade
level to grade level.

<i i) Provides counseling to learners about coping
with difficult personal and family problems.

<iii) Provides counseling to learners in terms of
increasing self-awareness and developing a
positive self-concept.

<iv) Provides consultation to learners about
decisions and goals.

(v) Provides counseling to learners who are
referred as having the following problems:
attendance, retention, discipline, and
predelinquency.

(vi> Provides counseling in educational planning
and placement.

<vii) Provides counseling in career awareness and
planning.

2. Counseling and Guidance—The school counselor:

<i> Provides career development and educational
and occupational information.

<ii) Provides primary prevention instruction in
areas such as sexual abuse and substance abuse
at appropriate grade levels.
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(ii i) Providts fnhanc*ro«nt instruction in srtas such
as seH-conctpt, intarptrsonal ralationsi and
dtcision making appropriate to learner
development.

<iw) Uses teacher and learner participation in the
implementation of the guidance and counseling
program.

3. Evaluation and Assessment—The school counselor:

(i> Provides academic development of learners
through the interpretation and use of
assessments.

<i i) Provides self-concepts development of learners
through evaluation and assessment.

<b> Service to School Staff:

1. Planning and Program Management—The school
counselor:

(i) Organizes, coordinates, and evaluates an
effective school guidance and counseling
program that is based upon needs of learners,
staff, and parents.

<i i) Plans and establishes jointly with educational
staff a comprehensive guidance program that
responds to development needs of learners.

<i i i) Provides up-to-date, accurate learner records
as relates to guidance program.

2. Consultation and Communication—The school
counselor:

<i) Aids school staff in establishing learning
environment most suited to the developmental
needs of learners.

<ll> Aids school staff in the early identification
of learner problems.

(iii) Aids school staff in implementing a career
development program.
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<iw) Aids in program planning for laarntrs with
special nttds.

3, Staff Dtve1opmtnt-''Tha school counsel on

<i) Orients the staff to the guidance and
counseling servicesi

<ii) Provides staff development activities for
school personnel on topics such as achievement
and aptitude test resultSi parent involvement,
behavior management, learner motivation, and
human development.

(i ii) Cooperates with educational specialists and
other resources in developing strategies for
serving at-risk students, such as potentital
dropouts.

<c) Service to Parents:

1. Consultation and Communication—The school
counselor I

<i) Aids parents in developing strategies for
supporting thier children's educational
programs.

<ii) Provides parents training to promote better
understanding of child development and
behavior and to improve parent-child
communication.

<i ii) Orients parents to guidance and counseling
services.

<iv) Aids parents with appropriate professional
services outside the school when needed
<T.E.A. News. 1989, p. 14).
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JOB DESCRIPTIGN—ATTEND^WCE WORKERS

<1) Thif job detcription iddrtttts rttponsibi1iti»t and dutiet
school «tt«ndanct worktrf. All activititf, rttponsibilitits,
and dutitf havt at th#jp prifflary purpota attitting Itarnart
and school staff in thaip affopts to iinppova laapning by
ffiinimizing intappuptions and dislocations in laapning causad
by faulty attandanca.

<a) Sapvica to Laapnapst

1. Evaluation and Assassnant—Tha school attandanca
wopkapt

(i> Intapviaws and pacomnands placaroant of
laapnaps patupning fpom schools of coppactioni
Juvanila datantion cantaps, op altapnativa
schools.

<i i) Obtains infopmation and ppapapas assassmant
papopts on pafappals.

<ii i) Assists M-taans in tha assassmant of ppogparo
naads fop spacial aducation studants.

2> Counsaling and Consul tat ion~**Tha School attandanca
wopkapt

<i) Counsals laapnaps pagapding absantaaisro.

(ii) Conducts axit intapviaws and ppovidas
follow-up sapvicas to dpop-outs.

(iii) Movas about tha community duping school houps
and ppovidas saPvica to laapnaps on tha stpaat
OP in public placas.

(iv) Assists laapnaps in obtaining sapvicas thpough
community agancias.

(b) Sapvica to School Staff:

1. Planning and Ppogpam Managaroant—Tha school
attandanca wopkapt

(i> P1anS| coopdinatasi and supapvisas an
affactiva school attandanca ppogpam.
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<ii) Prtparts roonthlx and yaarly attandanct report*
a* needed.

(iii) Superviaet the issuance of age certificates
and similar documents.

<iv> Conducts the annual school census.

<v) Maintains records of learner transfersi
tuition-paying status, enforcement of
boundaries, and projections of future
enrolIments,

<wi) Serves as liaison to the courts, various
community agencies, and school personnel.

<vi i) Regularly evaluates the effectiveness of
attendance services and identifies needs for
additional services.

(vi i i) Documents delivery of services.

2. Consultation and Communication—The School
attendance workeri

<i) Consults with school personnel regarding
individual adjustment problems as they relate
to school attendance.

<ii) Interprets criteria for community resource
utilization to school personnel.

(i i i) Provides support and counseling to school
staff.

(iv) Instructs teachers in procedures for
attendance accounting.

<v) Assists M-teams in program planning for
learners with special needs.

<vi) Reports learner and family status and progress
regularly to school personnel.

(vii) Disseminates current information to school
staff regarding state laws and local board
policies relating to school attendance.
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3. StAff Offvtlopretnt—-Tht school atttndanct worktri

<i) Assists thf school systsm in asstssing staff
davtlopmtnt nttds.

<li> Orlants school parsonnal to school attandanca
sarvlcas.

4. Lagal Procaadings—Tha school attandanca workari

<i) Inltlatas court procaadings whan nacassary.

<i i) Providas guidanca to school parsonnal
ragarding dua procass.

<c) Sarvicas to Parants/Farai1ias:

!• Consultation and Communication—Tha school
attandanca workart

<i) Makas homa visits and holds confarancas with
parants.

<ii) Madiatas among family, school, and court whan
nacassary.

<i ii) Intarprats critaria for community rasourca
utilization to familias and assists in
locating appropriata sarvicas outsida tha
school systam whan naadad.

<iv) Consults with parants ragarding school
attandanca and school adjustmant problams.

<v) Raports laarnar status and prograss ragularly
to parants.

2. Lagal Procaadings.

<i) Providas guidanca to parants ragarding dua
procass.

<d) Administration <Not mora than 107. of total tima).

Tha school attandanca workari

<i) Consults with school and systam administrators
ragarding attandanca sarvicas and thair
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integration with the instructional program and
other pupil personnel services.

(i i> Assists in budget preparation ior attendance
services as needed.

<i i i) Assists in preparation O'f required school
and/or system reports other than those
specifically dealing with attendance.

(iv) Assists legal counsel in preparation of
attendance-related cases (Rules. Reoulations.
and Minimum Standards. Book Three. 1986, pp.
131-132).
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