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. . . Abstract

This thesis has a two-fold purpose. First, an

extensive review of the literature aimed at an analysis of

several past and cun‘ant_ ruxal social work themes.  These

aub;ecn includax (1) Proble-s which affect rural,people

and thet_x communities,  (2) The xnwxédgt base necessary
for rural social workers, (3) sugge-md curricula uned
at the' developmant ct a rural sociul work pragun, and

(4) _ Rural ‘social’ work = genexic

-pecluu:ution.

Sacondly, an axploratany study was’ undertnken Hluch

prenent‘ed data regnrding present tuul uucul work

-programs. The study sample was composed of thirty-six

social work programs-that identified themselves as having
a (u!?l fncun._‘ Data wal' collected by nEﬂ‘nl of a nalled,.
aeli-ad.ini!tered quu-noAnai_xu which includ;d '!;O!h closed
and open-ended quenlor{l. & >

The specific research que-ticfn- posed by the'-tudy
>wuex- '(1) was rurnl aoenalwoxk recognized as being .
di(ierent trom othcx Lcnu of social work? {2J 1t 80,
what was it about ruxnl social work that constituted the.
difference? i S .

Analysis of data revealed that m_ml social work: was

. recognized, ‘and .thirty-six undorqnduiin ‘and\qt.nduug

programs identified nmm-ﬂvu as offering a rural focused

14 .




_,taught hhtoughnut the nocial wnzk cuzziculum ur.ha: than

- proguns conuutantly on fie
gy

progza:\. .’K‘he‘majorn:y of regpondents acknowledged thn.b
theix‘pmgran had,a 4::" rather than a "whole" rural
focus.® A wide range of social woFk courses were taught -
with only five pexc;nn'havin§-§ tobtal rural focus, and

only :hzee percent having abcur. one-hnl! rural £ocun.

Couxse deacrtbed ar having a total ‘plus onu—hali xural - -
iocun conat nuted only eight pe:cent of aocial work: g

courses. M}a renpondent.l 1ndicated thn ru:a.l content was A

in lpaclallyAdeligned rural couxsge., Rural sucial work -

‘placements to

provide ths nam \comgonent of the cubricitin, : :
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Introduction -~ .

. The suliject of rura)’uoé!al work' has, held r.r'\'a
s el o
ar.r.ennon o£ many sm:ial work pxncnuonetn and adu:atux- -

-lnce the anrly 1900 8 (Canpbeu. ‘1909; Chute, 1911: o

s .Keuo.’ .\911.). , Interest in the Bulg;ect peaked in the
1930's. when numerous ax}.icxes appeated Sn nocial work
ditérature (Brown, 19:“. Biowning, 1938; §£mde. 1938)..

Thers.- was a decline 'n the 1940°'s; andvby_, 1950, almowt

“nbthlng was being »/n:cep. 1n-the 1960's, attehr.l‘o’
again.directed ::‘o/':ne n’i’:a'l sector -and has continued -t

the present um,é \ (Ginsberg, 1976: Hut;i.nez-ﬂrawiey,'

1980; weber, }97»). It would appeu that, no analysiu has -
been done ‘ag to why rural focus dxuppeared for two ' _
decades o‘r;/;- to’ reappear relatively recently,’ Nor has .
anyphe’ estioned why the majority of todny s writers- - . .

negl:7/ to uuuze the early material (uuvunpon ana

Davepport, 1983). An analysis of rura.\ uoclal work

14 éxucum clearly indicates that a nuiber ot themes, ”
which emorged in tha yedrs —peiote 1950,:weru_‘nubuaquentl‘y
reiterated. t s g" " a

It 4s interusting’td note that early duthors md_’::b‘a_ =
concern themselves with é‘xdlah}xng -What th'r;y miunt_ by
rural., Contemporary writegg on the othaz hnnd\ seem unnbla

to agree on an accepted definition. To cuu just a fuu )




N . L . 1 )
interpfetations: Gin-boxg (1976) uuen on the Unn.ed

Status Ccn-ul Bureau's definition ot ruru dueuen as

= . people who do not 1ive in or- agound ct\tial of-‘SD,OOD or
‘. more or in places of 2,500 or. more. Weber (1976) objects’
3 to rural being defined in rgu‘tion tu,pcpu.l.at‘icn sile and

L : suggests it refers to envi:on-ent:wrroundings‘-- the - "

lociu:l 8] ;lll and‘peopie_who xea.ida.in areas that have a -
relatively low pobulgtioq density.  Albers ahd Thompson .
(1980) _point. out ehat-inisond natanced Dufal e dontelved

i B simply as b‘el‘ng "non')rban':,’ in ot_hc:‘,cue- it denotes L

-marginal land areas &r is eq\;ated with ethnicity. The Lo

- . Southe[n’_l;qioqal Lducation Board Mampower Education:and

7 ’ Training Project (1976) states that fhere is no clear and

.f' : un{veganuy‘n‘ccepwd dn(ini‘ion of rural and.suggests -_uch

i a definition is not important. what does seoa to be

relavnné, hcnnvu. u whether the xurnl‘:a(atred to by the

\

\
*|[ear1y authors is’ the sade ds the fural referred to by

today's writers. . B

In the-pariod spanning 1900 to 1980, massive changes

S 'havn inpncud rural life. The development of highways, RE

l . mozc elaborate means of tranuporuuon, and Amprovomontl

B : An lledln and cjem‘unlcuucm syatems have nuppoaedly : )

i ‘ nlninizcd rural isolationS 'fhe introduction of I b s

. conloudltud schools nna school atundnnca laws pxe-unnbly

about imp: e in the educational s utel. The




-distrlbutxon*of nonles through universal govcrnnent k

pxogrnms was believéd to-equalize the aervi:an axl.ting Xn
ruxax and unmn communiu 8. However, it wou).d appen
that dpspi(e ;heae chnnge-, uociul workers today, “like

their anuy ccuntexpa:ts ‘ate snu pruoccupiad with . »

X
diucrepancxa‘betueen xuta{,tvd urbun life. Peograms luch i

Social Su:unty in the U. 5. offer .anmne securlty to ‘most

t:}derly peoplex anuy Allowances in: Canada aupplement

<% Jheonas to Walp IR ine Fitainguan Entidben. M6 Ambafance.

between turak»and urban still continues to exist. Deupltn 3

_yearly ‘allocations of. mouey, Ryanc (1976) and uebe_x (1976)

- claim :hcat today's small qoumunit.hm continue to lack :~he

nrray of nocin“ﬂnd lmaltl\ care suxvicuu that dm < e

number/of the yuung, elduxly and poor (webor,- 1976), . 0_
connuquuntly the lack of services has a aiguiﬂcunt '
negnnvn xmpuct_ on rural communlunu. For axanplﬂ, even
thouygh heulth gare s:!rv&cea are uvauublu to all Lanadiqnl.
dhnimuauclus in servlcnn continue.to exist. Hndlct\l .
services in an iaolntsd rural communli of Nowfuundlund -uch
as i‘ugb du not ccmpue with those otferod xn h\:dux X
Neu(oundlnnd anen and: towns. These in tuln calpnu

un:uvourubly to urvian available in Lnrgu, noz- :

.

,'as Old Age Security hntj Canada, Pensjon P‘nn in6nada and “

e
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urbanized citieg such as Montreal or Torontu. Mental
o i

&.eaxm\ services. in rural lapens lag behind those in the
cities. Alcohol anY-drug rehabilitation programs,
seryices to the elderly, protective services for children,
specialized educational services and many other programe
and services aré either unavailable or uvnu«:i:le only on a
part-time’ basis in ‘rural areas. The institution of social
welfare, therutdre, tends to bepefit rural dwellers leams '
than theit urban counterparts. . :

A changiny economic focus was another siqmﬂcanr_ B
1nnuenen on rural communities in this eighty-year time
‘span. At the turn of this century, tho majority of people

in Canada and the United States were livihg in rural

. communities and made their 1iviny off the land (McCready,

1977). Durirg the next few decades, the populdtion
shifted yradually- from rural to urban centers. Thu ma jor-
ity of resident® who continutd to live in rural communi-
ties were no longer directly employed in agricu’lturu

(Davenport and Davenport, 1983). By 1960, only 11 porcent

J of Canada's labour force was engaged in the cultivatiod of

‘crops (Mann, 1970) and the U. S. Department of Agriculture

(1961) -stated that in 1979 only ten percent of their rural
popu'x;ubn was involved in fardlng. The rest were
edpluyed in fgctortes, service jobs, manufacturing or

retail trade in urban areas, This supports the idea that




rural people are no longér isolated on thu farms, rather

they are commuting to and from their places of

employment. . . B . ' .
1ﬁau§um1uacion had an eftect on changing the

economic ‘focus by creating numerous job oppurtunities in

‘urban centers. The result was people ‘began ‘feaving the

rural scctors to scek more pru(itayle iornn_u‘E enployment
in the citids.. Au late as 1870, four-fifths of tho
population  of Canada and the United States were living in
rural comaunities; in less than £ifty yesrs; the urban
i);;phxatxon in both countries had exceeded the rural
populaticn IWeber, 1987). Tha trend continved and by 1960
approximately sixty-€ive percent of the total po,;:;acxon
was 1iving in urban cerlers. Several projections have
indicated that this outmiyration to urpan areas will
continue indefinitely (Webster and Campbell, 1977).

In supmation, input of monies, a ¢hanging economic

focus and population movements have affected rural

communities. Connequbnny; the rural of the 1520'..9 may
not, be the game as the rural of the 1960's. Despite this,
the {ssues relating to rural u'xe that social workegs have
identified since the 1900's ramain ‘unchahged. They
include: (1) Problems which affect rural people and
their communities; (2) The kn\znludge‘basﬂ necessary for

rural social workers: (J) A suggested cutriculum for




rural social work programs. Included also is the

recurrent debate which dominates much of the rural social
work literature on whether or not rural social work
requires a generic or specialized approach. Theso issucs
Will be the subject of the onsuing literature review.

e [ o .




Review of the Literature -
The literature review for this thesis could have been
linited to the years 19v0 to 1980 when interest in rural
social work resurfaced. A historical review of the
Literature unréd'acxded upon b’ecauno'anuxyn‘ clearly
indicated that‘ the issues which were addregsed by the
eau§ authors were merely reiterated by cont.empbrary
wlﬂ.ors. Few mew ideas about. rural lachl work ue:o
presented from 1960 to 1980 The fact that contemporary
authors rarely referred to prior writers was significant.
Similazities in early and current writings reinforced the
importance of ihcorparateng literature® suggestions into
.the development of rural curricula. One phrpose of this
thesis was to analyze SGveral.similar theses about rural
“life which were identified by authors before and following
1950 (1950 was chosen because Little was written in the
tifties: numerous articles appeared before’and following
,that time). ) ¥ .
To m;...-rm what already has been uvaid, these themes
will be al-cutu;d unduer thé headingst: .(l) Problems which
atfect rural puople and thoir comsunities; (2) The

knowledge base necessary (6: rural social worke (3) A

Buggested curriculum for rural -oclul work programs.

lncluded ,also lp the recurrent debate which dominates such




of the rural social work literature on-whether ox not

rural social work requires a generic or -peciulized}

~ approach. An analysis of existing rural soc4al wor

programs was alég.urndertaken to determine whether they had
incorporated the suygestions offered throughout the
literature for over ‘tgﬁr.y 'y'ear-.

»

Problems Wiich Effect Rural People and Their Communities

There have bven numerous ;Srobl_nnn iden;ified by rural
socidl work writers which have astcc:vad rural people and
their communities that will not be specifically addressed
here. The author is not attemptiny to minimize these
problems; however, given the limited scope of this paper,
a certain number of themes have been excluded. To mention
a few: (}) lack of esmployment (Chute, 1911; Ginsberg,
1976); and (2) poverty (Strode, 1938; Cochran, 1976
Weber, 1976). While lack of adequate resources (Ginsberg,
19761 Horner and 0'Neill, 1981; Matthews, 1927: Sanderson,
1930; Steiner, 1927; Twente, 1938) Wagenfield”and Robin,
19767 Weber, 1976) have also been viewed as a problem, for
the purpose ot.'v:hl- paper, it has bean included under the
heating "The Knu.iilhudqn Base Necessary for Rural Soclal '
workers"” . )

The following theses: (1) educativh, (2)

migration, and (J) . isolation,.have.been chosen for
v



discussion because the majority of authors before and
after 1950 consisteritly identified these as focal topics.
.

Edugation. As far back as 1913, Betts recognized

that the educational system was s lpot;ed to prepare
individuals for future roles|in bociety. It follows, '
therefore, that rural educatfon should be adhpte;} to meet .
the needs of 'xl‘zrul people. Campbell (1909) supported this-
idea when he ‘stated that rural schools should educate . ° o
youth '{.o'develnp resources within their own comnunity. ‘
President Theodore Roosevelt (190Y)°maintained that the - )
‘United States needed a new type of school, one that would
prepare people for c‘:ountry rather than city living. By
this, Roosevelt meant that rural school programs should be
developed by rural people to meet their needs. In doing i
80 this would provida‘oncouruguz}ent for. people ‘to remain
in zut‘nl areas, in order to duv?lop resources,.
‘consequently, diu;ouraging migration into the larger ) R
com.e:a. -
1t is important to rocoqnuu that pionucx writers }
fore concerned with a lack of rural focus in their Sthools
_(non.u. 1913: Campbell, 1909) n)\ereas contcnpnxa:y; mmmu
do not npuci“cauy address thig¥Warea.  One o!plnnu(ion
-for r.hu difference might be unnbuted to tha-fact that
euny Writers were: ‘aware that limited job oppox\tunuxu S

,existed in rural areas. They believed that focusing on o




-

rural issues in schools might be a dete;unt to the
attractive allure of employment in urban tenters. While
tcday's»a‘uthox’s also recognize unemployment in rural
areas, they realize that unless industry can be ntttact;d
to enhance employment, migration is inevitable. -
L‘oanue‘n:’l’y,'a zu);n[“focuslin the Bthools would have

little impait,. ‘One other réeason writers of this decade

v are not concurned with this problem could be because ‘the

incraduccioh of cu:ricula Aa governed predominanuy by (
urban axpezu who db not ‘always p:omote rural” attitudes,
values nnd/ot skills. -What is evident is “that both groups
ayres that limited opportunities exist in rural areas;
however}. the early writers deomed. h. necessary. to
discourage nlgracion while prelent day writers view this
phenomenon as inevitable, What implication does this lave
for present .duy rural education? Have schools become oven
more urbanized over the lixty-yagr span or are educators

utilizfng the suggostions of the f£irét writers and

"anorpuiatin‘g rural émphasis into their. educational

programs? It appears from the literature that there ig no
research data to ;uppotrur- nagate this issue.

The quality of education’in rural areas when conipurnd
to u{bnn .—;nu_ hae boen.n concern of both groups of

Writers (Betts, 1913 Weber, 1976), Chase and Daker in °




1952 stgted that one way to ensure quality education was
by employing qualified teachers and yet, Betts (1913), /

Brown (1933), and Weber (1976) claimed that teachers in

rural areas were often less quauuad, more inexpexioncédk

and paid lower salaries than their uzbun eaunmpano. In

. many ‘rural areas,’ other pxclaislmmla nuch‘a. docto",,

nurses and social workers, ate concerned with aimilar

problems in their own fields. - It appears likely that mény

# of these individuals atcept employment ih rural areas to

gain the experience and qualification often demanded by

thL urban 1abcr market.,

The literature indicates’ zhat the physxcal
envlronmm. in sr:hooxa also influenced the t.ypu of
learning experience that -was provided (Ch‘a?e and Baker,
1950). Several authors pro and post 1950 expn.ue_&
concern with the physical condi tion ot‘rux.l sciools and
sugéestud that they ware often ifiadequate (Betts, ;.‘513:
Butter fiald, 1913 Wéber, 19767 Kotz, 1980). one 18
Q:mck by the similarity 9( ccmﬁont by authors \;n’.ung

about .thn same phenomenon separated by 67 years.

Buttorfiold (1913) stated, that there were rural
schools of half a dozain pupila, housed ip an’
unkempt box of a building, while R

Kotz (1980) described a rural schodl as in bad
physical disrepair, with pigeons.roosting ih
the ratters and rain dxlpping through the
ceiling.




lchool buudanu and poor .curriculum is often seen in th

. DeWaver, Schmidt and Jackson, 1963). On balance, rural |

Surprilmgly, the . li:emtura suggaat.s that rural schools

have’ inproved; 1£ thu is so a q.eanon which goes

ed is. why ' ary .rural writers continue to
be concémed with thess inadcquécie;.‘ One explanation .-
nh;hc -bé thdt whue the larqet :uul cnmnuniue» have seen
advnncnﬁnnu, nnua: condiucns ccmunuo to exist in )

-nMLaz, nore uo.lntqd rnral n:eae. )\nothar explunation

3 migh: be thnt whue tural educacion has hnpxoved 80 has

uxbnn education; and- on a cnnt\nuum, tural education
conunues Lo rate. lower:"'

Several authors _have Xdontiﬂed lack of var\uty in

the rural school systen (Betts, 1913; Twente, 1938, Weber, g

1976), eg. specinuzad teachers, oxtxacuixicula
activities, as another area whx:h compares untavoubly to
urban ntundaxds. ’ ’

0 'l'he vffect of inexperianced teachers, ipadequate ’

low levels of educaticn which huve dh;inguished many

ruul pevple from their urbdn counterparts (Coward, ) e e

youth tend to drop out of school earlier (Burchinal, Vg

1962)," ‘In a 1975 survey conducted' by ‘tha U, s Dopartment -

of ancultuu, it was found.that rural mlnl. twancy-uve

+ and 'older, had, on average, Canlnv.od :ewnr ‘Years of 5 M

lor’nA\L a’dncuudnv than their urban: counterparts- (Cowakd et
\ » 3 o e




13 i

al, 1983). Fratoe (1978) indxcated that. pacple tmm urban ’
areas were ::moat twice as likely to have g:aduaéed from
college. 2 5 &by -

It is inpoz:ant to puint out that the eazly wifiters e
empmuzea twa problsm areqa in relnr.ion to educatibn < e

which contemporary writers ;da ot (1) lack of ruzu]. .

£ccun in’ the ruzal school ayntem (this h heen dlncuuad e, T E

)
pzaviously)y (z) xack-es mhnua:ory schoo) ae.tendance.
The' universauy accepted behe{ in, the va.lue af an

education r.ombmed_with the. mtroducticn_ of school:

attendance laws acc9un:§ zaé'n_\e lack ‘8¢ attention to this
aze‘n by“conzem;:o!ax_y_,auth;:xa: While it ‘is true that these
factors have been‘a deterrant to children dropping out.of
schc;_ol at a;I ﬁearl’y age, they -have doné little to em:ou.uge
rural youth tc; complete high school or attain higher

1eyu1(§\oy€ducauoh. : s ,—;\ g F -

summary, many problemé aanouined with oducaticn,‘

iey unqu;xxsx'éd teachérs,. inadaguate school buudmg. and
1ack of divatnny in the rural nchnol curnculum have been
recognized and of concern to nuthou boiota and after 1450, P

Migrn‘tion-. As late as LU70, four-fifths of the :
pcpulanon of r.ha Uni:m( s:atus .and Canada were living in

ru:ul areas. The n\nj%r ty' of peoplu were hnplcyed in tk}/

¢

économie sectors of ta:ning, :nnching, loqginq and

fishing. In 1917, less: thnn ﬂttx yeu- lut-:, thc urban
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population af‘sla United States exceeded the rural
population (Weber, 1976). Canada was a li'ttlewslower and |
did not experience this degree of urbanization until the /
- 1920's (Davis, isu).» Migration of rural peoplu has been i

ributed t.o xncreased employment oppo:tunitiea (Mann,
1970} Mctreuay, 1977) which 1ndueuializauon boug’ht to
'the urban centers (Beale, 1978) H&er, 1976). e .

Muny early “Social-work educatore recogmzed r.He lJox

of, job opportuniuaa as a cauuatxva tactor to migratior‘

They credited the .umite& demund for agriculture as .

conttlbuung to poverw in zuxu areas (Ele)de). 1935.

. Lorge, .1937) and encouraging people to seek employment in

‘the ch‘.ies.“‘ Rural people were leaving their connunitius
oft.an not by cholca. but rathor-becauge they could no
longer support’ themselves or their fimilies; financiaily,
Lhey ;ere nore secure in tgﬁ utban areas.

The -thirties sxpenenced'ﬁ turharound 1n- the
migration pastern./ Due to-the depro-sicn, people begAn to
r‘aturn to the rural. aress (McCready, 1977) because *

se:urlty lay in .the land 'as well as family roots, While

tuzal areas. were ui:actod by the .depressjon, they did not

oxparinncn the drastic eltecu telt by urban conturn duu
m increased un-npluynent. The depression brouqnt an
incrense in the rural populntlon and, with this, govern-

. ) o
ment nt't.o;nlon and input of monies roturned ﬂbo:gn, T1937) .
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. last: afi'By 1958, with the revived oconomies of Europp
and the introduction Of the European Common Market, tho
demand for agriculture again dece‘:auod (HcCleady,']:977).
The decune in rural po&ulacxom tesumed and many curxent
authon bel.u:vad that this ouemigration would’ cantinue

v AMeCready, 1977 Wabat.ex .md Campbell, 19771 Weber, . 1976).
- while bath' gxuupa of uute:s recognized )
1ndustx1alxzation as a contt)buting hncox'n mgrauon,
today *s writers view the phenomenon somewhat differently .7
than their early-.gounterparts. When fonyiot Chebarty
% » i an.ic).gu concerning rut‘a‘\ ‘issuecs were wzin.er!, n&g:at ion
“from the rural areas was'a relatively new. phanonenan..
Writers of the day probably did not conceive that the’
outmigration vould cont.lml?‘ Présent day euthors on’ the
other hand are familiar with -the nimber of people who ' |
anfually leave the rural conters. " While both grows,
recognized that Vpeopltc were leaving i:.ucnusu of increasdd

& ' employment- opportunities, bét:er social service programs,

A improved uvn\g condit {ons which uxhtnd in tRe urhan |
¢

can\ern, the early writars Baw miqrulon as a eonuquancu

aq. peoplu were leaving bucnuno of duplurahle conduionl/
\

. umr, existed in the ruxral com 'ue-. ‘Cor Ty

authors see mlqranun as an ‘accaptcﬂjhctl v.g. lagic

. ’ L . ~ . & .
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dictates that people would leave rural areas because of
the lisited rewources which exist there. -
Mthough felt by the rural communities in the 20's
md,su s, the effects of -1grar.£on do not appear to thvn
been addressed by the social work nunﬁuuu ot e day.. .

In contrast, contemporary social work €hinkers are ,
o

" concaetned with the rapid growth of urban centers which -

' diTects h:q(-xauvn attnntion o the urban, cruh

. stanton, Tucker and Denton, 1963);:

(Gin,hu‘l"g. 1976 Hnbek. 1976). Heanwh“o, little thought
“.~ given to the’'plight of‘ru:al economics and lifestyle:.
As youth‘, who are capable of entering the urban work
force, leave Villages and towns, the proportion oi.the
very Yyoung, elderly and under-educated increases th‘a:nby
‘intel_ui(yinq the heavy burden on the underfinanced rural

envi ronment (Coward et al, 1983).  In contrast, adaptation

to the urban environment was gtressful to some (Winston,
nd this stress caused

them to return to their family origins. A similar

uigcuxunca was experienced in Newfoundland when Premier J.

Ri ‘Smallwood introducted the concept of reéottlement

‘(Gwyn, 1968)." Many ou‘:po:t paaizla wore encourayed and -

Mnaneiully nuluud to lalocn;u to lagger communities

, whére choy*uld ‘bene fit ln overall .\lfntylo. Little

thought was given to p-yc)_\ologh:&l lssues and conlequar:_tly %
eany returned to their original homes. . 1t appearh that

- »




X . ~ . 5 -z o
thers are two groups of pecple migrating from. rural

areas. One group’ ).eavel voluntaruy !or tinancial gain

By
. and nnother who leaves not by cholgn buc becuagse there.

no auemauve. -5 3 y .

lnolauon. The concept ut xnolntion will b-

d&uuued in relation to :uxal communities and ul-o ln

- reference to rural uocin]. workers. f .

What exactly xs meunt hy isolatic‘7 Is the xaontian

"+ of. rural 'conmunities which was discusbed pre 1950 sinilaz

"'to. present da‘y discussions of isolation?. To carry this -
vfuxt_hez, are: the majority o‘f contemporary writers 5 -
referring to the same condidon uheﬁ they discuss this . =

concept? uebs:nr s Neu Hotld Dxctlonary (1980) defines

llo.\nnon as

“a per son or qryup -set upan + (p. 748).

P ral communitics are believed to™e set apart from onch

o hur and !ron more ulbanxzed communi t ies. 3 2 =
Discussed carlier were hprovunnt-. l.a. more

! aoph‘tui’catad.numn of transportauon, improwed h{ghuny-.-
_ndvuneemenu in media nnd con-unxcntlon systems, which’
nﬂac:ad and should hnvs,flecmuod luch of the isolation ¥ . Yo
experienced by rural people; and yet; p:amnt wt_lten
continue to addross thln iunuu as a Concatn. ’ljh- ' -
fundamental: answer would .:ppcur to be in the danAtlon oE

x‘\:ral. wWhile rural communities waro affected by l-oxn\on A
in the 20's and 30'&, the authors of the day ,did not

. et el g -

-




attempt to define what they meant by rural. Contemporary
.- uritérs soen toexperiepeg numerous disfgreements and
great problems with the.definition and rely primarily on
population size as a gauge for whether of not a community
is rural. This being the case, many communities very
different from each othér in terms of isolation would be
detined as Fu:ul. An example of this in Newfoundland
would be Clarke's Beach, which is a rural community in
close proximity to a larger city, and Fogo Isldnd, which
is fairly isolated from other communities. It is’
important to note that while rural of the thirties is nat
nécessarily rural of the eighties; apd although degrees of
isolation have been, identified, both groups of authors.
express similar con&erns wher discussing this issuc.
c Steiner (1927) ;;ug.qt.)st.ed that urban developed social
work- programs neglect to 'preparc social wotkur‘s (o;' the
problems experienced Hue to community .isolar.lor'l. By this
he was ‘mlernng to the distance between clients and
communities and individualistic attitudes which
developed. Vaile (1933) and Brown (1933). attested to ¥
community ifsolation when they wr%u that individuals were
miles from théir nearest neighbour. Blackey (1935) and N
srowning (1938) commented that distances also made it
difticult for rural people to’ leave thefr environments.

Early authors Bséem to have concant}utea on physical

[P




distances between individuals. Bocause of this, they
agreed that rural citizens dcv’ulopud a philosophy of
handling their own problems, few confidences were shared,
and minimum advice was sought (Blackey, 193%; Brown, 1938;
Vaile, 1933).

Early writers also saw a relationship between
inc:l.\ltion and the limited services which existed
iMatthews, 1927: Steindr, 1927). hatthews’ (1927) believed
nhz‘xt the Acountry worker was-called upon to perform many
duties not expected of her urbam sauntefpan, ie. handling
all types of problems suck as family problems, financial
problems, ana child welfare Mpues. The sentiments of
these carly writers seem applicable to many existing rural
communitics whare one social worker is expected to deliver
services to four or five geograghic as well as service
areas. 1ln rural areas the community rather than the
individual seems to be a rural worker's client. 1f a

worker in the city alienates a client, she can be

ful with o individuals. 1f a rural worker
fails with an indi\;idual or group, E'he community may not
give her a second chance. It would socem that failure with
a t.utul client has yreater ramifications than failure with
an urban ::liont. This could _Andlcatu that specfalized
training or knowledgye is rnqulrfyd for the rural worker.

SR

This will be discussed latet.
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One positive effect of isolation identified by early
- v
writers was the importance of the family which scemed to
diminish in the cities.

To summarize, two important effects of isolation

.identified by pre 1950 writers were: (1) the development

of ‘a rural attitude, and (2) the lack of social services.

Contemporary writers Willets, Bealer and Crider
(1980) supported the supposition that rural pepple had .
been dls:avantngud with regard to services. They also
attributed this to scattered, isolated populations.’
Horner and O'Neill (1981) maintained this by' agreeing that’
distance did influence the delivery of services.

An awareness de’velopn that the majority of writers
continue to refer to geoygraphic isolation in ruf“u’r;nc« to
rural. Yet, if we consider ihn_ communities which were
defined as rural fifty yecars ago, but today because of the
improvements, are no longer class{fied as such, we

recugnize that much of the geographic isolation has

decreased. Willets et al (1980) agree that this has

occurred, however, thu)" believe that puyuholug[cnl.and
social isolation of rural.communities continues. Thoy
suggest that rural individuals can connnue‘Lo seluc.t'ivaly
nxpcné themselves only to stimuli which corresponds with

their existing beliefs, svalues and {ntercets:




Writers ot today agree with the early writers that
rural people have maintained different attitudes and
beliefs due to isolation (Osgood, 1980: Weber, 1976;
Willets et al, 1980). Ccrrﬁcboration for this can be found
in a rural, pravince such as Newfoundland where importance
is attached to family relutxo:xunips and the significance
of maintaining a denominational school syatem despite
financial costs.” '* . B

Barly writecs identified colleague isolation
(Matthews, 1927), lack bf exposure to developments in the
field (Twente, 1938), absence of social and/or cultural
stimulation (Blackey, 1935; brown, 1933) as concerns in

relation to worker 1solation. Present writers agree that

‘colleague consultation, professipnal stimulation and

supervision are' lacking (Ginsberg, 1976].

Both groups of writers agree that pro?uanlonul
isolation and {ts consequences are a ma)or concern.
However, there seems to be a consensus that worker
isvlation does not have to be a'negative experience,
workers can uge the opportunity for creativity (Brown,

1933;, Davies, 1976-77). An awarene

o of the fifty-year
span in pyblications ‘-‘wkuu the ahﬁluruy of u‘*\curm in
relation to isolation interestiny to note.

In summation, the foregoing paragraphs have discussed
several probless identified by rural wocial work writers'
. -

o
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which have affected rural communities since the carly
' : S
1900's. The knowledge required by rural social workers to

help minimize these problems will now be discussed.

The Knowledge Base Necessary for Kural Social Workers

»’\ . The social work literature of today and yesterday
indicates that specific knowledge in relation to rural

+ " life is essential to anaure successful practice. The
O " idess exprossed consistently can be grouped as folows:

(1) knowledge of rux\al communities, and (2) knowledge of
.rural people. The repetition of these themes ’by past and
present authors clearly indicates that they ue’xa thought
to be relevant.
Knowledge of Rural Communities. An understanding of
rural communities was a doninun‘t theme throughout the oo -
o Literaturd (Blackey, 1935; Cole, 1949; .Colliver, 1976;
) Irey,” 1980, Martinez-Brawley, 1983: Matthews, 1927). The
authors suggested that it was important to understand a

conunir.y'- organization, including its political and

social structure (lrey, 1980; Matthews, 1927), to bé au;re
of the community's boundaries, its uc’onunin and political
organization (A Social Work l-.:ducut(on Hoxk-hcp', 1976
Martinex-Brawley, 198); Vaile, 1933), and to perceive that
while the n;;oruy of rural communities possessed

4 . L .
commonalities, they were simultgneously unique Weber,
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1976; Vaile; 1933). Possession of this knowledge was
decmed essential to the rural worker in organizing rural
respurces and perceiving that the methods which produced
results in one community might not be applicable to !
another {Cqle, 1949; Vaile, 1933). The literature
suggests that gaining a kmowledge of rural communities
reéuirea an understanding of local government, knowing how
to utilize volunteers, aﬁa an awareness of power »
structures. While these are yuite distinct bodies of
knowledye, they appear to be given equal importance in
rural social work nmrut'ure. . e 7'
Local Government. Several au‘thors suggested a
knowledge »ol the political structure but failed to
elaborate on what this entailed (Gertz, Meider, and
Pluckham, 1976; Johng 1977; ftinez-Brawley, 1980:
Matthews, 1927)," It implied that rural gdvernments
ditfered from theif ukban counterparts (Cole, 1949:
Johndon, 1977) and an awareness of .c.ms difference
permitted the rural social worker, to develop a role of
community oryanizer (Cole, 1949; Willets et al, 1980).
Authors pre 1950 and subsequent to that time allude
‘to- the tmportance of understanding local éovemn-m. and
the role it is presumed to play in rural communities: they
failed to elaborate on what exactly it was that one should ¥

be aware of.




Volud‘eer%. Strode (1938) stated that due to the
multiplicity and complexity q:} their duties, rural social
workers must learn to sh.are and delegate their \
responsibilities. Matthews (1527) aczestgh that where
there are insufficient workers, as in a rural setting, to .
perform the duties expected Of énnm'. .an etficient sya’um’
of V‘Ol\lntnetl is cssential. ﬂroun (1933) asserts that -
_while volunteers are. optional tn an ‘urban settinq. they .
are ‘essential in a fural setting. Brown expanded by
lt.anng that .city volun!eors usually-obtain methods and
factual material about a case from eithtt a trained worker
ot the ca;uivotker.' In the country, the game worker might
find the volunteer more \Qowledqable a'b.éun the family
stxory and present a:ruatgggh:;:R any c;ne record.

uxton (1976) stated that the-utilization of
volunteers is imperative in the rural community if ;he
woxke:,ia to recruit sufficient help to deal with the .
problems. Wylie (1976) projected that rural communjties
saemod to be characterized by gtoups of individuala, .
aécuttunod to helPlng one another, &nd the rural worko:.
should. not hesitate to utilize these people.

hHhxla_tno past and present authors agree on the

h{punii:y of utilizing volunteers, both groups caution the
rural worker. Matthewd (1927) advised that using' 2

volunteers was ndt always positive. Hq felt free
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discussion of clients was common among volunteers who U
either did not recognize the negative ethics of such a
practice, or the no'veuy of working on an‘ interesting case
suppresgsed their better jf;dgenent. Albers and 'Il‘hompaon
(1980) cite other dangers: (1) they believed that
teunncn incrunaud the risk of these structures becom(ng
less natural itherohy diminishing their eiiechivenelsx (2)

the danger of, perce{ving informal systems as a subacuute

" for quality service: and (3) the problem of bidsed
" : i

information. 2 ¥

It would appear that volunteers l‘u’u an integral
component of rural social servicé delivery, An awareness
of how , to maximize volunteeers while at the same time
realizing their limitations would seem essential ;o the
rural social worker. To aid in L;w rm:;uununt of
volunteers, a knowledge of the influential and/or active
pecple'ia_ensonna_l (Brown, 1933; Mermelstein and Sundet,
1976). Scant reference is made to knowledge of key people
or community power structure by au‘rly authors who seemed
to concentrate more on the utilization of volunteers:.

however, they failed to expand on whether the volunteers'

“were Tecruited and trained by agencies or whether thay

were people just walting o.o be of hqlé. Power structure
seems to be a term uued trequently by the ptunnnt
writers. Jolaphinn st;rudd (1938), one of thu very few

N . ..




early writers Who aid allude to power structure in'a tural
.community statés:

A city worRer may go through life believing that
leadership rests with certain traditional- "key"
: ¥ paople, prominent businéssmen, newspaper
i 3 phuanuopnta . bigcontributors, lcicqa ni )
€ . "old families" high officials and so on. .
5 rural parts leadership is never static. (p. 343)

Scxode Euiled to expand on r.Mu Xd(a. L e

Pbwer S:ruetuze then ig a conhempotary term

winch' sdema to refer to both the formal (elected |
o(hcials)‘-and the informal (sigmncunt. behind the

scenes d"acin&on Iﬁken) nature. of power in any

connunfty. Due to the fact that formal power

iuuctuz‘en are easily discernible, this thesis is

more concerned with the hidden or informal power

structures. ‘Buxton (1976) defines power structure ast

a group of leaders who operate unofficially but
“ who haveé greater power than the elected
officials (p. 32).

Johnson (1977) suppofts this when he states -elected o 0
officials are not nuccna'ruy‘ the important decision :
makers in a rural community. Gertz et al (1976) believed . .
that knowledge of power structures in combination with the
£ . r - ' ability to dnvuép informal puttn'zns of communication with

key pnop_h‘wn aessential to successful rural practice.

Colliver (1976) adds that the more mensitive workers are

P 4 o «
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in men:i:}xng the power structures the more effective
- 5 A
they will be in .influencing community affairs. Buxton'

(1976) points out that hidden power structures are the -

_most potent %nd difficult to'@iscover; however, rural

social workers must learn how to recogiize and' utilize the

’pouczfux people. uu:unez-auu,? (1563) suggests r\axal .

“sociolégy’ with specitic emphasis’on fusal community power

structure be studied to enhance this process. " Johnson

"(1980) believes that asexax workers should develop £

relatlonnhipl with lnndaxs of vuloun sectors of the,
connumty: for example, church officials, uchool
otti.cialn. fafn organizers, store owners, etc. in order. to
learn the :om{unity'- customs, norms, patterns and

traditions., ‘' He atte that natital helpers and informal

stryctures will emerge and are thei easily recognized.
Buxton (1976) suggests that by referring to ‘the formal

leaders, their decisions and the people they refer to may

‘. give valuable clues to the worker of where real power lies.

“Ldentifying tho key decision makers is ipportant and '
nny have (mplicnnons for success or failure of mocial
wo:k ptojucu (Johmmn, 1977). Buxton’ “976) confirme
that witpouc the sanction of the influential paPplo.’pﬁa'r
individuals gn the community -uy._rnjm:t. what is proposed
He adds that v‘dthom. their support, accomplishments would

be.more ‘Mfficult, if not impossible to achieve.
I s




In summationtthe majority of writers suggest a
combination of academic and experiential learning to aid
the rural social uoxkél; in identifying the informal power
structures which have been deened necessary £6r successful
pructlcé. :

Lack of sdcial services. 1in feference tv lack of.

- services, Matthews (1927) pxovidu the £ouowlng
commentax'ys )
N “a worker in the city goes about her work as a
small part of a large social:service machine. A
country .worker is usually the whole machine
. hergelf. The.City worker is more of a
. specialist while the country worker is a geheral
> practitioner. She comes pretty near havs&; to
x do everything.” (p. 164
Strode (1938) continues this idea by stating :h:
many cx:y wozkaru concentra:e on difﬁculuas
.~ specific to their area o£ npecxuu:at!on while the
rural workar 8 role encomplaser more diverse dutloa.
Strodeé elaborated by nuggasnng that in urban areas
prcblem of community coopa:auy in:erpmcauon,
< poucy adnjnhtuuon and procedurgs are uuccated to
‘nupouo;- while ;uponnbuny .for these tasks in
rural uanl -1ie with the worker. Ginsberg (1976}
unuzé;ﬂ_ differént terminology but expressed similar
concerns when he stated that rural social workers
required spacialized skills in wnrking wnh a

. ncuclty oi urvx:n.
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Brown (1933) eugqestéd that rural workags be

" knowledgeable in how to stimulate community leaders

to study the needs of rural people. Cole (1949) felt
that rural workers were often the only ones available
ca\ﬁlan and motivat.e programs in the rural
community. ln (1976) Mermelstein and Sundet.
supported a ‘similar ‘view when théy suggested that),
the rural 3ocial woxker._ in addition to intexvenmg
in existmg nystema, ahould know how te construct and
design an organizacicn to déuver nervx{ces. '
1t is necega?xy at this point to indicate the
important role the church played in the 1ives. of
rural peuple‘. Brown (1933); Matthews (1927);
Gingberg (1976); Johnson (1977): -uggusm\x that the
church in Tural areas retained much of ‘the social '
respunslbll‘ty whxch it had rounquxuhed in urban
centers to alternate insntutxonn. Rural Andwiduau
and families scemed more wnhng to accept )wlp from

the church ratherr nmn a social agency (Jahnson.

1977).  Lack of special services in conbinntﬁ:n'wlth .

rural attitudes could have ccnumutnd to
aceu:tencn. The emphasis uu.uched to tha" {mportance
of the rural l:hutch shauld be an inpurunl

conmideration for the worker.'

29
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To summarize, both early _and contemporary
uA"ﬁg:s ngnad:thaf, rural social workers would be
& summohed, to perform a v;ri‘.e{y of services. Au" fax 5 '
. bdck ‘as (1%27) Stoiner idgntifled this und comnented
that tradieional fotms of social work couta iog "
muuly bn exbandad tq the coum.ry and thac new
policien saadna to ba daveloped in'response to the i

- demands of the rural situation.

Knowledge of ‘rufal pebple. Blackey (1935);
Brown (1933): Steiner (1927) and Strode (1938) agree

t_hn: rura Nprkaxs required a cleé:: understanding ‘ot ' -.
rural &ttitudes. By this t‘hgy me.}nciu rugal, value
. . 'ﬂueusing indapandance in bolving one's own problenms,
nsgutive attitudog which nxln. towurd social @ ) .
. n-uatnnce and qovernmant proqr.una, and the ’
inpqrtancc zu:e.l peop].e place on their home “and’
\ . ’ pzopetty. !.L wan {en. t.hnr. a8 xu:al .ociul worker
mudad to unduntand why specific-attjtudes davalopud
: . ', and their lupucauonn €org ‘rural paapla (Stnineh
1927)._, 1f.a rural wozkar‘dn_l not podsess this
understanding, ‘the help offered was limited (Blackey,
}93&). Brown (1933.) nn‘d»StMng:_ (1927) cnxriod\thin
Vth-‘n?—turtiter by lugyuting_ r:hul parc‘vz the woz‘kaz' 8

technique should be c.bn;.éu;nnd wIth changing certn"im




-~ negative attitudes, i.e. with regard to relief,. °

deunquency and unemplbynem:“
" 4

An appreciation and understanding of rural’life A bt

was also viewed as bajng importan: for the ‘ngax
worker .(Matthews!, 19277 Cottrell, 1927) Mn:hw-‘ 3

(1927) adviqed workets to use c:unon, 'to.cansider’

feelings and. emotions. when attempting ,eo better life
conditions. Hé fpeligved thac this, would come

instinctively to ‘social uorkers ‘born and reaxed sw

B rural cnmmunity‘ vmue a number of authors felt
thexe was vaudxty to tma. Cole (1949) stated that
. snscxncc was no aubscxtut,e for training. ;o -
! Brown (1933)/&“ Stainer (1927) believed an ’ .
! " avarcnesi of the' probleis Which atfected r'\.zxal.po'op].o
vas' alao impc‘réam.- Matthews (1927) summarized this - .

3 . = weu when ‘he (statéa that rurul wotkeu needed an . o

5
appreciation and undeumnding of the customs, - . 4 \‘
nabits, projudices, religious. atfiliation and i v
bnckgrcund of every, ‘individual he ancountexnd.

-

P Savuln.l. Sentiments xegudug rural paopxs which o 5 ol
were' axp:asauu,by today's writers includqd an !

. ’ : J
‘undpzntundxﬁq‘mnn historic events influenced -present

5 . interadtions’ (Irey, 1980). Familiarity with and
empathy tnwuxd :uru pecpu are lmpuzumc to &he " hs? o

woxkuz (ﬂaru et al, 1976).A An nwurgneu that




.resistive to change (Weber, 1976). Persistent

individuals and thel!-cgmmunkty are intricately
related was considered an asset (lrey, 1980). The
rural social worker should know thaf rural people =
tend to believe in traditional uctures and value
systems and these were. and the r?aun; why they were
attitudes towards unemployment and poverty existed
(Osgood, 1980) and rural people were fouhd to be more
traditional, less accepting of minority rights, more
religious and conservative (Willets et al, i‘JBO’).
Coward et al (1983) agreed that this is’ the .
traditional view of rural people but indicated that
results of national and local surveys dispute this
concept suggesting that rural and urbany populations

each support as much internal differentiation in

‘attitudes as do the total population.

While both groups agree that rural attitudes are
different and an understanding of such is necessary
for successful practice, the -;nny writers emphasize
the importance for social workers to understand why
these attitudes developed. Contemporary writers rely
on descriptive characteridtics of rural people: i.e.
they are more conaervative, more traditional ftor

.
explaining the difference in attitude. There is
£ v




little attempt made to understand why rural people
are this way.

The courses wh‘;lch have'beun suggested to enhance [y
the incorporation of this knowledge will be discussed

furt

Suggested Curriculum for a Rural Focused Program
“A profession does not begin by training a group.
of workers and then finding something .for them
to do. A need is present; someone fills the
need as best he can! thep it gradually becones
apparent .that some particular kind of training
is helpful to those who relieve the particular
need, thus a profession gradually develops"
(Cal Maxted, p. 185).

When Cal Maxted made this statement in 1945, she was

referring to the discipline of social work, more
7 E

specifically rural social work. It was recognized that
there was a need for social workers who boussessed special
- knowledge about rural p.:uplc and their compunities. As
{nd.i::utu.d enrue\, both the past and present authors .
agreed that there was a specific knowledge base with
regard to rural social work that was a prerequisite to
’u’ucceﬁu(ul practise, Both groups of-writers indicate
upecific course suggestions which would facilitate this
learning process: 2 3

(1) R\;rnl sbclglogy - While both groups suggest

rural sociology, no attempt is made to define this term.
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The early writers suggest that rural sociology provided an
understanding of the environment, customs, traditions, and
attitudes of rural people (Steiner, 1927; Vaile, 1933), a
camprehension of rural life (Brown, 1933: Cole, 1949;:
Vaile, 1933) and an awareness of ‘the complex nature of
rural problan:; _}t was taéognl:od that this understanding
enabled the rural social worker to puxueive‘ problems
through a community rather than an individual
perspective. . Current writers also recognize that'rural
sociology is important in providing an understanding of
rural life (Martinez-Brawley, 1983; s»«?). 1976) but failed
to elaborate. .

1t could be speculated that rural sociology, like

rural communitice, has undergone significant changes over

the time period involved. 1 de of these
writers in this area recommended this subjett in the 20's
and continue to recommend it in the 80's.

The authors, pre and post 1950,‘:\1-0 felt rural
sociology enhanced a comprehension of family and—family
dynamics. While both groups agreed on the importance of
understanding families, their reasons were not the same.
The early writers acknowledged that nunl;;logy provided an
analysis of the rural cllture or 1ife in which a family

was set (Vaile, 193J) in comparison to the current writers



who nnphau\lzud that an understanding of tamily could ajd
in comprehending rural life (Kelley, 1982).

An understanding of rural goverhment was acknowldédged
by early writers as important. - Vaile (1933) auygeated
this could be obtained through rural sociology, Martinez-
Brawley (1980) agrved with the importance of this under=
standing but failed tu suggest ‘Wwhere to obtain thig
knowledge. . ' . N

The eux; writers seemed to suggest that rural
uoc.ioloqy provided a I;AJOK portion of the knowledge

necessary to ensure successful rural practice. The

present writers scem less inclined to place this

v
responsibility on rural sociology but often fail to '

suggest alternate learning uxperiences.
(2) Group work was recommended by both groups. Cole

(1949) believed an awareness of yroup work and its idvas

-would enhance successful practice a8 the rural worker \

‘would be expeécted to work with a variety of groups.

’

Ginsberg (1Y76) ayreed that yroup wWork would be an asset
but mum_x to elaborate. )

(-3) bBrown (1933) and Martinez=Dtawley (1983)
suggosted a working kndwledge of fural economica. Neithar
author commented oh what thdy meant.

(4) Field Placements =- Both groups vf authors .

agreed on the importance of rural field placements (Brown,




1933; Lerrigo, 1935: Ginsberg, 1976; Weber, 1976). An
awareness of the importance of rural field placements by
contemporary authors is consistent with current
developmants in social work education which recognizs the
value of placements in all areas of social work. What is.
important to point out is that the value of rural  field
placements was recognited over f£ifty years ago. Bd‘n
though many early writers ‘suggested that'it was an .
advantage to be bo‘rnkand reared in a rural community
(Brown,. 1933: Cole, 1949), it was acknowledged that
learning could be accomplished academically (Bluvn'}:\g.
1938) and by working under -upexvtséon in a rural
environment (Brown, 1933). While contemporary authors
ayrecd with the {sportance of rural placements, they did
not concede that being born in a rural area was m:
advantage. Ra®her, they cuncnn‘ltntud on the learning
atmosphere provided by the placement, suggesting that it
offered an opportunity for the workers to learn their
professional roles (Granger and Noone, 1982). Kelly and
Jacobsen (1981) carried this theme further by suggesting
that the student not only work but live 1n th: rural’
environment and Weber (1976) recommended that preferably
not only the students but also the rural educators be

located within the rural community.



Both groups imply that there is specific knowledge
related to rural people and their communities which cannot
be learncd solely academically and that experiential
learning in combination with ;cadunic learning is
required, Proceedings from a conference on Social Work ip
Northern Regions (1976) simmed up this position well which
sLAcad that ih‘:«ld pl;cementn are viewed as the primacy
placgs where teaching and learning specifics of rural

. practice could occur, ‘ ) .

An a“;“ of other courses were suggested.throughout.
the years without olaboration. These included: casework
skills (Cottrell, 1927; Lerrigo, 1935), community
Elganlznu;:m (Brown, 1933: Cole, 1849), counselling skills
(0ranger and Noone, 1982), research skills (Weber, 1976;
Kelly and Jacobsen, 1981; Ginsberg, 1976), political
scienco, .histoly and geography (Martinez-Brawley, 1983),
native studies (Social Work in Northern Regions, 1976).
m‘:ny of these course suygestions would npﬁunx to be
appropriate’ to nny noc‘lak work program; but throughout
this Vnurax.urc, they are ru:omm;nded specifically for
rural social work programs.

Even though the literature clearly recoynizes rural
soctal work, these suggesticns ‘luun:uu that there. is
contusion about what combinatioh of courses are dusential

for a rural focused program.. ‘it could be suygested that




“tourses which promote rural learning have not yet been
developed and writers are attempting to adjust existing
courses to accommodate rural content. This reinforces the
contention thn‘l rural social work is not a speciality,
however, it does require a generic approach with a special
knowlgdga base. ' A statemint made by Jessie Steinor E
(1927), -ixty years ago, is as applicable today as it was
Ahgn: ‘"only a few professional acheola give particular

attention to the training of rural naclal'v!orkets and they

are not agreed upon the subjects of study to be

emphasized™ (p. 185).

Rural Social Work - Generic Vi. Specialization

Martinez-Brawley (1980} suggests that concern has
been generated by past and present writers about whéther
%t not urban born uoctal\'w‘otk An appropriate for rural
areas of whether much extonsive nodlﬂcnvr.ion is requireds
that, in effect, soclal work J-;-tutnl areas is a
discipline distinct-from that practiged in the cuhn.‘

Interest in whether or not rural social work required
a4 generic or lpncxauted approach emerged in tho early
thirtdies, nnny duluxng points of view weré dncuund,
however, Brown (1933) was given credit for ending the dh-
cussicns when {t was accepted that .while the method

"

remained unichanged, specific’ knovledge with regard to
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rural living was a prerequisite. Today"s writers resuned
the debate in the carly sixties and Beem to be at a
similar point in their discussions as the initial writers:®
were in- tho thirties when the debate was discontinued.
‘(1) Casework scemed to be the main theme oxpressed

by many of vthe carly au_thors (Browning, 1938; Cuttrell.,
1927 Matthews, 1927; Puinypacker,’1939; Steiner, 1927

g Twe‘nte,v. 1927}, pr?hnbly‘“l‘m!’:aum it was the only developed
cnmpénﬁ.ncv of social work at that time. Casework was
viewed as a treatment modality'designed to help people by.
an approach and method v.ha;_ was fundamentally the same
regardiess of the n:e: in which ,“ was employed
(Pennypacker, 1939; Twente, 1938). It was belioved that
individual uniqueness and treatment differentials wero its
prmcipies and did not require redéfining for the rural
“tield (Shater, 1939). While ‘h: wag acknowledged that the
physical unvitohmont in rural communities dif fered £rom
urban :ommunxtiun. it was felt that the human elﬁgnt
remained unchuggcd and that ldentical problems existed in
both areas (Cottrell, 1927). These authors agreed ahnt
the social ork mathod did not differ ‘in rural
environments. They did énnéuau, liowever, that actual work
pexformance was u“éc:ed by the phyncal environgent

(Lerrigo, 1935; fwente, 1938J, In.kssence they meant that
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N lack of resources and isolation factors which existed in
" rural communities did have "an effect on rural practice.
(2) The early writers also placed emphasis or‘x
inaividual attributés of the worker as contributing to

successful practise in rural areas, i.e. resourcefulncss,

an‘ﬂqht, ability, sense of humor. (Brown, .1933: Lerrigo,’
1935 Stedner, 1927;, Twente,. 1927 .If the rural social
worker lacked these attributes,” no umounyo[,acadénic
X training could prepare him for successful rural pracnée. »
(3) other writers of the period (Brown, 1933;
- Matthews, 1927; Strode, 1938) believed that rural social
work was dltfgzent from urban social work. '(‘h’ey.m.ihex‘l.\d~ .
to ‘the wiew:that while the Eundamental principies of AN
casework ware the same, cxtenslve modification in the
method was advisable, and specific knowledge about rural
living was essential to ensure successful prlacuce.
However, when they tried to define what these: . .
modifications entailed, they morely described the physical
conditions which distinguished rural environments from
i ‘their urban countotparts. While their, premise was that ®
- rural social wofk was different.and required a -pacialiied
approath, no ii.tenn.u‘ru ude‘qu‘utaly described this form of K

3 @

wwork . . iy
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In summary then, we see three different ideas
expressed by pre 1950 social work authors about rural
social work: . \ N
(1) Casework is applicable; ‘while the method temains
um:nangnd from urban casework the envlronmant which the
“gervice is delivared differs and .affects pxnc:ise.

(2) Pezaonal annbuteé: of the rural social wqrker

contribute to successful practise.

{3) Social work in rural arcas was different froj
socia’i\uo:k- in urban areas but the differences were n
contextual but rather conceptual. )

Groups expressing these three ideas seemed to hay
reached an agreement in thc‘ thirties in that the casework
mothod_was applicable to urban and rural social work, but
as with any area of social work, certain pertineni
knowledge was seen as a prerequisite to successful
practise.

While the varly writers did not specifically suggest
a generic approach as this m’aa not yet in their..
repertoire, their ideas encompass this focus.

Contemporary social work authors no longer u‘uggnat
capework as a main theme and many nqu‘ut a generalist
npptc;ach. This corresponds to recent developments in
accial work in general. Mermelstein and' Sundet (1976») '

provided the following de_ncnpuon, of a generalist socinl
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-worker for a rurpl setting: A rural social worker is one
who assesses phenomena in all their syscemé:xc'
ramifications and identifies.and intervenes at whatever
level is ‘efficient and effective to bring about desired .
a.pe‘mu change" (p. 16). To Guck‘an and Dutton (1983) the
‘generalist approach implied that the worker was conpetent |

to; practice with a variety of clients and client

problems. To Martinez-Brawiely (1977) and walsh (1981)

successful praceitioneérs in rural. ataas‘ were both {iexible.‘
;nd versacue in.clinical treatment but did ngt adhere to
.any spsc‘xc treatment modality, n:her a gnnexaunr_
appxmch was perscribed.

Several ugtho:n. wyxile agreeing on the suitapility of
the generalist ‘approach, agreed with the ‘only wfiters in
suggesting the need for a specific knowledge babe wvxth
°zsgaxd’ to ‘rural uocial work (Weber, 1976; Buxton‘, 1976).
uuxr.on (1976) bhnevea that many facets of social work
nppxxud to all arsn. He oxprnnéd the idea that rgxal

and urban copmunitiés. expérienced similar problems An’d ¥

,utilized sipilar social work practice but belfieved it vas

mMcassary to omphasize koy ditlnrénceu in order that s -
social. workor- pucucinq in rural areas ‘would be able to
develop -pocial nkxu; to d-al with rural problems. ‘while
lray (1980) agreed m_h a qem;nhp’t approach, she waa not

3 \ .
referring to a- "Jagk of all ‘Trades” 'tather a social werker




who was highly skilled with regard to peoplé, their
transactions and their environments. Stafford (Note'l)
suppor ted ;hin_v when he stated ,that guul social -u;tx.
practice involved special problems which required a-
specialist uho"‘used. a ggpéric f:&wenqu of krowledge.
Martinez-brawley (1981)_‘3(:{::9‘1 zqa the matter of
specialization has not yet been resolved, howeser, the
majority of contenpp:uy— writers agree that a geneénl,igc
approach with a apeclauzed'knoulédge base in rural social
Horé is more syitable for rural prattice. Dlvncx-évpuncten
appear in current writers' perceptions of what constitutes
a generalist. The disagreement is not \me_thoz a generic.
™ ot spucinlived approacl Te necessary . imc,fm!r -houlq"
“the rural knowledge base that’ i foquirad bo teferred to
as a speciality.or a component of the g‘ur.u;rtc app‘"ronc.h.

J - ¢




lncludad wag to Hnd 5ut how many:rural lociul work’

Method' e R

ptuctica ot Focial worK in ‘rural areas 15 1adkin9

Rural

-acsu work “has no: Been _compared te xu urban

countexparts and uoclnl uark educntion with a rurax iocuu

" 4a pop nighly dnveloped. Because prac:i(lonels and.

educators in (.nnada ana the United States were uctﬂvely ‘
axanlning runl loclal uork as evidencnd by the nunerous . -
articles- a‘nd books published on thn aubject since the’ . ¥
1960‘s and the number:of confexences focused on rural e
social work, the curiousity of the investigator was

nrou-éé about what contributed to the un!que;ness, of rural- \
'-o;:lu work programs. A survey of social work progran‘n.r'

therefore, was undertaken to determine what made rural

-gocial ‘work programs dlttqreﬁt from other conventional
B ndi:TAax wérk programs, -The setting of ';hu- study was Canada

"and the United States.’ Tho reason the téo counties vere ’

p:ogra-- there! naro hy-ghth counuhe. Ths nnttcipntad

1 qnpl- site’ ahd uanunt\d tha lnclualon of the two -

counut-l. e M e w’ B
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The Saugxe. All. pocial work pxognm listed With the

" chnadian Isuocxauon of Schools of Socxn). Work and tho

Council on Sockal WDzk Education except for: 105 progxan- :

" 'which were u:émz obvxou-Ly irban: e.g. University Qf New
- York, Univ‘euxty ‘of Tomnto, or. where .the: invenugatar had’

. prxox kncwledge tha(‘. the pzogzam ofie:ed was urban. -

of the two hund:ed and sixty—znux questionndires

¢ maxled t.o schools of soclpl work” in Lanada and the Unltnd

y st.at.su. two hundred and ‘8ix were zeturned.;~ 'rhlrty nlnu

pxogxamu xdenufiud thense lves . ‘a8 mvxng n.runx focus. |
Includj,-d ‘in that number.»‘tete 8iX Canudian ptogrnns and
thirty-three Ametidan programs, = One Canadian uv‘nva';my.
Whieh ldentified (teelt.on rural duo fo lacatibn,
eliminated- useu trom the atudy b;canne v“ beuav«.ad the

dxs:im:non butueun a :ural and non-&ural progum was

"_(hpogalble to delurminq“ Three American queenonnquu-

were not"*included because of Lnaufﬂciem-1ni8rmatxon,.
leaving a<total oL r.huty-six prognnn for annly.is. "

The. Ptqcudurn. A quna\:lannano (sea Appendix A) nnd
e

cuvexing letter explaining thu'plu‘p0ﬂu ot't.hu atudy (ln.
Appqndix B) were nnil-d May 10,.1982, to locul work *
prognml listed with the Cnmdiun I\llocnuon of schoou
of Social Work and'the Council on suchu. Hork P.ducntlon.
lngludeq with the qunnt@m_mnnq wasg oan orange r‘ulponn

cardy(see VA;‘)nnndlx B).. Those schools whick did not




consider their program rural were requested to retufn the
orange card indicating this. Those identifying their
programs as rural were asked to return the completed
questionnaire. A follow-up letter (sece Appendix B) was
majled an October 4, 1982, to those schools which falled
to return either the ozdng card or the completed

questiganaire, This study was completed under the

- auspices of the School, of Social Work at Memorial :
. University. i
. " This was s ong-ahot exploratory study. Pretesting
was not done due to the anticipated small number of
' participants. o '
The Questionnaire. To reiterate what has previously '
\ been said, both past and present writers cmphasized

' several important themes which they believed were
¢ssential to facilitate rural practice. While theng io
dlluqruknn’nt as to whether or not rural social work
requires a specialized approach, there is concensus that a
specific k_no;dedgw ‘base with tegard to the rural milieu is

'nll_nnl.l_ul.‘ The investigator sought to determine what
social »u:i»rk programg identified themselves as having a
rural focused program and what was it about these programs
that made thes different from more conventional social
work pmg‘u-n. Were the programe that identified
themselves as offering a rural focus incorporating the
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= hY
literature suggestions into the development of their
«urriculum? A questionnaire was developed to answer these
questions. The initial questions on the questionnaire
endeavoured to determine if a reclationship cxisted between
a rural focused program and whether the program was
classified School Gf Social Work, a department/division of
Social Worg, or Combined Department/Division. Whether or
not the college or uniyuuﬂty was_da public or private
institution was of interest to determine if this
influenced whether or not a rural focus was offereds It
was then determined if the rural pr\{;g;an was =
undergraduate, grgfduate program or both. "The respondents
were requested to identify the degree (part or whole) of
the rural focus. Part implicd that the rural focus was a
cosmponent of the social work program. Whole inferred that
the rural theme was the major emphasis. Il.ou the programs
themsclves identified the rural component was perceived to
be significant. Heluctnnce' by rural aun{ou to use terms
such as rural social work and social work in rural areas,
social work generalist and rural social work generalist
interchangeably prompted the hl:lunluv: of the nwx{
question which uuught.(o determine whntlurnlnology rural
programes employed t.t: dedceribe themselves. Could and

should the terms be used interchangeably or were'they




viewed as distinct and scparate by programs professing to
being rural. -

Questions seven and eight werg included to find out
what percentad® of the total svcial work courses offered

contained a rural focus. its wero requested to

identify the :u_{n);-t‘ucua m:\ a continuum ‘which ranged from
no rural focus, Vw some rural focus, to about half rural
focus, to total rural focus, (S86me reférred to a small
input of the rural theme, .about half impli&d half of the
course focus was rural, total indicated that rural was the

main concentration.)

Questions nine, ten and eleven pr;vided an analysis
of COI:II& titles and the main texts and readings these
courses employed. For the purpose of this study, the
investigator grouped the responses to course titles under
the headings, Practice lasues, Poligy i-n\ml.‘ Field
Concerns, Genoral, and Insutficfont fnrgma:mn. Practice '
1ssues included responses concerned with .lncorpcruting
social uork’ns:l»:od-. Policy lssues encompassed rural
concerns Rnd their implementation. Field Concerns dealt
yi:h responses _p)nntninq to field placenont» interests. .
Ueneral refers to answers which could not burﬁntnqurlznd
under uither of ‘the three headings. These categories were
picked because, upon analyeis of the returned
questionnaires, these three groupings were discernible.

.




49
. ¥
However, 1t would scem that these three categories could
be applicable tojany social work course. The main texts
and readings utilized in the rural courses were also of
interest. For the purpose of analysis, the fnvestigator
grouped the tesponses under the headings, Rural, .
Non-Rural, and General. Rural referred to those texts and
readings which indicated a rural theme; non=rural *
represented texts and readings which did not indicate a
rural :qnpenont‘. Materials that could not be classified
ture suggests courses other than social

as rural or nI-rurul were placed in the General category.

The ljte

“work to provide rural content, questions twelve to sixteen

were included to determigpe whether rural programs were

utilizing the suggestions by either requiring or

ruconmending non-lo:lnl work courses with a rural content.
Rural field placements were recognized in the

literature as a vital component of rural prograss, hence

the inclusion of questions sixteen, seventeen and

‘eightesn, Which relate o riral placgments. ’
yuestion ninetoen was added to ident{ty what

percentage of full-time hc\/zlty were devoted to rural

facused social work education.:

Questions were used which -uut';hl. to identify the

participant's views of what constituted the uniqueness of

d social’

rural Eocused progra

and what educators d
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. For

work students should lears in these progra
analysis, the responscs were grouped under Resources and
Delivery Patterns, Rural Life and Social lssues, Practice
1ssues, Interest Concerns, and Other. Resources and
Delivery patterns were chosen because a number of
responses idontifiod lack of social services to rural
people as a concern. Rural Life and Social lasues o
included responses which were concerned with knwledge of
the individualism of rural. people and rural lifestyle.
Practice Issues dealt with responses concernod with
incorporating social work methods to aid rural people and’

their communities. lnterest concerns ircluded answers

that did not pertain solely to rural issues, rather were
applicable to other forms of social work. Other referroed
to responses that did not fall under either of the four

categories.
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Results and Discussion
The thirty-one schools which partitipated in the

study consisted of eleven autonomous schools of social

work, uleven departments/divisions of social work, eight

combined departments ‘with Sociology, P-ychology or )
*I\nthropalogy, and one response indicated other hux. tauud

to elaborate. There wore nine private institutions

(further ‘annly-h showed ‘that eight of these were church

atfiliated) and twenty-two public colleges or . =

univgrsities. Table 1 represents these data.
v

4 TABLE 1

Selected Descriptive Characteristics of Progr
{n =

DESCRIPTIVE,
CHARACTERISTICS EDUGATIONAL UNIT
School Dopt./Div.  Combined other
Punlic 1, 6 4 1
’ ‘ Private - 0 5 4 0
-

Thitty-one schools identified themselves as having a
rural focus. Of the gmry-on. schools, five indicated

they offered a rural focus ‘ln both an undergraduate and
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graduut‘n program bringing the total number of programs for

analysis to thirty-six.

twenty=-four :mduqunduute programs and twelve graduate

programs., FPive gf the undergraddate programs were

Canadian, hineteen undergraduate, and twelve graduate

p'rogunn' yex‘c Amarican.

It was spoculated that the

qducauonal unit (i.e. school, department/division,

_combined) night ‘be ‘related to whethut ‘of not a xurnx

" program was offered.

Table 2 refers to these datq.

TABLE 2

Descriptive Features of Rural Programs

(n =

Included in the thiry-six were

DESCRIPTIVE
CHARACTERISTICS

EDUCATIONAL UNIT

Dept./
School  Div. ~

Other '

Combined Total

Undargraduate Can, 2 2 0 1 et ]
Rural Focus U,S. 0 ¥ 7 o 14
Graduate Can. 0 \ 0 0 [ 0
Rural Focus U.S. 6 1 0 o 7
Both 3 1 s 1 .0 5,
11 11 8 1 a

Total -
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bn\axysis revealed no-such relaticnship existed between
educational unit and a rural focused program bning[offn:ed.

0nly two of the twenty-four undérgnduuu programs G
described their focus as "whclly" rural and none of the
ghadiEes BEGTEARS H1ds | THRRL-EWG unduxgnduna and eloven
graduate praq;’uﬁm considered their program offered a part.’
rural focus and one respondent failed to .answer. Table 3

represents these data.

-

“TABLE 3 ,

Degree of Rural Focus

(n = 36
.DESCRIPTIVZ
CHARACTERISTICS ® RURAL FOCUS

Part whole " No.Response
Undergraduate ; 22 2 &
Graduate ' 11 o o

These results were interesting, for ulzhouqﬁ the

raspondents sdenunua themselves as utlatlnq a ruul .
— focused p:ognm. the majoEity believed tho rural » " P

concentratioh nu only- & part of the -ucul‘wntk program. )




- excluded to obtain a more accurate n‘vnxnge‘. The average

The majority (13) of the undergraduate programs.

described their rural program as social work generalist
Py ?

‘while the graduate social work programs described

themselves as rural social work and rural social work
practice equally (4).  Thirteen of th?, reh,pp’r'xdcm.n
indicated more than one response, and n;éveml indicated
more than five responses. From }.his ‘r. may be specullutu-d
that-the terms rutral social work and social work in rural
areas, social work ger:\e:u.\ist and rural social work
generalist are viewed by the rowpond‘enes A.A
interchangeable, which is interesting because writers in
this area seom hesitant to transpose the terms.

__ The total nymber of social work courses offered in
each proyram wulitnbulated. The undergraduate programs
-indicated that the range of socipl work courses offered .

was from 1 cours;; to 30. Of the graduate program
respondents, the range was from 2 to 100. One 5,

ur_ldargrnduata social work ,course offered in an

, undergraduate progran and (100) graduate socisd otk s

courses seem improbable; therefore, these numbers were
tumber of undergraduate social work courses was (14) and *'
the average qrnduntn social woxk courses wae (28). -Whhé
a wide ung- of ‘social work courses were taught, only five
pnn:-n: of th- undergraduate’ and quduntu courses had a

.




total rural focus “",d three percent ‘were about half rural
focus. Courses described as having a total plus about
‘ one-'hau rural focus constituted only eight percent of
bl Mok GEIERREs e majority of courses fell into
"the categories of some or rio rural focus. These data are
. ¢ repregented in Table 4. . )
TABLE 4 ‘

Concentration of Rural Focus
in Social Work Coursecs

s (n = 30)*

COURSES DESCRIPTIVE CHARACTERISTICS

\ ' : Total

L . Undergraduate Graduate Percentage '
Total Rural Focus 15 .. 13 5.0
About Half Rural Focus 17 4 3.0 ¢
, i
Séme Rural Focus 168 ™97 v 48.0
v - by

No Rural Focus 93 169 44.0

. Total 313 283 100.0

Note. (%) denotes one schaol who did not respond. .

It was indicatud by the responses that few courses had been
¥ X p
oo ‘plannud with the ldea of a total rural focus, and a major

» portion of the teaching of rural éonr_gnt. relied on vatious

. % '
) g -
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/)

social work courses that completed the curriculum rather
tnan specially designed rural courses. %

Of the respondents who indicated they offered a total, ° -
about half, ‘and some rural focused courses, the' course
tifles ware of interdst. Data analysis indicated that only. °

seventean of the thirty-one schools responded to the

question which ’l‘llubsttar;edbcoutsg titl ."."' sakal awaL 5
£§cu§. The responses ranged from 0. to 13 with ‘an "avar?fd of
two courses u{ia;ad. *S5ix schools indicated cours-i tit\les -
which dealt with about half rural focus. The range was 0 to

4. with an average of two courses pzopc_m’ed. Sixteen schools

replied that thay offered courses with some rural focus, the S~
range was 2 to 21, and the average course offered was five.
These data clearly suggest that the rural focused programs

do not rely on the courses they are offering to provide the
.rutal content. Further analysis of the\coune titles was i
uqdlrtaknnr and for the puzposa: of this paper, tho. ‘
responses were grouped under .the headings, Practice l_lauél.
Policy lssues and‘ﬂcld Concerns, The teason for these
groupings hai been previously discussed. _Table 5 upm-enﬁ :

these data.
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- B TABLE 5

Categories of Rural Focused CTourses
‘Determined by Course Titles* '
v m

RURAL FoCUS " "COURSE CATEGORIES

: . - Insuffjcient ’
. Practice 7Policy Field General Information

Total Rural N = 17

Undergraduate 10° 10 1 6 2
Graduate 4 4 2 5 3
About Half N = 6 -
Undergraduate 2 3 1 © 9
Graduate o [ [ )] ]
Some N =16 ) i
Undergraduate 16 35 1n’ 20 62
Graduate 0 .0 ' 0
Total 32 52 .15 37 9 -

Note. (*) denotes 232 titles listed by respohdents.
N denotes number of r 8 in each c Y.

Tho data-indicated that (52) responses wefe clashified undar
policy issues, (32) under’ pra'cuce xn‘ues and (15) could be
plawed under field concerns. Thig was'an interesting
tinding as the umnturd‘t‘ocun‘nl on puc:vl'cn rather than
policy Ln‘ue‘-.‘ A n:gnincan: numbet (37) were cun-x‘ﬂ-d ~
under the 'hqndlr‘;_g G;nurng l‘u.né other one cla iltieatich ;

appeared appropriate or discernible. . &




3 »ubout halt rural £ccun r.he range was 0 to 13 with an

Analysis of _r.‘he texts and re_adinqg required by the v
gurnx focused p‘xogrann #revealed that only sixteen act‘mo).a
out ‘of - thtee indir;aiad the tsxr.u/roqd.\nga they required
£Q;,xh£LLLD.LAJ. rural tocuuad courses. They ranged in
muabat from O to 6 wi;h an averugo of two mx:s/rendings

par :;aux-s. Six -lzhpou indicated the books/rendings for

average of tour nntenuln being utilized. Fourceen T
:choola offered texta/readinga uﬂuzad for some rural

~I
facis CouEses WIER E range 2,t6 71 - i A average of five f —

" teachings per school .

ln uddiuon, the texm and major xeadingn were "
further classified by the invaangatur undar the hendxngu‘
Ruul. Nun-nuxnl, General..: ¥

stx:y-ught texts and readings could nut be
cu-unad because naching lignlncnnt was evident to 4 i
allow them to be grouped under si_thu rural or non-rural; -
consequently, it could not l-.;e deter‘ningd 'if 'o.ruml
conponant elllépd.l fe aayibu sigiiEident Ehas tho najore
Lity of raspondents a1d"not npiy. This. may indicate that
the texts ahd tndingn \used Md not reflact rnral content;
thuulou. they h-ra not provxdaa by the pntualpnntl.
“The -ujonty of tht respondents who did reply indicated
that thly do not rely on rural socidl work lituuturo to’ .

provide the rural ccntﬂh't( for :huk rural progun;'
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Number of Main Toxtn and Readings Enployod
in Rural Focused Courses*

Total ‘29

RURAL FOCUS TEXT OR READINGS: .
: . 4 -
7 T LI A)
’ ) g No
Rural:‘ -Non-Rural _:General = Information
Total ‘N =16 E
o= . »
_Undergradute - 7 22 13 2
aduate Gsl g [ ¢ s 3
About Half N = &
Undergraduate 4 1 L 9
Graduate o o 0 0
: Ao A
Some N o= 14 3
Undergraduate s 38 T 40 84
Graduate Lo [} H 1[, 69
s 68 167

Note.

respondents.
in nm:h :ategoxy.

(*). denotes 335 texts and readings identified by
N 'denotes the nunbn o£ renpondnn

A nurprninq and -ign“leant finding of this -tudy

as that the nn}orny of una-rguduutu (20) and guduu.

lchooh (11) did not requlu mml <onean: couru- cunldn

the socluL work currlcuxun.

. #evan duate did not r

r\lrnl content.

Fi Er.ann undn:qraduu- lnd
outside courn- with a

ln other uord-, the 1nlornuon pravld-d




by respondents indicated that cither thefe were no \
& suitable courees offered or there My.be an underlying
¢gntidence that all the necessary rural knowledge was
‘conveyed in social ‘work courses. .
Rural field placements were offered by all except two
" of the unénrgrnquatc programs and by all of-the Agraduucc
programs. It could be nuzntsuci that rural field
placements constitute a major portion of the rugal content
and intégratioh of rural knowledge. THis could also imply
“‘that rural locatfons of wocial work programs” rathér than
rural cofitent might be an influencing factor ‘in programs
L identi [qu themselves as rural. '
The m-pouu. of the uudul:gxaduate programs as to the
pelcant_m}v ?[ full-time faculty concentuted on .tural .
focused sogial work education ranged from 0 perdent to 100
g + [»qxr;unt with an u‘ve.raqn of 34 percent. The graduate
pzo.gxan-x -ranged’from 1 pu:cnnt’ to 30 parcun‘t with an
average of 13 percent. 1t seems illogical that prograls
v ’ which idu’f\(l_(y themselves as having a rural focus indicate
that either -none or one percent ;;f faculty are involved tn
iunl' -dﬂcauoﬁ. It would Appuai to be nu'oumt indication
that the :urn.\ placement may ba(thu main nlenqm. in
ldn\u!ymcj a’ rural focus.

Two open~ended qunnann were also nnked: (1) what

the colpannm.q that siake A rural ‘tocused program
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different from other pKOgl’nl!S? (2) what are the most d
important things a student nho‘ld loarn in a rural focusgd
program? As has been previously indicated in the section,
Questionnaire,, the responses were grouped under the
headings, Resources and Delivery Patterns, Rural Life and
Sogial lssues, Practice -1ssuca, Interest. Table 7
reptesents these data.
\ . g
TALLE 7 - .

Sélected Characteristics of a Rural Program* - C

. Ruraj . .
Open- Resources Life & §
Ended Delivery Social .Practice :
Questions Patterns Igsues  lssues Interest - Other
(1) Difforent 22 23 29 L6 20
(2) Learned 9 26 32 o 15
" )

Nota. (*) denotes 26.responded po Different, 27 responded
to Learned.

5 The 'xaapon-ul indicate there is little
difference "in Resources and D-livn:’y Patterns, Rural Lite
and Social lesuws and Practice lssues. Rolpondun[l. Baw
them. as being equally important in contributing to the
uniquenegs of rural -‘cciul work. Educatots indicated that

Rural Life and Social lspuus and‘Practice lssuss were -
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areas a student should lecarn. Instructors viewed
knowledge and delivery of resources as less important for
§gptudent to 1éarn "In a_rural focused program. This could
indicate that educators believed this could 6nly be J
learned in the field rather than in an academic setting.
What was xnzcrusung to note in the responses was
¢ . thnt pnxtlcxmnu seep to have du“culty making a

G X ) dunncuon but\wen the two. quo-uonu and in feveral

innancu ggvo exactly the same answers to both questions.
Overall, uhue rural educators tucognlzed and agreed

‘ ‘ ‘ chm. there is nuch a thingas a Tural focused yxogun.
’ they failed to demonstrate major differences between their

N ~ program and ;ny othct‘ social work program. ) ¥
- * There was little indication from the information

provided that a rural component was offered in the
majority of social work courses. While the literature

suggests non-social work coursus with a rural content to

. E complete the curriculum, responding schools rarely .
= : required or recommended sugh courses. Another significant
finding was less than half of faculty vare;d‘qdica;cd to \
B promoting rural social work education. It ccr:ld be

assumed that the majority of rural proqn'mn which

» : -
rosponded reljed on rural field placements to provide the

important difference in thelr program ahd an urban
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\ .
) -~
program. Rural placements in combination (not isolation)

with rural courses should comprise a rural curriculum.

Linitations

A major limitatioh of this study was related to the
guall sapple size. Due to the anticipated small nubber of
relpo’mlentl. pretesting of the instrument was not
possible. Og\ng to'the fact that the gunntonﬂalﬂi had to
e duvnlop‘mi,ﬂ questions which may have enhanged the
findaings may not have been ikcluded, Some of the
questions were cumbersome and requirqd time and attention
of the respondents. "mu may have been an influencing »
factor in some of the unanswered questions. Furthermore,
the coding of guestions, nine, ten, and eleven was
subjective. While the investigator collaborated with a
co;lnngun. it would have been better had the information
been rated independently and the ratings compared to

establish inter-coder reliability.

R;connumlatlonl

On the basis of this thesis, the following.
recommendations are offeredt
(1) Rural social work nrueu lhould be -ncouuqnd to
recognize and utilire the ubundnnt mnl sotial work

literature that w

written prior to 1960, kuux social
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wors rogained popu:nur_y in the 1960's and was approachad
at that time as a relatively new subject. Little
reference is made by the majority of present day writers
to tae profusion of literature written on tho subject from
1900 to 1960,

(2) Contempurary rural loc;} work uriter-‘lmva dove loped
the rural theme to the same point that past writers
abandoned the -iject in the late 1940's.. Rather than
raltetate whiat hasaivendy bean said; iteday’s welters
should be encouraged to continue to gevuiop new dimenisions
“of rural social work and not allow z‘he subject to
digappear in the 1980's only to resurface &t a later date.
(3) Rural educators should be encouraged to utilirp the
couxfue -que'-uon- and include the specific rural content
which has been consistent®y suggested in literature since
the early 1900's. ’

(4) A turther lnud)’vhich would compare present day
social work progral 'l with urban social work programs might
illustrate. that a difference other than rural placement
douws exist. °

(5) This study-has identified that rural focused programs
«(o; ;xi-t and are viewed as an izportant area of social
work. A study undertaken to detérmine why existing rural
programs are not incorporptifig sore rural content into

their frograms might be beneficial.
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" (6) A study to dotermine the natyro of social work
practice in rural areas could contribute to the limited

%" Knowledge base.
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WRAL CURRICULUM STUDY
A (Can. )~
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1. which Most Accurately aa{g.'xtes vour Pregran’ . 2
: Schuol of Social Work i
E Departzent/Divisten of Social Work

E Corbined Department/Division (Sochl work, Sociology, lnmrqaeloy.
Psychology, etc.)

d. l:] Other (please specify) )

(J Indicate whether your wnaversity or ¢oliege is a puwlic or private institution.

a [ meie {
b E Private
N e v[: Other (specify)

3. Indicate shether ycur prograa is che or both of the following:

*
a. E Undergraduate "
b. C: Craduate

4. Indicate which of your prograss has a RURAL focus.

4. D Undergraduate
Y

SN
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6
Given the rural focus of veur Progran(s), weuld you say this focus is partly
or wholly rural? -

Plrt Hhou

a. Undargraduate @ - .

E Graduate E E N

which, if any, of the following terms describes your rural focus. If none

please describe your rural Ew.xs in the space below marked "PROGRAM CESCRIPTION".

S0cial Welfare in Rural Areas

e
©

i
-

Other

. UNDERGRADUATE  GRADUATE
Rural Social Work : . (H v 1
Rural Social Services P o1
Social Work in Rural «\nu e. : £ E
Rural Social Welfare _ P | n
garal Soctal Wark Practics " D N
Social Work Genéralist & o k. E 1. [:a
Rural Social Work Gearalist o a. g —

-
3 3

PROGRAM LESCRIPTION (to be used only {f list of terms above are not appropriate).

>

<

i



n

-~

Please mé&cate the total murber of Social ork cnly courses presently
offered in your progrﬁn

a. :] Undergraduate ' .
b, D Graduate 7
-

v

and/or T, please indicate how many courses have a TOTAL,

Fran the total number of s«m Work ONLY courses indicated in g\asnan a e
ABOUT HALF, SOME -
or YO rural focus. -

NOTE: * The response categories that appear below are ONLY for Social fork
courses. The categories are mutualiv exclusive and s¢hould not
lap. You may use all four response categeries.

(NERGADUATE GADATE )
Total Rural Focus a. G Total Rural Focus b. D 3
about-Helf Rural Foas . o [ ]  jboutHalf fural foms & [ T
Seen Rural Focus e[ some ural ocs 1"
No Rural Foous 3 D No Rural Focus * ' h. D
Total . i. G' ¥ © Total 3i D
) » .

Ay

NOTE: * The Total aurber entered in 8 and/or 8j should equal the nusber -
entered in 7a and/or .




- B

9. For each soctal work course offering entered in 3 and/or Sb (TOTAL Rural
Focus), pléase list the Course Title and the main text and/or readings used.
#="T7T<please include Title, Author and Source, i.e., 3cck, Journal, Monograph, etc.

¢b. graduate

Ceurse Title
Title, Author, Source

. Course Title Course Title
Title, Author, Source 3 Title, Author, Source
[ <
-
Course Title Course Title
Title, Author, Source : & Title, Author,’Source
-
Course Title Ceurse Title
Title, Author, Source Title, Aithor, Source

i

(Use backside If necessary) "



.- . o 7 s . ”

10. For each social work course offering entered in ic and/or 8d (ABOUT HALF*
Rural Focus), please list the Course Title amd the main text and/or readings
used.

etc,

a. Uncergraduate -

Course Title

Title, Author, Source

Piease include Title, Author and Source, i.e., |

Bock, Journal, Menograph,

b. Graduate i e

Course Title

Title, Author, Source

Course T.iue

Title, Author, Source

Ceurse Title
Title, Author, Sourdd s

Course Title
& Title, Author, Source

Course Title
Title, Author, Source

7’
/ -
P \\ - '
Course Title e Title
Title, Author, Source Title, Author, Sourcs ' .

e

[]
X

(Use backside if necessary)

ol
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Fo} each social werk course offering entered in Se and/or $f (SOME Rhnx_
Focus), please list the Course Title and the main text and/or readings used.
Please include Title, Author and Seurce, i.e., 3ook, Journal, Monograph, etc.

2. Undergraduate ’ -b. Gradute
Course Title _ Course Title
Title, Author, Source . ) 3 Title, Author,; Source
\ N
’
Course Title e Course Title -
Title, Author, Sourca . Title, Author, Source
7 e =
7 :
Course Title o Course Title \‘
Title, Author, Source Title, Author, Source
s
Course Title : ¢ Course Title

Title, Author, Source Title, Author, Source

(Use N'dulih 1f mu‘gury)
h)
A
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“12. Do you REQUIRE courses OTHER THAN Social Work Courses (i:e, eomn mutdl
your program) that have a RURAL FOCUS?

* Undergraduate s . Gradn:u i
W T g PR Y
3 b[: no e B d.[: no
. 13, If you ariéWered yes in 12 a And/or u < plea.u list below the REQUIRE) non-
& social work courses by Course Title
v ' o 2 B
a. Uncergfaduate . .1 b, Graduate
7 Course Title : . . - Course Title
1 : 1 ] L S
. 2 ) H i
3 B3
. W
-8, H C
4

4, Doywm ascmm courses other than social work courses (1.:. courses
ounid- your progran that have a RURAL FOCUS)?

hrnmn i y oAl ] _Grdduate ;
‘l. D yes i | c.'E yes
8o 5 SR D KW -




k : v 2 3 '_8.‘ L

15. If you answere Y‘ES in Question N a and/or iz, piease list below the . -

Recamended ‘Non-Social Work courses by Course

o B52 r
a. - Undergracuate . o 5 B
1 " course Title L B Course Ticle . |
§, 1. : 59
& 2 P S e )
5. Lo 3
4. 4 “
- ’ L
16‘. Does you; ‘pmgﬂm provida rural ,E‘hld placements? L
v» ! Undergraduate Graduate : .
a. | § ‘; yes : . Ce. ves '

bi : no > : e di E @ P trvg

17.. Plegse’ indicate the pcrunugeef your current nderqraduate field pnaunu
dut have & Rnnl Focus.

18, Please’ indicats the percontage of your current. gracuate field:placements that
have & Ruri : ™ S

. : o, %
19, percafitage of your full-tine .;o uivalent €aculty’ (each BTE . 1. 00)
5 _u hvoud to Ruru Fom; jod Social Woik Education. .

‘Graduate 3 ey
o : LA &
b, by it
, ‘ o
* P L4 %
» ' " 9
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20. What three things do you think make a Ruril Focused Program different from
~— other Social Work Programs.

e ¥

-
. hhat do you think are the mm most important things a student should ham
- = dna mnl Focused ngr o
o
=
3 R
. 2 .
. .
i s
B
3. ; . i
L " '
» \ !
\ s ;
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L MEMORIAL CNIVERSITY Of
- Ed St. John's, Newfoundland,
Sehool of SoralWork | < ot o : S el oieager
v ! ¥y Telaphona: (709) NOQOOD .
< 7578164
sy 10, 1982
‘ 3 .
t
Dear Colleague: .

The School of Social Work of Memorial University of Newfoundland, is
undertaking a study of currlcula in.Schools and Departrents of Social.Work
which say have a rural foaus, ‘Because this information {s not readily '
apparent fron digests provided to us by the Canadian Assoclation of Schools - _
of Social Work and the Council on Social Work Education, we are writing to
most of the Schools and Departments of Social Work in Cansda and the United

“.States to request their assistance in this study. >

“If your School of Department does pot have a rural focus would you i
kindly indicate this in tﬁe box marked "No Rural Focus' on the enclosed :
orange card and return-it to us. P . !

. If your School or- Department does have's fural focus e uwl‘dlgmumly{ ;
appreciate your cara:nmg the questionnaire ve have included and the orange ' -
nm{:lmt card.. would ‘1ike to have the orange 'card returnad as soon s

* “possible, ; e : S

7 1f-you are. interested in r‘aivin ¥ n-nry ‘of our s plul'o check ’
itemNo,”3 on the orange card. . Thank #ou for your w-‘oy-nm and asgistance.

Sincerely, -~

e ———————————— e
i & -Js Victor Thorpson, D.S:N. .
! ; e ; U Director -




vm«ni‘

Rurst For,: Oventionnae to be Rornag
m-nul n Sumvmary d lnm .

B o
@
- p
-7 School of Sodial Work i
Memorial Univensity of Newfoundiand®
& 7 StJoha'd, Niid,, Coneda . *
 A183x8
d e -
i3 .
N Ryt Foan Cee "

AP

o~




MEMORIAL L'NI;VEISITV OF  NEWFOUNDLAND

P " St. John's, T«-:m_ama. Canada ALB SX8

* Schoo! of Socil Work .
s “October &, 1982 - 4

Dear Colleague:

N

7o

Esrly last Sumser T vrote you Inditatin

-

’ that ve ate undef-
{n Schools ind Departments ol
At that tise, 1

also n:lond . Nulon.ulu and a response card.

1 can appreciate that vuh the Sumser uod\u and che desands .~
of Fall registration, you prodably veren't {n a position to
antver my earlier request snd it is lnt lhh i {

an agato vtlung

. ll your School or Departmert does ot have a rural luvl
s w_yﬂ'ybu kindly indicate this in the box warked "No Rural
Focus” on the enclosed ordnge card n‘ nwrn it to us.

.1t your School or n-yau-nt loes_have » - rural”focus, ve
would genuinely appreciste your cospleting the enclosed

the orange return card.
card as Soon as possible as lhh vlll hﬂp

us graatly vith

1f you are’ tat.

T ~eaty vourm

Director
"

Pleass chack item Mo. 3 on the orasge
thagk you for your eonumnuon ml

son that 1.

We would .11ke to |

fy of our uu‘y.
- Again, let me
1th our study.

-
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