
 
 

Residential and field social work  

Good boundaries make good neighbours   
 • Those with the parenting roles for a young person 

are the keyworker and the social worker. 

•  The relationship between them is important - a 
shared understanding allows clear communication 
to be developed and has an effect on the well-
being of the young person 

• Social workers should pay particular attention to 
the emotional states of both themselves and the 
child/young person especially as emotions are 
often generated around power and status 
interactions and the presence of anxiety (Morrison, 
2007).  

 

 



We know what it is we have to do  

However it is also the way you do it that counts.  

What does this mean in practice? 

 

An individual identity is created in relation to the 

context in which it is developed  

 

So we need to prioritise continuity and 

communication 

 



Starting with ourselves 

 

A ‘going-on-being’ existence requires that a young 
person is ‘held in mind’ both by the people who are 
responsible for their welfare and by the systems 
that provide for them. 

• What is present when you feel safe and your 
needs are being met? 

• Think of a time when you worked particularly 
well. 

• Think of a time when you felt you were not 
working well as a result of not feeling safe. 

 



What is the experience of the young people  

you are working with?  

 
• Separate - through the child 

 

• Child – held by the child 

 

• Integrated – holding the child 

 



And what is the quality of the communication? 

 

• Open communication? 

  

• Or factors which block communication? (Listening) 

  

• Not managing–oneself – thinking of others things? 
Assumptions? Too challenging? Pre arranged agenda? 

• Got-lost-in–the-feelings - reacted to the behaviour 
rather than seeing the communication beneath? 
Shepherded the conversation into safe areas for you? 

• Losing-the-story -  concentrated on the facts at the 
expense of what is really being said? 

  
  
 



One child – two tasks? Or one common shared task? 

RCC = promote young people’s social functioning, 

inclusion, participation, social identity and social 

competence as members of society. 

 

Social work = now has less or different emphasis 

on direct work with individuals?  

 



Kemp   

Social Pedagogy: Differences and links  

to existing child care practice   
Children Australia Vol 36 No 4 

 
Decision making about children in care is 

ultimately the responsibility of, and deferred to, the 

social worker, and this surely affects the residential 

practitioner’s sense of having a legitimate authority 

as well as trust between the practitioner and child, 

but also more widely. 

 



Social Pedagogy discourse 

Hamalainen The concept of social pedagogy in the field of social 
work 

Journal of social work 31(1)  

 

Social pedagogy and social work complement each other, parallel 
concepts located at a similar theoretical level, not replacing or 
complementing each other. 

  

Kornbeck, 2008  

… social pedagogy as being parallel and complementary to social 
work: not in the sense of there being any subordination between the 
two, but rather in the sense of a dichotomy  

…identifying social pedagogy too closely with social work may hinder 
the development of social pedagogy as a discipline that forms a part of 
social work education 

 



 

 

Discussion 



 
 

How might social work and residential child care do each as 

individual and together tasks? 
Cameron & Maginn’s 8 Pillars of Parenting provide a useful 

framework on which social workers and carers can develop their 

roles and tasks  

• Providing primary care and protection – sensitivity to a child’s basic needs shows the child that 
we care and that they are important. Education is paramount because in our complex world, 
knowledge and skill are essential to survival. 

• Encouraging secure attachments & building warm relationships – secure attachments act as 
a buffer against risk and operate as a protective mechanism. Authentically warm relationships help 
to build secure attachments. 

• Promoting positive self-perception – perceiving oneself as competent and successful enables 
children and young people’s healthy development. Positive and negative statements can have a 
powerful impact on self-perception and self esteem. 

• Ensuring a sense of belonging - the need to belong and to be socially  

• absence of a sense of belonging is a predictor of depression. 

• Enhancing resilience – resilient individuals are able to understand what has happened to them in 
life (insight), develop understanding of others (empathy), and experience a quality of life that is 
often denied to others who have suffered negative life experiences (achievement). 

• Teaching self-management skills – self regulatory processes are important in both the 
development of new skills and their application in real life and therefore prepare children and 
young people for independence.  

• Improving emotional competence – the ability to articulate and regulate emotions underpins the 
successful development of relationships outside the family and can moderate susceptibility or 
propensity to later mental health problems. 

• Developing personal and social responsibilities – personal and social responsibility is 
developed through understanding our own and other’s behaviour in a moral context, and ensures 
that a child or young person can meet their own needs in ways that don’t violate the rights or 
needs of others. 

 



How might social work and residential child care do 
each as individual and together tasks? 

 

Social worker RCCW Together 

  

  

    

  

  

    

  

  

    

  

  

    

  

  

    

  

  

    

  

  

    

  

  

    



 
 

The Field Social Work Implications of Residential Child 

Care  

Martin Knapp 

Br. J. Social Wk. (1986) 16, 25 8 

 
Two ambitions 

• Examine the extent to which field social work involvement 
in residential child care varied between individual children 
and to attempt to explain that variation in terms of the 
characteristics of children, the characteristics and 
workloads of staff and their teams, the packages of 
services received by children and their families, and some 
general features of the residential placements 

  

• Consider policy and practice implications: supply 
constraints, caseload weighting, fieldwork organization, 
coordination and monitoring, out-county placements and 
travelling time, and comparative costings 

 



In 1986…!!! 

…’ when policy discussions are infused with terms like 
value for money, cost effectiveness, and accountability 
there is a pressing need for a clearer understanding of 
the determinants of workload variations…been seeking a 
sound evidential basis for staffing policies in order to 
adapt to changes in need, respond to externally 
generated initiatives, and accommodate chosen policy 
shifts.’ 

  

Clearly, no attempt to apply a more logical strategy of 
staff deployment will be effective unless these factors are 
known and taken into consideration' (Crousaz, 1981, p. 
30). 
 



Hypotheses 

• Hypothesis #1 - Field social work is associated with the need-generating 
characteristics of clients and their famines. 

• Hypothesis #2 - Social workers are under considerable pressure and have 
to ration their time between valid demands.  

• Hypothesis #3 - Children placed further away from team offices will be 
visited less often by their social workers, but that each visit will obviously 
take up more time so that overall time spent on the case may actually be 
greater. 

• Hypothesis #4 - The greater the number of different services that comprise 
the package of care delivered to a client and family, the greater the 
organisational demands on the field social worker (complementarity), but 
perhaps the smaller the contact, counselling and direct care demands on 
him or her (substitution) Thus  Children living in residential establishments 
which provide for almost all their needs might be less likely to require 
frequent field social work supervision during their placements.  

  

Discussion - these hypotheses and your experience today 

  

 



From the study 

The falling residential child care population has 

left, on average, the 'more difficult' children in 

residential placements (Knapp, 1985) and this, 

coupled with the pervasive view that residential 

care should not be seen as a permanent substitute 

home for the majority of children, has in turn raised 

the field social work input into residential child care 

relative to its level a few years ago.  

  

 



 

Out Of Authority and time  

- this study and now 

 
First, field social workers do not appear to allow the distance between office 

and residential placement to reduce their number of contacts with children and 

their famines 

 

True today? 

 

Second, whilst the distance between office and placement is correlated with the 

number of hours per week spent on a case, the additional time generated by 

distance is much less than the amount of time that the travelling itself takes. 

Children in distant placements may have a greater than expected amount of 

field social worker time allocated to them, but a larger than average proportion 

of this time is "unproductive" travelling time. 

 

Does local = more direct time?  

 



In the study – is this true today? Better or worse? 

 

• Caseload mean = 29 (2 – 79). Do caseloads 
generally constrain the amount of time spent on 
a particular child?  

• Workers with larger caseloads made marginally 
fewer contacts. Caseload size had no effect on 
time allocation. Of more importance in the 
explanation of workload pressure is caseload 
composition and specialisation. social workers 
employed in larger teams allocated less time to 
their residential child care cases 

  

 



• Specialist workers for higher level needs or 

residential?  

• Social workers 'specialising in residential child 

care' devote significantly more time to these 

residential child care cases than do the non-

specialists and make more contacts, and these 

differences are important after taking into 

account recorded variations in caseload size. 

 



• Consistent finding at the time = 2.6 hours per 

week per child – lower if in placement for 3+ 

months. 

• The child and their social worker - child needs – 

age, sex, needs, type of Home: social worker - 

longevity, caseload, team characteristics. These             

account for 64% of the observed variance in field 

worker contacts with child and family, and for 

62% of the observed variation in total time 

allocated per week to each case  

 



• What impact does the 3+ and 5+ moves per year 
have? Complexity or lack of matching and making of 
‘most appropriate placement’ 

• Field social workers make fewer contacts with 
children and families the longer the child has been 
in the present residential placement. This might be 
interpreted as field workers indifference to the 
'drifting' of placements into long-term care 
arrangements, but might also indicate that longer 
term placements are already accepted as 
permanent placements and require less fieldwork 
involvement because of the 'stability' of the situation. 
 

 


