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Introduction 

ANZSWWER, previously known as the Australian Association for Social Work and Welfare 

Education (AASWWE), is an independent commentator on social work and welfare 

education, encourages membership from social work and welfare educators, field supervisors, 

practitioners and students in Australia and New Zealand. Together we work towards 

sustainable, quality and world class social work and welfare education through networking, 

national and international relationships, our journal, annual symposium and the recognition of 

achievements in the field. 

As social work education is ANZSWWER’s core concern, we value the release of the draft 

Supervision Standards by the Australian Association of Social Workers (AASW) on the 20
th

 

of December 2013 and the opportunity to comment on them.  

General Comments on the Draft Supervision Standards 

Overall, we would like to commend the AASW for the work completed in reviewing and 

redeveloping these standards. Supervision is a core activity for social workers, in particular 

social work field educators, and so we value the opportunity of contributing to the review of 

this important document. We would encourage the AASW to consult the national survey on 

social work supervision undertaken in 2007. The results provide evidence about current 

social work supervision practice which would strengthen and inform the draft standards 

(Egan, 2012). 

We have outlined some specific suggestions below. 

1. The context in which social work supervision occurs is central to the preamble about 

social work supervision standards. The changes that have occurred in the profession 
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and human service organisations in Australia since the previous standards were 

developed in 2000 require some acknowledgement including the impact of 

managerialism. For example, Egan (2012) identifies that most respondents (67%, 

n=675) in her study had their line manager as supervisor with respondents from 

Commonwealth organisations being more likely than others to have this supervisory 

arrangement. The complexity of different roles inherent in a line management 

supervision relationship needs to be identified and the implications of this for 

supervisors undertaking the support and education roles. Identifying the different 

stakeholders in the current context would provide an understanding of the often 

contradictory roles undertaken in supervision.  

2. There is little reference to service users and organisations which impact on the 

professional standards, it would be useful to make reference to these. 

3. A reference to online supervision is lacking, however, it would be useful to consider 

online supervision in the new standards. 

4. As the supervisor-supervisee relationship is central to successful supervision 

(Adamson, 2012; Ornstein & Moses, 2010), a reorganisation of the standards to more 

clearly address some aspects of both supervisor and supervisees might be beneficial.  

It would create greater clarity if the following were included: 

a. a statement that the draft supervision standards are applicable to both 

supervisors and supervisees inserted into the beginning of the document; and 

b. that the first part of the standard will specifically deal with the supervisor’s 

responsibilities and the latter part specifically refers to those of supervisees.  

5. The draft supervision standards address both professional supervision of graduate 

workers and supervision for social work students in field education. Therefore, 

further reference to other relevant standard and definitions might be useful, for 
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example, the AWEAS (AASW, 2012) standards, and the Practice Standards (AASW, 

2013) 

6. The standards appear not to take cultural differences into account which neglects the 

excellent cultural focus in the AASW Code of Ethics (2010). Consideration need to be 

given to cultural supervision, for example, Zuchowski, Savage, Gair and Miles (2013) 

identified that 'the expert and the apprentice' is not always the most useful or 

appropriate model when the student is Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander and the 

supervisor is non-Indigenous. Also- extrapolating from that premise- then different 

shared models of interacting, revolving teacher/learner learning models of 

supervision and action research models might be useful to investigate/develop for all 

supervisors/ees. 

7. There are a range of different supervision models beyond critical reflection  that 

should be identified  

8. The evidence about recommended supervision requirements needs to be detailed 

9.  P. 3. Definitions  

a. Clearer definitions and descriptions about the functions of supervision 

reflecting the literature would strengthen the standards and ensure consistency. 

Daveys and Beddoe ( 2010, p.21) provide a useful one. 

b. Critical reflection is an approach to supervision rather than a function and this 

needs a definition.  

c. It would be useful to clarify ‘competence’ and consider a reference to service 

users and organisations. 

d. Here further definition/ reference to field education would be useful. 

Following the general definition a further sentence might read, for example: 

These standards recognise that supervision of social work students is a 
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requirement for all social work field education in Australia. Field educators 

providing social work supervision to students must be familiar with the 

Australian Social Work Education and Accreditation Standards (ASWEAS) 

2012, particularly, Guideline 1.2:Guidance on field education programs. 

10.  P. 4. Functions of Supervision 

On page 7 item 1.4, the function of supervision is referred to as the ‘four elements’. It 

would be useful to use one descriptor consistently throughout the document. (Refer 

earlier comment.) 

11.  P. 5. Refers to Part 4, however, is this section missing or is part 3 referred to here? 

(‘See Part 4 of this document for recommended frequency and duration of 

professional social work supervision for students’.). 

12. P. 6. Section 1.1 

As this document is also relevant to supervision in field education, a further clause 

(1.1.e) is needed to refer to the assessment and reporting requirements of supervisor 

and student engagement in supervision. 

13.  P. 6. Clause 1.3 

a. There seems to be an assumption that all supervision is one on one which fails 

to acknowledge the different types of supervision. The final section about 

group and peer supervision requires clarification and perhaps integration into 

the body of the standards. 

b. Currently the requirement for social workers to be eligible to provide 

supervision in social work field education is two years. How do the 

accreditation standards and this document interact? ANZSWWER suggests 

that two years is adequate and should be maintained. There are practical 

implications to increasing this requirement to three years in contemporary 
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educational environments that make access to qualified supervisors for field 

education already difficult (Barton, Bell, & Bowles, 2005).Supervising 

students is a different practice. 

14. P. 7 Clauses 14d and 14e 

a. There is a need to identify the contradictions between a supervisor undertaking 

performance management while also undertaking the other supervisory 

functions.  

b. Ensuring that supervisees will perform their job role and responsibilities or are 

engaged in their employing organisation, etc. will be very difficult to enforce. 

How are supervisors going to ensure this? The inclusion of a statement about 

preparing supervisees to fulfil their obligations, or guiding supervisees to meet 

the obligations or working to ensure that supervisees meet these obligations 

may better meet the intent of this clause. 

15.  P. 7. Clause 1.6  

a. Clearly an important section, reference to the Social Work Values and Ethics 

document (AASW, 2010) would be useful here. For example: Supervisors 

enable supervisees to develop, maintain and deliver ethical practice in line 

with ethical responsibilities outlined in the AASW Code of Ethics 2010. 

b. A sub-clause might identify the reporting requirements. 

16. P. 8. Clauses 2.1c and 2.1d  

a. It would seem that these clauses are relevant to all supervisors in all contexts 

and should not be limited to self-employed supervisors.  

b. There needs to be clarification about self –employed supervisors, does this 

refer to external supervisors? 
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17.  P. 8. Section 2 

As this section outlines the responsibility of supervisees attending supervision, there 

is also a need to clearly outline the supervisor’s responsibility to deliver agreed upon 

supervision. Research indicates that this might not always be the case (Barretti, 2007). 

18. .P 9. Part 3 

Clarify rationale for non-direct practice roles. There is an assumption that some roles 

do not require supervision which fails to address the needs of managers in different 

contexts.  

19. .P.10 

Members of ANSZWWER have expressed concern about viewing group and peer 

supervision as complimentary, rather than valuable in their own right.  

a. For instance, Crago and Crago (200, p. 82) are concerned that one major 

assumption in social work supervision – that “good supervision can only be 

provided in a face-to-face meeting”. They offer an alternative of a peer 

supervision group which they suggest can function extremely well’... if it 

attains a level of trust, honesty and mutual respect sufficient to allow all 

members to expose both their doubts and their competencies. Once the group 

achieves this level, it has duplicated the ‘safety’ aspect of good one-to-one 

supervision’ (Crago & Crago, 2002, p. 82) . 

b. The draft standards outline that “Peer and group supervision have the same 

functions as individual supervision and enable the development of 

professional skills and competence of supervisees.” If these have the same 

function, why are they earlier stated as only of a complimentary nature to 

individual supervision? 
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c. The statement in the draft standards that   “If group or peer supervision is 

utilised by agencies for its employees; or by self-employed social workers, it 

is imperative that……” does not acknowledge in any way that some agencies 

do not provide social work supervision at all. Peer or group supervision can be 

sought as a preferred first choice of supervision for social workers seeking 

supervision. There are benefits in group processes and the breadth experience 

in a group of peers not available in individual / one to one supervision. 

d. The assumption that face to face, in person is better than phone supervision or 

skype or videoconference needs to be explored. We require clients in rural and 

remote areas to access social work services by phone all the time. Social work 

has expertise in engaging with people by phone. The use of technology and 

accessing supervision virtually should be given the same status as face to face. 

We do not consider other social work services provided by phone any less 

professional. This option is just as relevant for people who are not in remote 

areas but may be time poor and use of technology makes sense. It is also how 

some agencies are engaging with clients. 

e. Why a written record is a requirements may need to be considered further. It 

would seem appropriate for the peer supervision group to decide whether a 

written record or minutes of the session are necessary or not. 

20. P.10 

Note earlier comments about the need for clearer definitions, training and the benefits 

and costs of peer or group supervision. 

 

We would encourage the AASW to have group consultation about these standards before 

they are finalised. Consultation within a group would assist in identifying the context, the 
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contradictory supervision roles, cultural supervision, different approaches to supervision, 

consistency in language and the differences between student and professional supervision. 

Again we thank the AASW for their work on this document and consistent efforts to maintain 

the high standards of social work education and practice in Australia.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

Ines Zuchowski, Field Education Executive Member, ANZSWWER 

On behalf of the ANZSWWER Executive (http://www.anzswwer.org/about/executive-2013/).  

Correspondence to: Sharlene Nipperess, Secretary - s.nipperess@deakin.edu.au.  
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