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1. Minimum Standards for Teaching and Learning

1.1 Graduate Attributes
The ASWEAS (pages 9-13) describes nine attributes for social work graduates based on the AASW Practice Standards
(2013). These attributes are not mutually exclusive.
Should these be retained? If so, how should they be included? Are there any revisions needed?

The Australian Council of Heads of Schools of Social Work (ACHSSW, hereafter referred to as the Council) is committed to an
outcome-focused curriculum that enables and empowers programs to demonstrate how they would meet specified AASW
graduate attributes. Our inclination is to follow international trends and pedagogical approaches that move toward guidance
rather than prescription in creating a capability-based framework that includes a strong emphasis on desired graduate attributes.
Currently AASW graduate attributes reflect an input-focused curriculum presenting a fundamental problem when reviewing them
as they are: not amenable to evaluation with respect to program accreditation; they describe knowledge content rather than being
framed as attributes (doing and being); they are inconsistent with the AASW Practice Standards; and it is not clear how they
relate to the AQF levels 7, 8 and 9.
There are a number of possible ways forward. We recommend that work be undertaken to develop a coherent and accessible
statement that delineates the key qualities of a social worker at graduation. For example, a single graduate attribute could be
identified as:
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The issue of the 20 days face-to-face learning has been contentious for social work education for some time in Australia. The
arguments have been varied: questions relating to whether the online environment can provide as rich opportunities as on campus
delivery; using the face-to-face requirement to protect attendance requirements; access and equity; and its use in justifying
band-funding by comparison to allied health professions. The Council recognizes that there is no easy solution to this impasse.
We do know, however, that the context and infrastructure for learning is changing rapidly, as are student expectations. The
changing face of university education has seen the shift from solely on-campus to on-line and hybrid (mix of on-line and on
campus) courses. In Australia of the 30 social work schools/departments accredited by the AASW between seven and eleven
(depending on definition) currently provide distance education with a significant on-line content for qualifying social workers. In
the United States, the largest provider of social work education, social work qualifications are offered entirely on-campus, a
mixture of on-campus and on-line (hybrid programs), and wholly online. The research is equivocal regarding the efficacy of
modes of delivery. There is no hard evidence available that can clearly demonstrate that face-to-face teaching is more effective or
better at supporting learning outcomes than an on-line alternative. Indeed, face to face teaching can range from large classes of
300 or more students to small scale tutorials. Outside the field of social work there is a growing body of evidence demonstrating
that on-line programs can be just as effective as an on-campus program In a meta-analysis and review of on-line learning studies
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work courses suggests that the modality can work (Cummings et al 2015; Siebert 2006), but that more rigorous research is
required (Levin & Whitsett 2013; Zidan 2015; Kurzman 2013).

1.3 Field Education
The ASWEAS states that field education is “a core component of social work education” with requirements for a minimum
of 1,000 hours to be successfully completed “in at least two field education subjects”.
Should there be any changes to this requirement, if so why and how? If not, why not?

Social work field education in Australia is currently at a point where tertiary educators struggle to resource placements for social
work students and to manage multiple stakeholders’ growing expectations. There are a number of factors that contribute to an
increasingly unsustainable context including expanding student numbers and intensifying expectations linking placements with
employability, and the declining capacity of organisations and their staff to provide practice-based learning opportunities or
supervision. Higher education funding, policy and regulation issues also impact on the resources for and provision of field
education. A paradigm shift from ever expanding expectations towards sustainable expectations for Field Education is being
advocated internationally, as well as at national and local levels and by industry in Australia (Hunter et al., 2015; Billett, 2012;
Lager et al., 2010; Bogo, 2015).
The Council unequivocally endorses the continuance of a minimum of 1000 hours of Field Education, consistent with
international standards. The Council nevertheless asserts that the current placement learning model of agency-based, single
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supervision. It further comments about external supervision requirements and roles and responsibilities of field educators
and the social work program.
We would propose that the documentation reflect a more flexible and diverse interpretation of the range of learning opportunities
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learning (RPL) and recognition of work-based learning. We suggest there is an opportunity to clarify the RPL assessment criteria
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as a whole. Any such framework would need to be responsive to the variety of learning opportunities, and be accessible and field
educator/student-friendly.
We
believe there is an opportunity to profile and better integrate Field Education within the broader curriculum of social work
education as proposed by our key partners, utilising the concept of ’signature pedagogy’ (Shulman 2005). The Council, however,
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experiences in field education, across fields of practice and organisation, with different client groups, using different
methods of social work practice and, in particular, has requirements about placements in a student’s place of employment.
Should there be requirements about placement location and structure? Why, When and How?
We welcome the ASWEAS emphasis on students having ’opportunities to participate in a broad range of learning experiences
within Field Education’. The Council wishes to endorse a move beyond agency-based conceptions of a placement to a focus on
the way in which a broader package could support learning outcomes. For example, this could be a ’satellite model’ where an
agile worker, regardless of location, could undertake a project on behalf of a number of agencies or stakeholders. A more flexible
approach to the great diversity of potential learning opportunities is also required, for example (but not limited to) two
placements at the same organisation where diversity of experience is maintained; split placements based on the learning needs of
the student; university-hosted placements; rural community student teams; project work and internships; and work-based
placements.
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2. Core Curriculum Inclusion
The ASWEAS (page 13) states “Australian entry-level professional social work education is generalist. Generalist
social work posits core and common knowledge, skills and values which can be applied across practice settings, fields
of practice and methods of social work practice.” ASWEAS defines four core curriculum areas that providers must
include in the social work program. These areas are child wellbeing and protection, mental health, cross cultural practice
working with Aborginal and Torres Strait Islander people and communities.
Is there a place for core curriculum content in the ASWEAS? If so, should these four areas be retained? If not, why not?
What, if any, core curriculum changes need to be made?

The definition of core curriculum areas is problematic because of the changes that take place in the wider community and
political environments. For example, social work in the context of contemporary Australian demands would encourage
specialisms in areas of adult care ageing services. Similarly the roll-out of the National Disability Support Scheme (NDIS) and
the current focus on domestic violence demands attention arguably as important or equal to child protection and mental health. It
is clear that the add-on model is not sustainable. In addition, the current core curriculum mixes fields of practice with
underpinning value commitments to particular demographic groups.
We are committed to a less prescriptive, outcome-focused curriculum that emphasises transferable skills, the acquisition of new
knowledge in emerging fields, and is responsive to changing complexity and demand. Given the diversity of providers across
Australia, universities should be encouraged to develop local emphasis and build on their particular strengths. We endorse a
generalist model that produces social work practitioners who can work at micro, meso, and macro levels across all fields of
practice. Rather than focusing on the four currently identified
core content
areas, we believe the curriculum needs to be
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accredited social work program. We acknowledge that this places particular pressures on small rural/remote programs where
there may be difficulties in recruiting to continuing positions.
In the current climate of fiscal restraint the Council supports the ASWEAS requirements on level of academic appointments and
staff student ratios. Without these baseline requirements the quality of teaching could be undermined and the casualization of the
workforce inadvertently supported.
Whilst we appreciate that the ASWEAS support research-led teaching, reinforcing the importance that staff are research active,
we consider that universities are best placed and most experienced in determining research allocation and academic outputs. We
propose therefore that reference to this (Guideline 1.4 10(b)) is removed from the Guidelines.
4. Document Structure and Language

The ASWEAS structure is a core document with associated guidelines. It contains background information to the standard,
requirements of the standard, accreditation process information and reporting templates related to accreditation.
Are the key headings right? Is the glossary of terms and definitions accurate? If not, what improvements are required?
Is there a need for supplementary/supporting documentation? If so, for what and for whom? Is the language clear?

The Council suggests there is a need for clarity and simplicity and for a shorter document overall. More specifically, we suggest
the document:
- Provides succinct definitions of roles and activities should be used consistently throughout the document, augmented by a
glossary
- Is less complex in terms of the links between different areas and less repetitive
- Uses wording that reflects current thinking about social work practice, teaching and governance of programs, including user
involvement
Overall we consider it important to differentiate between what are guidelines (or desirable activities/content) and what are
requirements. We would suggest a revised structure to include four broad areas:
1. Graduate attribute(s) with evidence of the links between these and the Practice Standards
2. Operational matters which can be considered in terms of the structure of the program, staffing, governance, staff/student
ratios, educational resources, student issues such as meeting entry requirements (e.g. a year of social science for MSWQ
students) or gaining RPL.
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3. Curriculum content and teaching methods with a clear distinction between what is required and what is recommended and
emerging areas to be considered.

4. Any Other Areas you wish to make comment
The Council represents 30 universities providing social work education to more than 13,000 students per year (2014 data). As
such, the Council has a vast number of partners and stakeholders across Australia, which also includes academics, fieldwork
educators, liaison staff and tutors within programs. The Council also has significant links with agencies that provide social work
services across in Australia, and with other representative bodies internationally. We are, therefore, a major stakeholder in this
consultation process. Accordingly, as leaders in the field of social work education, we have undertaken a systematic approach to
the consultation to ensure a coherent response, arriving at an agreed set of principles and proposals. We have done this by
convening an extraordinary meeting of Council purely for the purpose of developing this submission (a list of attendees can be
provided) and we have disseminated the submission across the Council’s representative group.
In addition, we have consulted with our partner organisations, ANZSWWER and NFEN (the National Field Education Network).
This submission endorses the submissions provided by ANZSWWER and the NFEN.
Social work education is now a mature and developed industry in Australia. The knowledge base for practice is, nevertheless,
underdeveloped, adding a complexity to the review of standards. Given the relatively poor knowledge base in Australian social
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Please note whilst there is considerable agreement on many of the points raised in the submission, UQ do not feel able to fully
endorse all of the proposals so have declined to be included in this submission.
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