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ACTIVITY 2.1: FINGERPRINTING

* In the introductory chapter we presented an outline for each of the groups
used to illustrate this book. Consider the outlines for the Crimestop group
(C), the Family Support group (F) and the Memory Joggers group (J), and for
cach of these three groups construct a likely fingerprint, in the manner of the
Westville Women’s group (W) in Box 2.2.

* Ifyouare currently involved in a group, draw its fingerprint and consider the
likely implications for the content and style of the group. You will find it
useful to return to this as you read through this book.




A

group’s fingerprint, and that although the particular dilemma=
are experienced as very particular to the specific group, there
' ﬂn!?le you to transfer learning from one group experience tC
very different purposes. -
re unequivocally that ‘group work with an open-ende&
ork with a closed group. Group work on the computer-
ce-to-face’. They use this to argue for the need for

recognise that there is an art to the application of

pwork with one closed group can be very different
osed group, so we have to be careful that this log%
Is of specificity that we can no longer understand
ng for elusively precise practice principles, perhaps:: :
r makes groupwork groupiwork. Essentially, that is the
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(or not) for groupwork



UNDERSTAND 27

3 they appeared to have poor understanding of their mental illness and
little knowledge of alternative ways of helping outside traditional
medication.

Portfolio W, 2.1

An organisation might understand groupwork to be an efficient way of managing
the amount of work, as Fran notes below. This is fine as long as groupwork is the best
way to meet the service users’ needs, and the agency also accounts for the time needed
to prepare and debrief from groups as well as the direct contact time in the group.

There was a large amount of family support work cases within the Firwood
team and it was felt that a parenting support group could reduce the workload
of individual social workers quite significantly.

Portfolio F, 2.1

Despite your desire to do groupwork, the local research might conclude that
groupwork is not possible or appropriate. Often this is because there are insufficient
numbers of people who are compatible, but it may be that needs are better met on an
individual basis. If a group would be justified but there are not the resources, this
information needs logging so that the potential group can have a call on resources if
and when they do become available.

Knowledge for groupwork

We know relatively little about the different types of knowledge which social workers
draw on in their practice (Sheppard et al., 2001) and this is true for their groupwork
practice, too. Lewis’ (2002) formulation that knowledge = evidence from research +
practice wisdom + service user and carer experiences and wishes is a useful one; for our
purposes, ‘service users and carers’ = group members. This book’s starting point is the
second factor in Lewis’ equation, ‘practice wisdom’; however, we saw in Chapter 1
how collecting this wisdom in standardised ways and reflecting on it systematically can
begin to transform the wisdom into ‘evidence from research’. We also saw how the
group members’ voice can be amplified through the practitioners’ documentation of
experience in their groupwork portfolios.

The practitioners in the Groupwork Project (Box 1.1) had the advantage of making
immediate use of the knowledge from the training workshops. It is likely that application
of knowledge was assisted by its nearness in time and space - ‘proximate’ knowledge.
These groupworkers were also generating new knowledge through their practice and
bringing this back into the project via consultations and workshops, which in turn
assisted them in making this knowledge more explicit. As Eraut (2005: 2) notes, ‘the
role of tacit knowledge in routinized professional practice is greatly underestimated, if
not denied’. Groupwork can be a way of breaking out of this kind of routine, and over
half (48) of the 91 learners who had the opportunity to practise groupwork recorded
their practice systematically in a common portfolio format, where th.cy also collcct.ed
reflections on their learning. The knowledge from all of these experiences underpins
this book. yi 5 e : x

An especially attractive feature of groupwork is its capacity to position group members
knowledge at the heart of professional practice. This knowledge, derived from the
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direct experience of service users and carers as group members, is too often neglected

m;lnh;ugdwd (Croft and Beresford, 2002). It is much more difficult to neglect in
groups, even in those which are heavily led and tightly scripted. The mathematics of a

gtwpwymany more group members than groupworkcrs) and the central mission
o’f , means that service user experience is inevitably a deep and essential

T¢ ' ery reason for bringing people together in the first place.
vmmw\mmvledgc has long been recognised as highly contested (Trevithick,
g ; 'e«knwwledge of margmahsed groups in society, such as service users, and
i minbml:y groups, is often not heard, not counted and not valued.
s one way in which the current rhetoric about listening to service users
become a reality. Groupwork practice has a rich tradition of listening to
n oice of people whose knowledge has been considered peripheral,
: :phbﬁle ‘motivate and mobilise. There is still a long journcy to find
iential knowledge, though the growing user-led research
y. In addition to the different and unequal power bases of
1ey use such different languages and respect such different
p%dsxse«thg challenge of bringing these together. This
| tribution.

ned by the notion of the quality of knowledge
how knowledge works in social care (Pawson
- instance, an anecdote may be very illuminating, but
ing &n_‘y general conclusions from it. The beliefs and
's constitute very real truths for them, but might

r kne ’} edge that it is pushed far out of the reach of
I t’tn conduct randomised control trials
dertaken in the UK in socml work

ths for other group members. We also need to beware
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