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This paper describes and analyzes an Israeli governmental experience in restructuring its 
social services. It has long been claimed that the social workers in the local welfare bureaus are 
detached and alienated from their target populations. One of the programs developed as a 
counteraction had as an objective that social workers become an integral part of the social 
network of the neighborhood in which they are employed. This paper will examine the theory, 
planning and implementation processes of this program in regard to the social workers' role in 
the community's social networks. 

Theory 

D u r k h e i m s u g g e s t e d that tradi t ional 
c o m m u n i t i e s d e p e n d o n m e c h a n i c a l 
sol idarity for the ir c o h e s i o n : that is, in 
s u c h c o m m u n i t i e s m e m b e r s s h a r e t h e 
g r e a t major i ty o f soc ia l n o r m s a n d 
va lues , are soc ia l ized t o b e h a v e in t h e 
s a m e pat terns , a n d l ive t h r o u g h a l m o s t 
ident ica l e x p e r i e n c e s . 1 M o d e r n i n d u s ­
trial c o m m u n i t i e s , h o w e v e r , d e p e n d o n 
o r g a n i c sol idarity for their c o h e s i o n . 
T h i s t ype o f sol idari ty p r o d u c e s a m u c h 
lesser b i n d i n g a m o n g m e m b e r s . T h e 
large size, the d i f f e r e n c e s in activities to 
w h i c h p e o p l e are e x p o s e d , a n d the he t ­
e r o g e n e i t y o f societal m e m b e r s l ead to a 
variety o f soc ia l izat ion pa t t erns , va lues 
a n d bel ie fs . T h e sol idari ty d e p e n d s o n 
d i f f e r e n c e s ra ther t h a n o n s imilarit ies . 

T o e n n i e s ' classical analysis o f c h a n g e 
in c o m m u n i t y is in t h e s a m e v e i n . T o e n ­
n i e s p r e s e n t e d t w o p o s s i b l e c o m ­
m u n i t i e s w h i c h are basically t h e p o l e s o f 
c o m m u n i t y ' s social r e l a t i o n s h i p s . O n 
o n e e n d is t h e g e m e i n s c h a f t , i .e . , re­
la t ionsh ips o f e m p a t h y w h e r e e m p h a s i s 
is p l a c e d o n the va lue o f the g r o u p , in 
a n d for itself. O n t h e o t h e r e n d is the 
gese l l schaf t , i .e . , r e la t i onsh ips w h i c h are 
based o n task p e r f o r m i n g a n d o n ra­
t iona l i zed pr inc ip le s a n d which s h o w 
g r e a t e r formal i za t ion o f i n t e r a c t i o n . 2 

It has b e e n n o t e d by m a n y that a l o n g 
t h e axis o f t i m e , c o m m u n i t i e s in the 
W e s t e r n industr ia l c o u n t r i e s are m o v ­
i n g t o w a r d t h e g e s e l l s c h a f t t y p e o f 
r e l a t i o n s h i p s . 3 T h e t r e n d is t o w a r d 
l a t e r a l i z a t i o n s s u p e r s e d i n g c o m ­
m u n i t i e s . T h i s t r e n d is a p p a r e n t in 
u r b a n c e n t e r s . A l o n g wi th t h e industr i ­
a l i sm a n d pos t - indus tr ia l i am c a m e i m ­
p e r s o n a l b u r e a u c r a c y a n d div is ion o f 
l a b o r . 4 T h e f irst f o r c e d g r o u p s o f 
p e o p l e to b e in o n e l oca t ion w i t h o u t re­
g a r d to their f e e l i n g s , e m o t i o n s a n d past 
e x p e r i e n c e s a n d the o t h e r d i v i d e d a n d 
d e c r e a s e d that w h i c h was c o m m o n a n d 
m u t u a l b e t w e e n p e o p l e . I n D u r k h e i m ' s 
t erms the c o m m u n i t y has to base its 
c o h e s i o n o n o r g a n i c sol idarity . 

Parsons n o t e d that in m o s t m o d e r n 
c o m m u n i t i e s one ' s p r o d u c t i v e e n v i r o n ­
m e n t is in m o s t cases s e p a r a t e d f r o m 
one ' s c o n s u m p t i o n o f serv ice a n d g o o d s . 
T h e c o n n e c t i o n o f t h e s e t w o w o r l d s is 
t h r o u g h an i n t e r v e n i n g n e t w o r k for 
d i s tr ibut ion a n d a l locat ion o f serv ices 
a n d g o o d s . 5 T h e q u e s t i o n is w h a t are t h e 
c o n s e q u e n c e s o f this p r o c e s s o n t h e d e ­
l ivery o f social serv ices in t h e c o m m u ­
nity? W a r r e n , in his analys is o f "the 
g r e a t c h a n g e , " f o u n d that "the c h a n g e 
w e a re n o w c o n s i d e r i n g is a c h a n g e f r o m 
t h e p e r f o r m a n c e o f f u n c t i o n s by ind i -
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viduals and by simple barter agreements 
among neighbors to functions per­
formed by business and government in­
volving a direct or indirect payment of 
money." 6 

T h e question in such communities is, 
where does the family turn for help, the 
type of help that is required in such 
cases where individual and family crises 
present needs that are no longer within 
the family's responsibility or are beyond 
its ability to solve? Examples are illness, 
economic need and problems of child-
rearing or parent-functioning. Wilensky 
and Lebeaux showed that filling this gap 
is responsible for the creation of formal 
helping institutions, i.e., social services 
of many kinds. 7 Social services were 
created to bridge the gap between needs 
and resources where social networks 
ceased and where mechanical solidarity 
disappeared. Functions which the fam­
ily and the community failed to provide 
were transferred to the social services. 

Stein found that most social services 
tend to be large, departmentalized, with 
a hierarchical form of organization and 
formal policies and regulations. 8 Thus , 
they tend to become impersonal and less 
attentive to the community. Using Brad-
shaw's typology of needs , 9 the social ser­
vices focus on normative needs and tend 
to ignore the felt needs. In an informal 
network of help, felt needs gain larger 
importance which sometimes makes all 
the difference to people. In this case the 
helper is tuned to the one in need and 
not to the policies and regulations. So­
cial services tend to become complex or­
ganizations which are not an integral 
part of the community networks and are 
not always a sufficient replacement for 
the strong ties of the past. 

Maguire and Biegel , 1 0 among others, 
stressed that the locus of help is of great 
importance. Services that are available 
on the local level, close to home, can be 
considered as part of the geimeinschaft. 
These are services consisting of a small 

number of links, are more informal, and 
make better use of natural leaders in 
the c o m m u n i t y . 1 1 T h e issue is of 
reachability, i.e., real access of individu­
als within a network to each other and 
the number of intervening links be­
tween the person in need and the source 
of h e l p . 1 2 T h e smaller the number of 
links in the client's path for help, the 
more use he or she can make of it and 
the more satisfied he or she will be. 
Kahn showed statistically that people 
closer to a service get more service than 
those who are far from i t . 1 3 

Recent literature gives much evidence 
to the fact that there is a need to restore 
the old type of community with its cohe­
sion and short, effective social net­
works . 1 4 These networks can take the 
form of: self-help groups, neighbor­
hood voluntary associations, stronger 
family ties, joint professional and in­
formal care, neighborhood level activi­
ties and citizen participation. All of 
these networks, in their various forms 
merely replace the old ties, with the goal 
of helping individuals, families and 
groups cope with problems, unmet 
needs and stressful life events. 

T h e first reorganization of social ser­
vices in this vein can be found in the 
British Seebohm Report. It is recom­
mended that: 

We attach great importance to the comprehen­
sive area teams approach in the search for an 
effective family social service, and, as a con­
comitant, the delegation of the maximum au­
thority for decisions to the area o f f i ce . 1 5 

T h e Seebohm committee also recom­
mended how and where to use the area 
teams (composed of social workers only) 
and how to back them with specialist 
teams. These area teams were expected 
to be a part of the local network of for­
mal and informal services. They were 
expected to contact and use members of 
the natural helping (or community-
caring) networks. 

A more theoretical framework for this 
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d e s i g n o f serv ice de l ivery was g i v e n by 
H a d l y w h o ca l l ed it t h e c o m m u n i t y -
c e n t e r e d m o d e l . T h i s m o d e l e m p h a ­
sizes: (1) ac t ion to s t r e n g t h e n i n f o r m a l l y 
a n d formal ly o r g a n i z e d vo luntary s u p ­
port; (2) act ion to i n c r e a s e t h e e f f ec t ive ­
ness o f direct i n t e r v e n t i o n by t h e social 
services d e p a r t m e n t . . . by s e e k i n g ear­
lier ident i f i ca t ion o f t h o s e at risk a n d by 
d e p l o y i n g a larger p r o p o r t i o n o f per­
s o n n e l i n front l ine p o s i t i o n s with t h e 
ability to g ive h e l p ; (3) i d e n t i f y i n g u n ­
d e r l y i n g p r o b l e m s in the area s e r v e d 
a n d a t t e m p t i n g to dea l wi th t h e m b e f o r e 
they p r o d u c e i n d i v i d u a l c a s u a l t i e s . 1 6 

The Problem in Israel 
T h e s o c i a l s e r v i c e s in I s r a e l a r e 

s u p p l i e d t h r o u g h t h e local author i t i e s 
with 7 5 p e r c e n t f inancia l c o v e r a g e f r o m 
t h e centra l g o v e r n m e n t . 1 7 T h e s c o p e o f 
services g i v e n is w i d e a n d n o t u n i f o r m . 1 8 

T h e r e a r e a b o u t 1 9 0 l o c a l w e l f a r e 
b u r e a u s all o v e r t h e c o u n t r y . O n l y t h e 
t h r e e large cities h a v e m o r e than o n e 
b u r e a u to s erve the ir c i t izens . Most o f 
t h e s o c i a l w o r k e r s b e l o n g t o t h e 
middle -c lass a n d are s u p p o s e d to s erve 
the lower-c lass . T h e r e is s o m e e v i d e n c e 
that this d i f f e r e n c e in b a c k g r o u n d d o e s 
i n f l u e n c e t h e p r o f e s s i o n a l c o n t a c t . 1 9 

T h e r e are c lear f e e l i n g s of a l i enat ion 
a n d i n c r e a s i n g d i s e n g a g e m e n t b e t w e e n 
the target p o p u l a t i o n s and t h e service 
de l iverers . T h u s , for a large g r o u p o f 
c i t izens , c o n s u m p t i o n o f social services is 
i n v o l v e d with f o r m a l a n d i m p e r s o n a l 
app l i ca t ion . M a n y social w o r k e r s are 
set t led in their o f f i ces a n d ident i f i ed 
with the e s t a b l i s h m e n t ra ther than b e i n g 
an in tegra l part o f t h e c o m m u n i t y . 

S o m e ef forts w e r e m a d e to link t h e 
social w o r k e r s a n d the ir c l ients , main ly 
by a t t e m p t i n g to increase p r e v e n t a t i v e 
work a n d r e a c h i n g out . S u c h a t t e m p t s 
f o c u s e d o n the i s sue o f p r e s e n t a t i o n in 
t h e c o m m u n i t y ' s bases a n d i n c l u d e d 
s e n d i n g social w o r k e r s f r o m the local 

w e l f a r e b u r e a u to t h e local s c h o o l s a n d 
to t h e local ch i ld c a r e c e n t e r s . H o w e v e r , 
t h e p r o b l e m r e m a i n e d t h e s a m e . Most 
o f the social workers ' activity was s e p a ­
rated f r o m t h e c o m m u n i t y l i fe , a n d they 
w e r e not p e r c e i v e d as a n integral part o f 
the c o m m u n i t y . U s i n g Caplan's de f in i ­
t ion o f social s u p p o r t 2 0 , t h e social work­
ers in m a n y cases lacked all t h r e e re­
q u i r e d e l e m e n t s : t h e y w e r e rarely c o n ­
s i d e r e d as s igni f icant to o t h e r s , the ir re ­
s o u r c e s w e r e c o n s i d e r e d l imi ted a n d as a 
result they rarely e n h a n c e d the ir cl ient's 
ability to dea l wi th his o r her s i tuat ion . 

O n e way o f v i e w i n g th i s i s s u e is 
t h r o u g h t h e c o n c e p t o f centra l izat ion o f 
services . T h o u g h services are g i v e n o n a 
local l eve l , they a re r e g u l a t e d a n d fi­
n a n c e d main ly by the centra l g o v e r n ­
m e n t . E v e n o n a city level , services are 
g i v e n by a few m i d d l e - c l a s s social work­
ers w h o are i so lated a n d d e t a c h e d . T h e 
s tr ik ing q u e s t i o n is w h y social serv ice 
d e l i v e r y b e c a m e s o i m p e r s o n a l e v e n 
t h o u g h it e v o l v e d f r o m a n e i g h b o r h o o d 
s e r v i c e . 2 1 Part o f t h e a n s w e r in Israel , as 
well as in o t h e r c o u n t r i e s , is r o o t e d in 
the q u e s t for pro fe s s iona l status a n d the 
ins t i tut iona l izat ion o f social w o r k . 2 2 T h i s , 
c o m b i n e d wi th t h e fact that in Israel , in 
the last d e c a d e , a c h a i n o f c o m m u n i t y 
c e n t e r s was d e v e l o p e d , s e p a r a t e d f r o m 
the local w e l f a r e b u r e a u s , which c r e a t e d 
n e w social l inks with t h e c i t izens , main ly 
o n a recrea t iona l a n d p r e s t i g i o u s service 
d e l i v e r y bas is . T h i s c a u s e d an e v e n 
larger g a p a n d m o r e hosti l i ty t oward the 
local we l fare b u r e a u s . 

T h e f e e l i n g o f d i s c o m f o r t with the so­
cial services in g e n e r a l a n d wi th the local 
w e l f a r e b u r e a u s in part icular s p r e a d 
a n d in 1 9 7 5 the Minis ter of W e l f a r e a p ­
p o i n t e d t w o c o m m i t t e e s to inves t iga te 
t h e o r g a n i z a t i o n o f s e r v i c e d e l i v e r y 
t h r o u g h the local w e l f a r e b u r e a u s . O n e 
o f t h e s e c o m m i t t e e s r e c o m m e n d e d the 
d i f f u s i o n o f t h e social w o r k e r s a m o n g all 
o t h e r a g e n c i e s in t h e c o m m u n i t y as was 
d o n e in t h e s choo l s . T h e o t h e r c o m m i t -
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tee recommended the creation of small 
size ne ighborhood multiprofessional 
teams. It should be noted that the ideas 
of the two committees were borrowed 
from other countries and sett ings. 2 3 

Both recommendations held the pur­
p o s e o f r e c r e a t i n g t h e b r o k e n , 
traditionally informal networks between 
the people in need and the potential 
he lpers . 2 4 An analysis of the recom­
mendations of the two committees re­
veals that the main purpose of this pro­
posed reorganization was to bring about 
changes in the essential nature of local 
social services. Although physical and 
organizational changes might flow in 
the wake, these changes would serve 
merely as a means for the implementa­
tion of changes in the essential nature of 
such services. 

T h e guiding principles for the reor­
ganization numbered five: 

1. T h e separation of social service care 
from financial assistance, with stress 
on transferring the emphasis in local 
social service activity from monetary 
to in-depth treatment and preven­
tion of social problems. 

2. Making services accessible to the in­
dividual, with emphasis on reaching-
out procedures. 

3. Involving local residents in local so­
cial betterment projects. 

4. Providing specific solutions to local 
problems as they arise. 

5 . Ensuring up-to-date information 
concerning community conditions to 
enable continuous social planning. 

T h e P l a n n i n g P r o c e s s 

After the two committees presented 
their recommendations, a process of 
debate and c o m m e n t a r y began . It 
should be noted here that the commit­
tees' work included a much broader 
range of subjects than the one discussed 
here. As a result of this debate a new 

depar tment was establ ished in the 
Ministry (which at that time changed its 
name and responsibilities to the Minis­
try of Labour and Social Affairs) whose 
task was to implement the recom­
mendations of the committees. 

It was suggested that the recom­
mendations of the two committees be 
implemented in two different sets of 
local welfare bureaus in order to evalu­
ate which is preferable in the Israeli 
reality. Two documents were prepared 
to guide the local welfare bureaus that 
participated in the exper iment . 2 5 

It was planned that the neighborhood 
team carry out eight major functions: 

1. Providing help to people except in 
cases requiring highly professional 
knowledge. 

2. Collecting data about clients. 
3. Making referrals to other services. 
4. Holding case conferences in regard 

to individual cases. 
5 . I d e n t i f y i n g c o m m u n i t y - r e l a t e d 

problems. 
6. I d e n t i f y i n g po tent ia l r e s o u r c e s 

within the community. 
7. Using experts from a variety of pro­

fessions to improve the daily work of 
the team. 

8. Budgeting the work of the neigh­
borhood team. 

Such teams were expected to be com­
posed of a social worker who would 
serve as the professional supervisor and 
manager of the team, an intaker, 
generic social workers and an adminis­
trative aid. These teams were to be sub­
ordinate to the central unit of the local 
welfare bureau. Other possible mem­
bers of the team were: a community or­
ganizer, paraprofessionals, volunteers 
and other experts as required. 2 6 At a 
later date, it was decided that the two 
sets of recommendations be united into 
one. Thus, the social workers of the 
neighborhood teams were asked to form 
relationships with other local agencies to 
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s h a r e c l ients , i n f o r m a t i o n , projects a n d 
a t t e m p t s to ident i fy a n d p r e v e n t n e w 
p r o b l e m s . O n e c a n v iew this r e o r g a n i ­
zat ion e f for t as a c o m b i n e d e f for t to im­
p l e m e n t t h e best o f b o t h c o m m i t t e e s . 

It was e x p e c t e d that f ive major p r e p a -
rat ional activit ies w o u l d b e r e q u i r e d : 

A. N e g o t i a t i n g wi th the local au thor i ty 
with r e g a r d to o f f i ces for s u c h t e a m s 
in each n e i g h b o r h o o d ( h o u s i n g ) . 

B. A l l o c a t i n g a n d d i s t r ibut ing the re­
q u i r e d m a n p o w e r , i n c l u d i n g m a i n ­
t e n a n c e o f the n e w of f ices , f lex ible 
w o r k i n g h o u r s a n d r e p o r t i n g p r o c e ­
d u r e s . 

C. D e f i n i n g a n d d i v i d i n g t h e g e o ­
graphica l b o u n d a r i e s o f e a c h n e i g h ­
b o r h o o d . 

D. P r e s e n t i n g t h e n e w o p e r a t i o n to t h e 
local services a n d r e c r u i t i n g their 
c o o p e r a t i o n a n d s u p p o r t . 

E. A l l o c a t i n g t h e b u d g e t for e a c h s u c h 
t e a m . 

A s i d e f r o m t h e s e t e a m s , at least f o u r 
g e n e r a l uni t s w e r e e x p e c t e d to o p e r a t e 
o n a c i ty -wide level . T h e f u n c t i o n o f 
t h e s e uni t s was s u p p o s e d to b e the p r o ­
vis ion o f e x p e r t serv ices . In s u c h uni ts 
(usual ly located in the b u i l d i n g o f the 
local we l fare b u r e a u ) , specia l ly t ra ined 
social w o r k e r s w e r e to s e r v e as adv i sors 
to t h e n e i g h b o r h o o d t e a m s a n d to treat 
t h e diff icult cases . T h e f o u r r e c o m ­
m e n d e d centra l a n d p r o f e s s i o n a l un i t s 
are: uni t for y o u t h ( 0 - 1 5 ) , uni t for 
y o u n g adul t s ( 1 6 - 2 2 ) , uni t for the fam­
ily a n d unit for t h e e l d e r l y . 2 7 L a r g e r 
local author i t i e s or p laces with o t h e r 
special n e e d s w e r e a l l o w e d to o p e n dif­
f e r e n t or add i t iona l spec ia l i zed uni ts . 

It was also p l a n n e d that in the o t h e r 
set o f local w e l f a r e b u r e a u s such centra l 
units w o u l d o p e r a t e . T h e y w e r e not , 
h o w e v e r , e x p e c t e d to s erve the n e i g h ­
b o r h o o d t e a m s . T h e soc ia l w o r k e r s 
p laced at t h e c o m m u n i t y ' s major j u n c ­
t ions w e r e the ir target . T h e s e social 
workers are e m p l o y e d by, s u p e r v i s e d by 

a n d r e s p o n s i b l e to the local w e l f a r e 
bureau ' s m a n a g e r . T h e y w e r e p l a c e d in 
o t h e r serv ices s u c h as day-care c e n t e r s , 
h e a l t h c l i n i c s , c o m m u n i t y c e n t e r s , 
s c h o o l s , e m p l o y m e n t a g e n c i e s , major 
f a c t o r i e s a n d o t h e r soc ia l j u n c t i o n s 
wh ich m o s t p e o p l e visit at var ied fre­
q u e n c i e s . T h e f u n c t i o n s o f t h e social 
w o r k e r s w e r e , t h u s , to l ink p e o p l e to 
s o u r c e s o f h e l p , t o p r o v i d e basic social 
s u p p o r t , a n d to re fer t h e p r o b l e m a t i c 
cases to t h e centra l un i t s . But as was 
m e n t i o n e d ear l ier , it was d e c i d e d to 
c o m b i n e t h e t w o m e t h o d s a n d to o p e r ­
ate t h e m as o n e . 

The Implementation Process 

T h e d iv i s ion w h i c h is r e s p o n s i b l e for 
i m p l e m e n t i n g the c h a n g e started t h e 
d e s c r i b e d e x p e r i m e n t in 1977 . In t h e 
early s tages it was c lear that m o r e p r e p ­
arat ion t h a n h a d b e e n e x p e c t e d was re ­
q u i r e d . First it was d e e m e d necessary to 
re - eva lua te the c l i ent fi les. T h e r e p o r t e d 
c a s e l o a d was o u t o f p r o p o r t i o n a n d 
s e r v e d as a n e x c u s e to o p p o s e t h e 
c h a n g e . A s an o u t c o m e o f th i s re -
eva luat ion of files, a l arge n u m b e r o f 
files w e r e c lo sed a n d o t h e r s w e r e d e ­
fined as not u r g e n t . T h u s t h e real target 
p o p u l a t i o n s w e r e i d e n t i f i e d a n d 
priori t ies w e r e set . 

A f t er a shor t t i m e it b e c a m e c lear that 
the key i s sue in s u c h r e - o r g a n i z a t i o n o f 
the local we l fare b u r e a u s is t h e h u m a n 
factor. T h e social w o r k e r s d id not k n o w 
what was actually e x p e c t e d o f t h e m in 
the ir n e w role as c o m m u n i t y p a r t n e r s 
a n d as e x p e r t s in g e n e r i c social work . 
T h i s is s imi lar to E n g l a n d ' s e x p e r i e n c e 
after the S e e b o h m r e p o r t . 2 8 It was eas i er 
a n d by far m o r e famil iar for t h e m to 
p e r f o r m t h e o ld task o f o f f i ce p r o f e s ­
s ional than to sett le in to the n e i g h b o r ­
h o o d . T h e vis ion o f r e c r e a t i n g the c lo se 
a n d ava i lab le h e l p i n g n e t w o r k s w a s 
v a g u e , t o o radical a n d e v e n use less in 
the eyes o f m a n y social workers . As in 

301 



C O M M U N I T Y N E T W O R K S 

m a n y o t h e r n a t i o n a l c h a n g e s t h e g o a l s 
w e r e p o s i t i v e b u t t h e m e a n s , n o t a d e ­
q u a t e . T h e p l a n n e r s v i e w e d t h e socia l 
w o r k e r s as f l ex ib le , k n o w l e d g e a b l e a n d 
e a g e r t o c h a n g e t h e i r o l d m e t h o d s . T h i s 
conf l i c t o f e x p e c t a t i o n s b e t w e e n t h e l i n e 
a n d t h e h e a d q u a r t e r s f o r c e d t h e l a t t e r 
t o p r e p a r e s o m e m e c h a n i s m s t o s m o o t h 
t h e c h a n g e . T h e n e e d t o t r a i n t h e socia l 
w o r k e r s b e c a m e e v i d e n t . T h e u n e x ­
p e c t e d r e s i s t a n c e a n d a m b i g u i t y o f t h e 
socia l w o r k e r s d e l a y e d t h e a c t u a l i m ­
p l e m e n t a t i o n . 

T h i s p r o b l e m e x p o s e d a m o r e f u n ­
d a m e n t a l p r o b l e m , t h e po l i cy m a k e r s 
h a d t h e v i s ion o f ac t i ve n e t w o r k s t o a n d 
f r o m t h e socia l w o r k e r s , b u t , t h e y d i d 
n o t p l a n t h e c o n c r e t e c r e a t i o n o f s u c h 
n e t w o r k s in a c t u a l d a y - t o - d a y w o r k . T h e 
i n c o n v e n i e n c e w a s m u t u a l t o t h e h e a d ­
q u a r t e r s a n d l i n e as wel l . T h e s o l u t i o n 
was t o h i r e g r o u p d y n a m i c s e x p e r t s i n 
o r d e r t o w o r k w i t h t h e socia l w o r k e r s in 
d e f i n i n g t h e i r m e t h o d s , g o a l s a n d fu­
t u r e w o r k in t h e t e a m . I t was a n i n d u c ­
t ive p r o c e s s b y w h i c h t h e k e y i s sues w e r e 
e x t r a c t e d a n d t h e f i rs t t e a m s s t r u c t u r e d 
a c c o r d i n g t o t h e m . T h e e n d s w e r e r e c ­
o g n i z e d b u t t h e m e t h o d s w e r e u n c l e a r 
a n d e v o l v e d f r o m t h e a c t u a l p r o c e s s o f 
i m p l e m e n t a t i o n . 

N e w g o a l s w e r e se t in t h e c h a n g e ef­
f o r t a n d n e w d e c i s i o n s w e r e m a d e . 

1. I t was c o n c l u d e d t h a t t h e t w o m o d e l s 
w e r e n o t c o n t r a d i c t o r y b u t c o m ­
p l e m e n t a r y . T h u s t h e c h a n g e p r o ­
g r a m c o n s i s t s o f b o t h n e i g h b o r h o o d 
t e a m s a n d socia l w o r k e r s a t m a j o r 
c o m m u n i t y j u n c t i o n s . 

2 . F i f t e e n loca l w e l f a r e b u r e a u s e n t e r e d 
t h e p r o c e s s o f c h a n g e in 1977 a n d 
m a n y m o r e f o l l o w e d a t l a t e r d a t e s . 

3 . A d e c i s i o n was r e a c h e d by all loca l 
w e l f a r e b u r e a u s t h a t p a r t i c i p a t e d in 
t h e c h a n g e t o a d d t w o n e w g o a l s ; i n ­
c r e a s i n g t h e c o o p e r a t i o n wi th o t h e r 
s e rv i ce s a n d b r o a d e n i n g t h e r a n g e o f 
s e r v i c e s g i v e n to t h e c o m m u n i t y , 

w h i c h m e a n t , bas ica l ly , i d e n t i f y i n g 
n e w p o p u l a t i o n s . 

4 . S p e c i a l t r a i n i n g p r o g r a m s w e r e es ­
t a b l i s h e d f o r t h e n e i g h b o r h o o d t e a m 
c o o r d i n a t o r / s u p e r v i s o r s . T h i s t r a i n ­
i n g is f o c u s e d o n c a s e w o r k m e t h o d s , 
c o m m u n i t y o r g a n i z a t i o n a n d m a n ­
a g e m e n t . T h e e m p h a s i s o n e a c h p a r t 
is e q u a l . 

5 . I n o r d e r t o l e a r n t h e r e a l e f f ec t o f 
t h i s c h a n g e , a n e v a l u a t i v e s t u d y w a s 
p l a n n e d , f i n a n c e d a n d c a r r i e d o u t . 
T h i s s t u d y c o v e r e d a l a r g e s ca l e o f 
i s sues o f w h i c h o n l y a few c a n h i g h ­
l i g h t t h e q u e s t i o n o f th i s s t u d y . 

Evaluation 
T h e e v a l u a t i v e s t u d y w h i c h c o v e r e d 

o n l y t h e first t w o y e a r s o f t h e c h a n g e 
was i m p l e m e n t e d a n d p u b l i s h e d . 2 9 I t 
c o n c l u d e d t h a t t h e e f f ec t o f t h e c h a n g e , 
t h e c h a n g e p r o g r a m c o m p a r e d t o loca l 
w e l f a r e b u r e a u s w h i c h d i d n o t g o 
t h r o u g h t h e s a m e s t r u c t u r a l c h a n g e , i .e . , 
t h e c o n t r o l g r o u p , was m i n i m a l . T h e ac ­
cess ibi l i ty o f s e rv i ce s was i m p r o v e d i n 
b o t h g r o u p s , b u t w a s n o t s i gn i f i can t ly 
b e t t e r i n t h e c h a n g e p r o g r a m . C i t i z e n 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n was f o u n d t o b e low in 
b o t h g r o u p s . 

I t was a l so n o t e d in th i s s t u d y t h a t t h e 
p r i o r i t y in s e r v i c e d e l i v e r y w a s s h i f t e d 
f r o m t h e b o t t o m o f t h e socia l l a d d e r t o 
t h o s e w h o h a v e a b e t t e r c h a n c e t o b e 
h e l p e d . T h e r e s e a r c h e r s a l s o n o t e d t h a t 
w i t h i n t h e c o n t r o l g r o u p t h e r e w a s a 
s p i r i t o f c h a n g e , a w i l l i n g n e s s t o o p e r a t e 
w i t h a n e w m e t h o d . T h i s , in itself, i n d i ­
c a t e d a p o s i t i v e r e a c t i o n t o t h e c h a n g e 
p r o g r a m . T h e p r o j e c t as a w h o l e d e a l t 
w i t h a sma l l sca le c o u n t r y a n d t h o s e in 
c h a r g e h a d m a n y c o n t a c t s w i t h t h o s e in 
c o n t r o l a n d s o m e i n f l u e n c e , w h i c h t h e 
r e s e a r c h e r s c o u l d n o t a c c o u n t fo r , t o o k 
p l a c e . T h e c h a n g e p r o g r a m w a s p u b ­
l i s h e d a n d p r e s e n t e d i n n a t i o n a l c o n f e r ­
e n c e s as t h e n e w g o v e r n m e n t a l c o n t r o l 
m o d e o f s e r v i c e d e l i v e r y . As s u c h , loca l 
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w e l f a r e b u r e a u s which w e r e not part of 
t h e e x p e r i m e n t a d o p t e d parts o f it, 
g i v i n g t h e m d i f f e r e n t n a m e s . 

Conclusions 

It is e v i d e n t that t h e r e is still a l arge 
g a p b e t w e e n t h e t h e o r y o f r e s t r u c t u r i n g 
social n e t w o r k s a n d its pract ice in Israel . 
T h i s p l a n n e d c h a n g e has not yet c r e a t e d 
n e w j u n c t i o n s o f c a r e g i v i n g in the c o m ­
m u n i t y . T h e potent ia l c l ients are not yet 
a w a r e o f t h e availability o f t h e s e n e w 
l inks in t h e c o m m u n i t y a n d t h e i m a g e o f 
the i so la ted , s u p e r p r o f e s s i o n a l , co ld so­
cial w o r k e r s is still p r e v a l e n t . I n d i c a t i o n s 
f r o m a n e w s tudy that is n o w b e i n g d o n e 
in the field s h o w that a c o n s i d e r a b l e 
p e r c e n t a g e o f t h o s e p e o p l e b e i n g s e r v e d 
by t h e local w e l f a r e b u r e a u s ( n a m e s a n d 
a d d r e s s e s for this s tudy w e r e d r a w n 
f r o m t h e social w o r k e r s files) c l a i m e d to 
h a v e n o contac t with t h e social w o r k e r s , 
e v e n w h e n the latter w e r e m e n t i o n e d by 
n a m e a n d p lace o f w o r k . 3 0 T h i s clearly 
ind icates that t h e social w o r k e r s d id n o t 
b r i d g e the g a p with the local c i t izens a n d 
that the e x p e c t e d social l inks h a v e not 
b e e n c r e a t e d . 

It is a l so d o u b t f u l w h e t h e r this c h a n g e 
is a c c e p t e d by m o s t p r o f e s s i o n a l s in Is­
rael. S o m e p r o f e s s i o n a l s are still h o l d i n g 
the idea that p r o f e s s i o n a l s s h o u l d be 
a b o v e the ir c l ients a n d that t h e d e p r o -
fes s iona l i za t ion o f social w o r k 3 1 is a 
t ragedy . Many m o r e d o u b t that they 
s h o u l d h a v e m o r e direct contact with 
the c i t izens o n t h e n e i g h b o r h o o d level 
a n d that they s h o u l d s erve as d irec t 
l inks in the n e t w o r k o f h e l p to p e o p l e in 
n e e d . T h e r e are s o m e votes in favor o f 
s i t t ing in t h e o f f i ce a n d wai t ing for the 
cl ients to d r o p in. In the n a m e o f f inan­
cial restr ic t ions , t h e r e are s o m e w h o d o 
not wish to adapt to the c h a n g e s a n d to 
the n e w a p p r o a c h . S o m e o f the resist­
a n c e to this c h a n g e is r o o t e d in fear o f 
t h e u n k n o w n plus i n a d e q u a t e p r e p a r a ­
t i o n . 3 2 It s h o u l d b e e m p h a s i z e d h e r e 

that s imilar a n d e v e n w o r s e reac t ions 
c a m e f r o m the Brit ish social w o r k e r s 
p o s t - S e e b o h m . T h e r e w e r e harsh reac­
t ions to t h e g e n e r i c ro l e in t h e n e i g h ­
b o r h o o d w h i c h w a s t i t l e d a s t h e 
" S e e b o h m f a c t o r y " . 3 3 

In m o s t n e i g h b o r h o o d s o n e can find 
n u c l e a r famil ies with social ties bo th in ­
s ide a n d o u t s i d e t h e local g e o g r a p h i c a l 
b o u n d a r i e s o f t h e c o m m u n i t y . T h e r e 
are hard ly any c o m m u n i t i e s in w h i c h 
most ind iv idua l s a n d family n e t w o r k s 
are o n t h e local leve l . Pancoas t a n d Col ­
lins s tated that artificial n e t w o r k s can 
f u n c t i o n " w h e n t h e y r e p l a c e t h o s e that 
o p e r a t e d s imilarly u n d e r o t h e r c o n d i ­
t ions , w h e n natura l n e i g h b o r s a l ready 
exist e v e n t h o u g h they f u n c t i o n mini ­
mally , a n d w h e n t h e natura l n e i g h b o r is 
r e a d i l y a c c e s s i b l e t o t h e p o t e n t i a l 
c l i e n t . " 3 4 In o t h e r w o r d s , in relatively 
n e w n e i g h b o r h o o d s w h e r e natural social 
l inks are not a tradi t ion t h e c h a n c e s to 
i m p l e m e n t artificial n e t w o r k s are low 
f r o m t h e b e g i n n i n g . Succes s fu l projects 
o f this n a t u r e i n c l u d e d p e o p l e w h o 
s h a r e t h e s a m e p r o b l e m s a n d c o m ­
m u n i t i e s with a tradi t ion o f mutua l h e l p . 
S ince n e t w o r k s d o not h a v e b o u n d a r i e s 
a n d their s t r e n g t h can vary, the social 
w o r k e r s will f ind it h a r d to k n o w w h e n 
a n d h o w to be an in tegra l part o f the 
n e t w o r k s . S h o u l d they contac t re lat ives 
w h o l ive o u t o f t h e n e i g h b o r h o o d , 
s h o u l d they live in t h e n e i g h b o r h o o d , 
s h o u l d they visit the area in the e v e n i n g , 
s h o u l d t h e y h e l p as fe l lows or as t h e 
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s o f t h e local author i ty 
a n d s h o u l d t h e y b e a c t i v e in loca l 
a r g u m e n t s . A l t h o u g h t h e r e are s o m e 
g o o d t e c h n i q u e s to m e a s u r e social ne t ­
w o r k s , 3 5 t h e real test o f the social work­
ers is t h r o u g h their h e l p i n g ability. T h e y 
d o not k n o w h o w to b e e v a l u a t e d a n d 
h o w to b e i n t e r g r a t e d in to t h e natural 
n e t w o r k s . T h e p r o g r a m a s k e d t h e m to 
settle in the n e i g h b o r h o o d s , but t h e r e 
w e r e n o g u i d e l i n e s as to h o w a n d what 
to d o . 
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W h e n a n a l y z i n g this e x p e r i m e n t f r o m 
a theore t i ca l a n d historical p e r s p e c t i v e 
o n e s h o u l d k e e p in m i n d that social 
w o r k actual ly d e v e l o p e d f r o m a n d in t h e 
n e i g h b o r h o o d w o r k . 3 6 S e t t l e m e n t 
h o u s e s a n d C .O.S . , for e x a m p l e , w e r e 
d e v e l o p e d o n t h e local l eve l a n d as a 
m e c h a n i s m t o e n h a n c e l ife in o n e g e o ­
g r a p h i c a l area . T h e Israel i e x p e r i m e n t 
r e s e m b l e s the o n e w h i c h was d o n e in t h e 
U . S . A . in t h e 60's a n d early 70's w h e n 
t h e f o c u s was o n r e t u r n i n g service de l iv ­
ery a n d c o n t r o l o v e r r e s o u r c e s to its ori­
g ins , i .e . , to t h e n e i g h b o r h o o d . I n b o t h 
cases it was most ly wi th r e g a r d t o t h e 
a d m i n i s t r a t i o n o f t h e serv ice w i t h o u t 
s u f f i c i e n t a t t e n t i o n to p l a n n i n g h o w 
be t t er to s erve t h e c l ients . A sui table 
character is t ic o f this e m p h a s i s can b e 
f o u n d in t h e n a m e o f t h e t w o c o m m i t ­
t ees . T h e y w e r e a p p o i n t e d to inves t iga te 
t h e a d m i n i s t r a t i o n (organ iza t ion ) o f t h e 
local w e l f a r e b u r e a u s r a t h e r than the ir 
serv ice . I n s h o r t , w e c a n s u m m a r i z e that 
t h e d e s c r i b e d p l a n n e d e f for t has n o t , as 
o f yet , e s tab l i shed a n e w m e c h a n i s m 
w h i c h will e n h a n c e m e c h a n i c a l so l idar­
ity a n d artificial n e t w o r k s . It is d o u b t f u l 
w h e t h e r such a n a t t e m p t is actual ly p o s ­
sible. 

Prior t o this a t t e m p t , it was a c c e p t e d 
that a g o - b e t w e e n was r e q u i r e d . T h e 
c la im was that in o r d e r to m a k e a b r i d g e 
for t h e p o p u l a t i o n t o t h e serv ices , a local 
c i t izen w h o k n o w s t h e local r e l a t i o n s h i p s 
a n d c o d e s was r e q u i r e d . 3 7 It s h o u l d b e 
n o t e d that t h e use o f i n d i g e n o u s w o r k ­
ers b r o u g h t s o m e h e l p a n d in s o m e 
cases i m p r o v e d serv ices in t h e q u e s t for 
be t ter contac t wi th the ir po tent ia l cli­
en t s . In g e n e r a l , all t h e s e m e t h o d s are 
u s e f u l in a l imi ted way. T h e y can b e 
u s e f u l in o n e s e t t ing a n d use l e s s in a n ­
o t h e r . T h e a t t e m p t to i m p l e m e n t o n e o f 
t h e m in all c o m m u n i t i e s at o n e t i m e 
s e e m s shaky a n d cost ly. At t h e p r e s e n t 
t i m e t h e Ministry o f L a b o u r a n d Social 
Af fa irs has r e g u l a t e d t h e sys t em a n d is 
a i m i n g at d e m a n d i n g its i m p l e m e n t a ­

t ion in all 190 local w e l f a r e b u r e a u s . 3 8 

T h e real test will c o m e in a few years 
w h e n an u p d a t e d s t u d y is c o n d u c t e d 
a n d a cost b e n e f i t analys is is p e r f o r m e d 
to find o u t w h e t h e r o r n o t t h e c o m m u ­
nity n e t w o r k s w e r e w i d e n e d to accept 
t h e n e w p layers a n d in t u r n w h a t r o l e s 
they r e c e i v e d . 
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