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Introduction

This report coversthe Inter-Uni ver si t y Coperfoonanteiassessmes (| UC)

program for the DCFS Core Academy during fiscal year (FY) 2007-2008. It presents data on the
characteristics of DCFS trainees during this period, as well as information on their performance
on each of the assessment tools used. In addition, this report discusses how well each of the tests
seem to be working, correlations between tests, and any patterns seen in the relationship of test
results to demographic patterns.

Research Questions

This report addresses four main research questions. The first question involves the socio-
demographic make-up of the DCFS Core Academy Trainees. Using data from the CalSWEC
demographic survey, what are their characteristics in terms of age, gender, prior experience in
child welfare, education, especially social work education, and participation in Title IV-E
internship programs? The second question is an examination of performance on tests
administered at the Core Academy. Specifically, the question is about how trainees performed on
the Core Proficiency Exam (Pre and Post-Tests) and the following tests: Court Report Writing,
Legal Foundations, Strategic Decision Making (revised version that was first administered in FY
2006-2007), Kinship Caregivers, Child Maltreatment Identification, Safety, Risk and Protective
Capacity, Placement and Permanency Knowledge, and Case Planning and Case Management.
The third research involves the correlations between test results on the various exams.
Specifically, the question is as follows: do trainees who score well on certain tests also tend to do
well on other tests? The final question examines what relationship, if any, exists between
demographic characteristics and performance on various tests.

The report concludes by suggesting important avenues for the future direction of the Core
Academy program, with the most important work needed on 1) continuous improvement of the
assessment system, 2) development of reliable early warning indicators for poor performing
trainees, and 3) assessing transfer of learning from core training to various field situations.

The Tests

The tests discussed herein are available by request to the IUC. Brief descriptions for each
test are provided below.

A The Core Academy Proficiency exam. This test is administered as a pre-test on the first day
of the Academy, and as a post-test on the final day. It has 82 multiple-choice items that
cover content from most modules offered in the Core, including plain content items and
questions eliciting judgments about the correct implications for assessment and practice
based on vignettes.
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A Structured Decision Making (SDM). The original version of the SDM test administered
during this fiscal year was a multiple-choice embedded test that asked trainees to properly
assess risk and safety factors in a number of scenarios. When repeated analyses found that
this test had poor reliability, a modified format was introduced, which is essentially a detailed
case scenario and a SDM risk assessment tool that the trainees fill out using the data in the
scenario.

A Legal Foundations. This is a 20 item embedded test covering the core concepts and material
presented in the legal foundations module.

A Court Report Writing. This is a 33 item, multiple-choice and true/false embedded test
covering materials presented in the Court Report Writing module. This test includes items on
the various court hearings.

The following four tests have been developed by CalSWEC, and are administered statewide.

A Child Maltreatment Identification (CMI). This is a 60 item embedded test based upon four
scenarios.

A Safety, Risk, and Protective Capacity. This is a 30 item test regarding aspects of safety and
risk assessment protocols.

A Family Engagement in Case Planning and Case Management (CPCM). This is a 25 item,
multiple-choice test based heavily on deductions from scenarios presented in case vignettes.

A Placement and Permanency Knowledge (PPK, version 1.0). This is a 30 item multiple-choice
exam.

Results

The following sections describe results for each of the five research questions. Where
relevant, exam performance is measured as percent correct for each test. It is important to note
that the number of trainees varies across analyses due to missing data. For example, not all
trainees completed the CalSWEC demographic survey and some did not take certain tests.
Therefore, the sample sizes vary across analysesandt h e  ‘ard\orowided for completeness of
reporting.

Overall, data in some form are available for 315 workers, across 10 classes (A through J),
who completed training during the 2007-2008 year (see Table 1). The largest class was Class A
with 42 trainees, and the smallest was Class G with 16 trainees.

Table 1. Distribution of Trainees by Class
Class A B C D E F G H | J Total
Number 42 39 28 35 33 27 16 19 37 39 315
Percent 133 124 89 111 105 8.6 5.1 6 117 124 100




Characteristics of Core Academy Trainees

Table 2 presents data regarding the distribution of demographic characteristics for all
trainees, as well as by class. Information regarding educational background is available for 311
trainees; overall, most have either a BA/BS degree (43 percent) or a MSW (37 percent). There is
considerable variation across classes. For example, Class A was comprised only of trainees with
MSW degrees and 74 percent of trainees in Class C also had MSW degrees. In contrast, 77
percent of trainees in Class D, 88 percent in Class E, 73 percent in Class I, and 74 percent in
Class J had BA/BS degrees. There was more variability within Classes B, F, G, and H with
higher rates of trainees with other degrees. Overall, only three individuals have Ph.D./Psy.D.
degrees. Due to this small number, these individuals were removed from subsequent analyses.

Information regarding Title IV-E participation is available for 313 trainees, and indicates
that 36 percent participated. There is variability across classes in that rates of participation range
from 89 to 98 percent for Classes A through C (the classes with a majority of MSWs), while the
rates for Classes D through J range from 0 to 17 percent.

Experience in the field of child welfare prior to current position was measured in terms of
time and is available for 305 trainees. The majority (55 percent) had less than 6 months of
experience. This was also true for half of the classes. The remaining classes appear to have
bimodal distributions with two patterns: these classes have about 30 percent of trainees in the
“Less than 6 months” category and2yaanset her sub
category -5oryeanr st’"hec a@t3egory.

Gender information is available for 306 trainees, with 86 percent being female. A similar
breakdown is seen across classes with rates of females ranging from 77 to 93 percent.

Data regarding age are available for 308 trainees. Overall, most workers are younger with
28 percent being 25 years and younger and 44 percent being between 26 and 36 years of age.
This pattern holds for Classes A and B, but there is more variability in the distributions within
the remaining classes.

Race/Ethnicity is measured with categories being mutually exclusive. Data are available
for 306 trainees. Overall, 38 percent are Latino, 28 percent are African-American, 20 percent are
Caucasian, 9 percent are Asian/Pacific Islander, 4 percent are Multi-Racial/Ethnic, and 1 percent
are Native American/Alaska Native. Less than 1 percent (one individual) reported being Other,
although this person did not specify a group. Due to the small numbers in the Native
American/Alaska Native, Multi-Racial/Ethnic, and Other groups, these categories were
combined in subsequent analyses.

The final demographic variable analyzed is whether English is a second language for the
trainee. Information for 313 individuals indicated that English is a second language for 26
percent of trainees. This is generally the same across classes with the range being 14 percent
(Class C) to 36 percent (Class B).



Table 2. Percent Distribution of Trainee Demographics by Class

2007-2008 Class

All A B C D E F G H | J
Education
BA/BS 43 0 8 4 77 88 30 27 26 73 74
BSW 10 0 31 19 9 3 7 0 5 8 8
MA/MS 10 0 3 4 0 6 26 40 26 14 10
MSW 37 100 59 74 14 3 33 33 37 5 5
Ph.D./Psy.D. 1 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 5 0 3
Total N 311 40 39 27 35 33 27 15 19 37 39
Participate in Title IV-E
No 64 2 15 11 83 97 89 93 100 97 95
Yes 36 98 85 89 17 3 11 7 0 3 5
Total N 313 41 39 28 35 33 27 15 19 37 39
Total Time in Child Welfare
Less than 6 Months 55 34 42 63 82 55 33 33 37 78 67
6 - 11 Months 10 16 34 11 0 3 7 7 5 0 5
1-2Years 14 26 8 15 12 13 26 13 5 5 13
3-5Years 8 11 8 11 3 19 7 7 5 5 3
More than 5 Years 14 13 8 0 3 10 26 40 47 11 13
Total N 305 38 38 27 34 31 27 15 19 37 39
Gender
Female 86 80 92 93 89 87 77 93 89 78 84
Male 14 20 8 7 11 13 23 7 11 22 16
Total N 306 40 39 27 35 31 26 15 18 37 39
Age
25 or Younger 28 29 41 36 17 39 8 0 0 38 39
26 - 36 44 66 54 29 49 39 35 43 44 43 31
36 -45 15 5 3 21 23 19 31 21 28 8 10
46 or Older 13 0 3 14 11 3 27 36 28 11 21
Total N 308 41 39 28 35 31 26 14 18 37 39
Race/Ethnicity
African-American 28 28 23 18 34 30 52 53 11 17 29
Amer. Indian/Alaska Nat. 1 0 0 0 0 0 4 7 0 0 0
Asian/Pacific Islander 9 8 10 18 9 7 11 7 0 11 3
Caucasian 20 18 18 39 20 13 4 20 33 11 26
Latino 38 38 41 25 31 47 30 13 44 61 37
Multi-Racial/Ethnic 4 8 8 0 6 3 0 0 11 0 5
Other >1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total N 306 40 39 28 35 30 27 15 18 36 38
English is Second Language
No 74 73 64 86 71 79 74 73 84 68 80
Yes 26 27 36 14 29 21 26 27 16 32 21
Total N 313 41 39 28 35 33 27 15 19 37 39

Note: All numbers are percents except for those indigdtie Total N, which is the total number of people for
whom information is available for any given variabled varies due to missing data.



Test Results

The tests administered to trainees vary across classes and, therefore, the number of
trainees for whom data are available also varies (see Table 3). For example, there are 124
trainees with information regarding the Child Maltreatment Identification-11 (CMI-11) test, but
there are 311 trainees with data for the Core Pre-Test. Overall, trainees achieved significant gains
in the percent correct between the Core Pre-Test and the Post-Test, with an average of 60 percent
for the Pre-Test and 74 percent for the Post-Test (t=-30.1, df(296), p<.001). This pattern is the
same across individual classes with the range for average percent correct on the Pre-Test being
54 percent (Class E) to 68 percent (Class C), and the range for the Post-Test being 69 percent
(Class D) to 80 percent (Class C).

Interestingly, the majority of trainees in Classes A, B, and C hold MSW degrees and
these are the classes that had the highest averages of percent correct on the Pre-Test (Class G is
also high performing and is comprised of mostly MSW and MA/MS degree holders). This
pattern was not observed on the Post-Test, however, which may suggest that while those with
MSW degrees come to training with somewhat more knowledge of child welfare, the Core
Academy training provides those without such degrees the knowledge/skills necessary to
perform at the level of those with the degrees.

There were two tests administered for Child Maltreatment Identification (CMI): CMI-I
and CMI-11. The average percent correct for both tests overall were similar with 77 percent for
the CMI-1 and 76 percent for the CMI-I11. There was little variability in the averages across
classes with the range for the CMI-I being 74 percent (Class H) to 80 percent (Class B), and the
range for the CMI-I1 being 66 percent (Class D) to 81 percent (Class 1).

Trainees appear to score very well on the Court Report Writing (CRW) test, with an
overall average percent correct of 89 percent. In fact, performance on the CRW test is second
only to that on the Permanency Placement Knowledge Post-Test. Performance across classes on
the CRW shows little variability, ranging from an average of 86 percent correct (Class G) to an
average of 91 percent correct (Classes C and E).

There was significant improvement in performance on the Case Planning Case
Management (CPCM) test from the Pre-Test, with an average 62 percent correct, to the Post-
Test, with an average 74 percent correct (t=-15.2, df(181), p<.001). There was some difference
in this pattern across classes as the range for the CPCM Pre-Test was an average of 57 percent
correct (Class J) to 65 percent correct (Class G), while the range for the Post-Test was an average
of 69 percent correct (Class H) to 80 percent correct (Class I).

The trainees generally performed well on the Pre- and Post-Tests of the Child and Youth
Development (CYD) examination. There was significant improvement in performance from the
Pre-Test, with an average 73 percent correct, to the Post-Test, with an average 83 percent correct
(t=-12.5, df(193), p<.001). There was some difference in this pattern across classes as the range
for the CYD Pre-Test was an average of 67 percent correct (Class J) to 82 percent correct (Class
H), while the range for the Post-Test was an average of 74 percent correct (Class 1) to 97 percent
correct (Class H).



Table 3. Average Percent Correct on Tests by Class

2007-2008 Class

N All A B C D E F G H | J

Core Pre 311 59.7 64.9 66.4 68.0 56.2 54.6 56.1 64.0 58.9 55.8 53.6
Core Post 299 73.9 73.4 77.4 80.2 69.1 74.2 73.2 73.9 73.6 74.6 70.8
Core Post-Pre Delta 297 14.4 8.6 11.0 12.1 13.3 19.3 16.5 11.0 15.5 18.9 16.9
CMI-I 302 76.9 77.8 79.8 76.2 76.1 76.7 775 75.2 735 71.7 76.0
CMI-1I 124 75.8 65.9 79.3 77.1 76.4 75.8 810  --—---
CRW 181 88.6  ------ 88.6 90.7 87.7 90.8 87.2 85.5 873 e e
CPCM Pre 189 61.6 63.4 64.0 61.2 65.0 57.8 63.3 57.1
CPCM Post 290 74.0 74.1 72.3 75.4 77.3 69.8 73.6 76.5 69.2 80.0 71.8
CPCM Post-Pre Delta 182 12.6 15.0 6.0 12.0 10.7 10.7 16.2 14.4
CYD Pre 196 72.9 73.4 715 79.7 78.5 81.9 67.8 67.0
CYD Post 197 82.9 84.1 85.9 87.1 90.5 96.5 73.9 74.4
CYD Post-Pre Delta 194 9.9 11.1 14.4 6.8 12.0 14.6 5.9 7.4
Kinship 229 73.9 70.7 73.5 73.9 74.6 73.9 74.6 75.4 785 - -
Legal 232 76.7 78.9 74.0 84.8 72.4 79.2 71.9 82.9 713 e e
PPK Pre 242 73.7 - 70.2 81.1 79.5 61.1 69.4 76.3 79.5 75.0 74.2
PPK Post 296 89.9 86.5 92.0 92.2 88.5 83.9 87.5 95.5 92.0 90.6 93.4
PPK Post-Pre Delta 238 169 - 20.9 10.9 10.2 21.4 17.9 23.0 125 15.6 20.1
Safety 210 74.6 74.1 75.1 76.1 76.0 73.7 735 73.7

SDM-Rev 300 61.7 61.7 63.1 63.2 59.4 62.1 59.9 60.0 61.8 63.4 61.6

Note: All numbers are percents exceptdader the N columrwhich is the total number of people for whom informaitscavailable for any givetest also, the
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The average percent correct on the Kinship test was 75 percent, with the range being an
average of 71 percent correct (Class A) to 79 percent correct (Class H). Performance on the
Legal Foundations test was a bit higher with an average of 77 percent correct and the range being
an average of 71 percent correct (Class H) to 85 percent correct (Class C).

The highest average percent correct across all the tests administered was for the
Permanency Placement Knowledge (PPK) Post-Test, which was 90 percent. This average was
also a significant improvement from performance on the PPK Pre-Test, which was 74 percent
(t=-18.8, df(237), p<.001). There was some difference in this pattern across classes as the range
for the PPK Pre-Test was an average of 61 percent correct (Class E) to 81 percent correct (Class
C), while the range for the Post-Test was an average of 84 percent correct (Class E) to 96 percent
correct (Class G).

The average percent correct on the Safety test was 75 percent and there was little
variability in this average for the individual classes. For example, Classes A, E, F, and G had
averages of about 74 percent correct, while the average for Class B was 75 percent correct and
the average for Classes C and D was 76 percent. Performance on the Structured Decision
Making-Revised test was a bit lower with an average of 62 percent correct. Similar to the Safety
test, however, there was little variability in the average percent correct for the individual classes,
with the range being an average of 60 percent correct (Classes F and H) to 63 percent correct
(Class B, C, and I).

To visually examine performance on the Core Academy Pre- and Post-Tests more
closely, Figures 1, 2, and 3 display frequency distributions. The data in all three histograms
follow a normal distribution, with those in Figure 2 for the Core Post-Test being somewhat right
skewed, indicating improved performance from the Pre-Test. Table 4 provides further
information regarding the lowest score, highest score, average, and standard deviation.

Figure 1. Distribution of Percent Correct on the Core Pre-Test
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Figure 2. Distribution of Percent Correct on the Core Post-Test
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Figure 3. Distribution of Difference in Percent Correct from Core Post-Test to Pre-Test
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Table 4. Performance on the Core Pre- and Post-Test for All Trainees
Lowest Highest  Average Standard
Percent Percent Percent  Deviation
Total N Correct  Correct  Correct  (Percent)

Core Pre-Test 311 29 85 60 10
Core Post-Test 299 43 96 74 8
Percent difference between Post- and Pre-Test 297 -20 43 14 8

Table 5 presents a different perspective on academy test performance for those tests with
cut points established by subject matter experts (SMEs) in 2006-2007. The table displays the
established cut point, the level at which the SMEs felt a minimally competent trainee should
score after core training and before line experience in the field. The most difficult exams in terms
of achieving the cut point are the Legal Foundations test and the Core Post-Test in that only
about 40 percent of the trainees exceeded the cut points for these two tests. About 70 percent of
trainees exceeded the 70 percent correct benchmark used in the IUC contract, however, for this
Core Post-Test and 57 percent did so for the Legal Foundations exam.

Table 5. Proportion of Trainees scoring above Cut-Points on Tests with Established Cut-Points
Established Average Percent

Tests Cut-Point Correct > Cut-Point > 70 Percent
Core Post-Test 76.8 73.9 41.9 68.9
CRW 73.9 88.6 53.3 54.3
Legal 78.9 76.7 39.4 57.1
Kinship 69.2 73.9 55.9 55.9
CMI-I 75.0 76.9 62.5 74.3

Correlationsamong Tests

Table 6 displays the correlation matrix for all of the IUC and CalSWEC examinations.
These calculations reveal the extent to which results on one or more tests tend to be related with
the results from other tests, showing the extent to which trainees that do well (or poorly) on any
particular exam perform similarly on the other tests. In general, the pattern of results shows
moderate, statistically significant correlations between most of the tests administered.

Not surprisingly, the highest correlations are found between Pre- and Post-Tests of the
same exam. For example, there was a significant correlation between the Core Pre- and Post-Test
(r=.64). The correlation for the CPCM Pre- and Post-Tests was similar and also significant
(r=.61). The lowest correlation between Pre- and Post-Tests was for the PPK exam (r=.54), but
was still significant. The highest significant correlation was for the CYD Pre- and Post-Tests
(r=.73).



Table 6. Correlations among Tests

S St oMt omi omw o OV OO YDy L R oK sy o

Core Pre r 1 .635** .368**  0.132  .296** .529**  408** 549**  447**  0.12  450** .433** 365** .395%* 242**
N 311 297 300 124 181 188 288 195 196 228 231 241 294 209 298

Core Post r 1 397**  2095%*%  A57**  5Q1**  479**  436** .395** 186** .453** 355*%*  438**  454**  337**
N 299 294 120 178 184 282 189 190 219 220 236 289 204 294

CMI-I r 1 372%*  275%%  333*  361** .303** .321** 0.092 .256** .352** .340** .332** 261**
N 302 122 179 185 284 191 192 224 226 238 290 208 294

CMI-lI r 1 403** 219 0.085 .201* .170* 0103 .317** 0.027 .242** 0.122 .319**
N 158 113 148 148 153 154 119 119 142 151 107 155

CRW r 1 A52%%  370**  320**  .321**  188*  .482**  245**  ABl**  .224**  320**
N 181 109 168 113 115 176 176 166 174 161 178

CPCM Pre r 1 B09** 437 402**  311**  479**  422%*  482**  495**  (.061
N 189 182 185 186 115 113 171 181 101 184

CPCM Post r 1 366%*  .333**  187**  4209**  501**  482**  420** .160**
N 290 185 186 213 212 230 283 196 284

CYD Pre r 1 J24%%  243**  ABB**  393**  360**  5O7** 214**
N 196 194 120 121 176 187 106 191

CYD Post r 1 261%*  384**  204**  274**  406** .203**
N 197 122 122 177 188 108 192

Kinship r 1 0.027 0.097 0.123 0114 0.071
N 229 223 173 219 204 223

Legal r 1 258**  390** . 274**  249**
N 232 169 219 204 223

PPK Pre r 1 537**%  342** [ 190**
N 242 238 155 239

PPK Post r 1 A401%* . 204**
N 296 203 291

Safety r 1 .154*
N 210 208

SDM-Rev r 1
N 300

*p<.05, **p<.01, both 2tailed
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Test Scores and Demographics

The availability of demographic information from the CalSWEC demographic survey
combined in a unified record with test scores allows for the investigation of relationships
between background and experiential factors and trainee test scores. Tables 7 through 13 display
the bivariate relationships between these demographic/experiential variables and test scores. For
all the relationships in the tables, t-tests or Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) tests were conducted
in order to determine if the relationships were statistically significant.

All of the background characteristics are significantly related to performance on at least
one of the Academy tests, and some are significantly related to performance on most of the tests.
Gender, race/ethnicity, and English as a second language (ESL) have the fewest significant
relationships, and even those that are significant do not appear substantive when examining the
actual averages in terms of percent correct across various categories of a variable. For example,
although females score significantly higher on the CMI-I test than males (t=2.3, df(291), p<.05),
this difference is really only 4 percentage points as the average for females is 78 percent and the
average is 74 percent for males. Similarly, there are significant differences by race in
performance on the Core Pre-Test (F=4.6, df(4), p<.01) but the average percent correct across
groups is similar ranging from 56 to 64 percent. In addition, race/ethnicity only accounts for less
than 6 percent of the variability in Core Pre-Test performance (R°=.059), suggesting that other
factors are more likely to be important.

When examining the relationship between background and test performance, there were
more significant relationships for the remaining variables measuring more experiential factors.
For example, ANOVA tests indicated that age was a significant predictor of performance on the
Core Post-Test (F=5.9, df(3), p<.01, R?=.058), CMI-1 (F=9.319, df(3), p<.001, R?*=.088), CRW
(F=5.4, df(3), p<.01, R?*=.086), Legal Foundations (F=3.4, df(3), p<.05, R?*=.044), and SDM-
Revised (F=5.6, df(3), p<.01, R?=.055). However, age accounts for very little of the variability in
these tests as indicated by the R? values, indicating that other factors are more likely to be
important in explaining performance.

Education is also significantly related to many of the tests when tested using ANOVA:
Core Pre-Test (F=20.3, df(3), p<.001, R?=.169), Core Post-Test (F=2.9, df(3), p<.05, R?=.029),
CMI-I (F=4.9, df(3), p<.01, R*=.048), CPCM Post-Test (F=4.2, df(3), p<.01, R?>=.068), CYD
Pre-Test (F=5.9, df(3), p<.01, R?=.086), CYD Post-Test (F=3.5, df(3), p<.05, R?=.053), and PPK
Pre-Test (F=3.4, df(3), p<.05, R°=.042). In addition, education is significantly related to the Core
Post-Pre Delta, which is the percent difference in average percent correct between the Core Post-
and Pre-Tests (F=4.92 df(3), p<.01, R?=.048). However, as with age, education accounts for very
little of the variability in these tests as indicated by the R? values.

The relationship between Title 1V-E participation and test performance was examined
with a series of t-tests. Significant relationships were found with the Core Pre-Test (t=-8.5,
df(307), p<.01), Core Post-Test(t=-3.8, df(295), p<.001), CMI-I(t=-2.917, df(298), p<.01), CYD
Pre-Test(t=-2.5, df(193), p<.05), Legal Foundations(t=-2.2, df(229), p<.05), and PPK Pre-Test
(t=-2.0, df(239), p<.05). In addition, Title IV-E participation is significantly related to the Core
Post-Pre Delta (t=5.6, df(293), p<.001). However, examination of the differences in the average

11



percent correct for those who participated in Title IV-E programs and those who did not across
the tests that were significantly related to participation indicated little substantive differences.
For example, non-participants had an average percent correct of about 73 percent on the Core
Post-Test, while participants had an average of about 77 percent, a difference of only 4
percentage points. The only substantive difference among the significant relationships was with
the Core-Pre test as there was a 10 percentage point difference in favor of Title IV-E participants
(66 percent compared to 56 percent for non-participants).

Experience in the field of child welfare prior to start of the academy was significantly related to
performance on a few of the exams as tested by a series of ANOVA tests, but as with the
previous variables, experience accounts for very little of the variability in the observed
relationships. The significant relationships are as follows: Core Pre-Test (F=9.652, df(4), p<.001,
R?=.115), Core Post-Test (F=2.9, df(4), p<.05, R?=.039), Core Post-Pre Delta(F=4.4, df(4),
p<.01, R?=.059), and CYD Pre-Test (F=3.7, df(4), p<.01, R*=.073).

When examining the relationships between the three main experiential variables
(education, Title I\VV-E participation, and prior experience in child welfare) and performance on
various tests, a few patterns are worth noting. For example, all three variables were significantly
related to performance on the Core Pre- and Post-Tests and with the Core Post-Pre Delta. In
addition, all three were significantly related to performance on the CMI-I but not the CMI-II.
None of the tests were related to performance on the CRW test. In terms of the CPCM tests, the
only significant relationship was between education and the CPCM Post-Pre Delta. Although all
three variables were significantly related to the CYD Pre-Test, only education was significantly
related to the CYD Post-Test. None of the tests were related to the CYD Post-Pre Delta or the
Kinship test. Only age and Title I\V-E participation were significantly related to the Legal
Foundations test. While education and Title IV-E participation were significantly related to PPK
Pre-Test performance, there were no significant relationships with the remaining tests: PPK Post-
Test, PPK Post-Pre Delta, Safety, or SDM-Revised.
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Table 7. Tests of the Relationship between Gender and Test Performance

Gender
Female Male Total N

Core Pre Mean 59.9 59.1 59.8 302
SD 104 9.6 10.3

Core Post Mean 74.1 74.4 74.2 290
SD 8.7 8.3 8.6

Core Post-Pre Delta Mean 14.5 14.8 14.5 288
SD 8.2 7.9 8.2

CMI-I* Mean 7.7 73.6 77.1 293
SD 9.7 12.0 10.1

CMI-II Mean 76.0 75.0 75.9 153
SD 8.1 7.4 8.0

CRW Mean 89.0 88.3 88.9 175
SD 8.5 10.0 8.7

CPCM Pre Mean 62.2 60.0 61.9 184
SD 12.1 14.7 125

CPCM Post Mean 74.2 73.9 74.2 282
SD 12.1 12.0 12.1

CPCM Post-Pre Delta Mean 12.3 13.4 12.5 177
SD 10.8 135 11.2

CYD Pre Mean 73.6 69.2 72.9 190
SD 14.7 17.7 15.2

CYD Post Mean 83.6 79.1 82.9 191
SD 14.0 16.0 14.4

CYD Post-Pre Delta Mean 9.9 9.4 9.8 188
SD 114 9.5 111

Kinship Mean 74.2 73.8 74.1 221
SD 13.6 9.4 13.1

Legal Mean 77.1 74.3 76.8 225
SD 13.7 144 13.8

PPK Pre Mean 74.3 71.9 74.0 235
SD 15.7 15.8 15.7

PPK Post** Mean 91.0 84.2 90.1 287
SD 125 13.4 12.9

PPK Post-Pre Delta Mean 17.3 13.6 16.8 231
SD 14.0 13.8 14.0

Safety Mean 75.0 73.1 74.8 203
SD 11.3 13.3 11.6

SDM-Rev Mean 62.0 60.8 61.8 291
SD 5.2 6.0 5.3

Note: All numbers are percents exceptdader the N columrwhich is the total number of people for whom
information is available for any giveiest
*p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001
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Table 8. Tests of the Relationship between Race/Ethnicity and Test Performance

Race/Ethnicity

Asian/
African- Pacific Latino/
American Islander Caucasian Hispanic Other  Total N

Core Pre** Mean 58.0 56.3 63.8 59.1 64.3 59.7 302
SD 10.7 10.2 10.3 9.1 11.2 10.3

Core Post* Mean 72.8 72.3 76.8 735 76.6 74.0 290
SD 8.7 10.1 8.2 8.6 7.3 8.7

Core Post-Pre Delta Mean 14.4 16.0 13.5 14.7 12.4 14.4 288
SD 8.2 6.8 9.8 75 8.3 8.1

CMI-I** Mean 75.0 75.0 81.3 76.8 77.9 77.1 293
SD 10.3 14.5 9.3 8.8 8.7 10.1

CMI-II Mean 74.0 76.3 75.5 76.8 77.0 75.7 153
SD 8.9 7.6 8.9 7.4 5.1 8.1

CRW Mean 86.9 90.1 90.0 88.7 91.7 88.7 177
SD 8.7 114 8.4 9.0 7.0 9.0

CPCM Pre Mean 60.4 62.8 64.8 61.4 58.9 61.7 183
SD 12.7 12.8 14.9 12.1 10.0 12.8

CPCM Post** Mean 72.0 73.0 79.2 73.8 77.7 74.4 281
SD 12.0 12.5 9.6 11.1 9.6 11.4

CPCM Post-Pre Delta Mean 11.5 11.7 13.8 13.9 16.0 13.1 176
SD 10.1 9.2 8.9 11.0 8.3 10.1

CYD Pre Mean 73.3 64.6 76.7 72.3 82.0 73.3 189
SD 14.7 125 17.8 13.8 15.0 15.0

CYD Post Mean 82.8 80.6 86.6 81.9 88.0 83.1 190
SD 13.1 15.7 15.2 14.0 10.9 13.9

CYD Post-Pre Delta Mean 9.3 16.0 9.8 9.5 6.0 9.8 187
SD 94 14.1 11.7 11.6 6.0 11.0

Kinship Mean 72.2 78.0 77.3 72.2 75.8 74.0 222
SD 13.9 9.4 8.6 15.6 8.9 13.2

Legal Mean 74.9 735 79.2 76.8 81.8 76.8 226
SD 15.2 12.4 13.9 13.2 11.2 13.8

PPK Pre Mean 70.7 74.8 7.7 73.6 81.6 74.0 235
SD 16.5 10.0 15.0 16.2 11.3 15.6

PPK Post Mean 89.0 89.1 92.2 90.0 91.8 90.2 287
SD 15.1 10.9 12.6 11.7 10.8 12.8

PPK Post-Pre Delta Mean 20.1 14.1 14.9 16.6 12.4 16.9 231
SD 17.0 8.2 12.3 13.9 4.4 14.0

Safety Mean 73.5 72.3 79.0 74.1 78.0 74.9 204
SD 11.9 14.4 8.5 11.6 9.1 11.5

SDM-Rev Mean 61.0 60.5 62.8 62.2 61.7 61.8 291
SD 4.8 6.6 5.6 5.3 4.3 5.3

Note: All numbers are percents exceptdader the N columrwhich is the total number of people for whom
information is available for any givetest
*p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001
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Table 9. Tests of the Relationship between Age and Test Performance

Age
250r 46 or
Younger 26-35 36-45 Older Total N

Core Pre Mean 60.1 60.1 60.1 57.4 59.7 304
SD 10.1 10.3 10.2 10.6 10.3

Core Post** Mean 75.8 74.3 74.5 68.8 74.1 292
SD 8.4 7.7 8.6 10.7 8.6

Core Post-Pre Delta Mean 15.6 14.4 14.0 12.2 14.4 290
SD 7.9 8.5 7.9 8.1 8.2

CMI-1*** Mean 81.2 76.5 73.8 72.9 77.0 295
SD 9.5 9.2 10.8 9.8 10.0

CMI-lI Mean 71.7 76.2 74.1 74.0 75.7 152
SD 7.1 7.4 8.8 9.3 8.0

CRW** Mean 91.5 89.0 88.4 82.8 88.7 175
SD 6.2 9.3 7.3 114 8.9

CPCM Pre Mean 62.1 61.6 63.6 59.4 61.7 184
SD 11.8 12.0 12.8 145 12.5

CPCM Post* Mean 75.4 74.5 72.7 71.2 74.1 283
SD 11.6 11.1 13.6 13.7 12.0

CPCM Post-Pre Delta Mean 14.6 13.3 8.5 11.9 12.6 177
SD 10.1 10.7 13.0 11.9 11.3

CYD Pre Mean 73.1 71.9 75.9 72.8 73.0 190
SD 13.8 14.0 14.7 19.9 15.1

CYD Post Mean 81.5 81.8 87.3 82.4 82.9 191
SD 13.8 12.9 15.0 16.1 14.1

CYD Post-Pre Delta Mean 8.6 9.8 10.8 10.1 9.7 188
SD 11.3 10.1 134 9.7 11.0

Kinship Mean 73.9 75.0 71.9 71.9 73.8 222
SD 14.0 11.7 17.0 11.8 13.2

Legal* Mean 81.0 76.2 75.4 715 76.8 226
SD 12.2 13.8 13.1 14.7 13.6

PPK Pre Mean 76.1 73.2 75.6 68.7 73.8 236
SD 13.8 16.9 16.1 13.8 15.6

PPK Post Mean 91.6 89.7 91.1 86.4 90.1 289
SD 11.3 13.2 11.6 13.0 12.5

PPK Post-Pre Delta Mean 16.2 18.0 16.0 17.1 17.0 232
SD 13.7 13.0 16.2 14.6 13.9

Safety Mean 75.9 76.1 73.9 69.6 75.0 204
SD 9.5 10.0 12.6 15.6 11.1

SDM-Rev** Mean 62.8 61.8 62.2 58.7 61.8 293
SD 5.3 4.7 5.8 5.9 5.3

Note: All numbers are percents exceptdader the N columrwhich is the total number of people for whom
information is available for any giveiest
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table 10. Tests of the Relationship between English as a Second Language (ESL) and Test
Performance

ESL
No Yes Total N

Core Pre* Mean 60.5 57.2 59.6 309
SD 9.9 11.0 10.3

Core Post Mean 74.5 724 74.0 297
SD 8.6 8.9 8.7

Core Post-Pre Delta Mean 14.0 15.6 14.4 295
SD 8.4 7.3 8.2

CMI-I Mean 77.4 75.3 76.9 300
SD 9.7 11.1 10.1

CMI-lI Mean 75.4 76.9 75.7 157
SD 8.1 7.8 8.0

CRW Mean 88.4 89.1 88.6 180
SD 9.3 8.2 9.0

CPCM Pre Mean 61.6 61.6 61.6 188
SD 12.9 11.9 12.6

CPCM Post** Mean 75.0 71.0 74.1 288
SD 12.2 10.9 12.0

CPCM Post-Pre Delta Mean 13.3 10.4 12.6 181
SD 11.2 11.0 11.2

CYD Pre Mean 73.2 71.2 72.7 195
SD 15.0 16.0 15.2

CYD Post Mean 83.8 79.6 82.7 196
SD 14.3 13.6 14.2

CYD Post-Pre Delta Mean 10.3 8.9 10.0 193
SD 10.3 13.1 11.1

Kinship Mean 74.8 71.1 73.9 227
SD 11.7 16.4 13.1

Legal Mean 77.3 74.9 76.7 231
SD 13.8 13.7 13.7

PPK Pre Mean 74.7 70.5 73.6 241
SD 14.8 17.9 15.7

PPK Post Mean 90.5 88.2 89.9 294
SD 12.9 12.6 12.8

PPK Post-Pre Delta Mean 16.7 17.9 17.0 237
SD 13.5 15.2 13.9

Safety Mean 75.5 72.5 747 208
SD 11.2 12.4 11.5

SDM-Rev Mean 61.8 61.6 61.7 298
SD 5.2 5.8 5.3

Note: All numbers are percents exceptdader the N columrwhich is the total number of people for whom
information is available for any givetest
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table 11. Tests of the Relationship between Education and Test Performance

Education
BA/BS BSW MA/MS MSW Total N

Core Pre*** Mean 55.6 58.3 58.7 65.0 59.6 304
SD 9.3 10.6 9.1 9.5 10.3

Core Post* Mean 72.9 72.2 73.8 76.0 74.0 292
SD 8.1 9.5 7.5 9.2 8.7

Core Post-Pre Delta***  Mean 17.3 13.9 14.8 11.2 145 290
SD 7.4 7.1 10.3 7.5 8.2

CMI-I** Mean 75.9 72.9 75.1 79.6 76.9 295
SD 9.9 144 9.7 8.6 10.1

CMI-II Mean 75.1 75.2 78.0 77.1 75.9 155
SD 8.4 9.6 5.0 7.4 7.9

CRW Mean 89.3 86.9 88.6 88.8 88.7 177
SD 8.3 10.7 6.1 8.9 8.7

CPCM Pre Mean 61.1 58.4 62.4 64.0 61.6 185
SD 12.0 15.3 111 14.6 12.4

CPCM Post Mean 74.3 72.6 71.3 74.9 74.1 283
SD 12.1 13.8 141 10.8 12.0

CPCM Post-Pre Delta** Mean 135 20.0 7.5 9.9 125 178
SD 10.7 7.5 13.1 9.9 111

CYD Pre** Mean 70.2 72.0 73.8 82.8 72.7 192
SD 13.6 135 16.4 175 15.2

CYD Post* Mean 80.8 82.7 84.6 90.0 82.8 193
SD 13.3 14.9 16.4 13.9 14.2

CYD Post-Pre Delta Mean 105 10.7 10.8 6.5 10.0 190
SD 12.0 7.5 7.8 11.0 111

Kinship Mean 74.4 70.9 75.5 74.0 74.0 223
SD 10.3 8.4 11.6 15.8 13.2

Legal Mean 75.3 71.7 77.1 78.3 76.6 227
SD 14.3 15.0 13.3 12.9 13.7

PPK Pre* Mean 72.4 67.7 74.0 78.0 73.6 237
SD 15.6 19.7 115 14.9 15.8

PPK Post Mean 89.2 89.0 91.9 90.7 90.0 289
SD 14.3 125 111 11.6 12.9

PPK Post-Pre Delta Mean 17.2 21.0 19.5 14.4 17.1 233
SD 13.3 21.1 10.2 12.3 14.0

Safety Mean 725 71.9 77.4 76.5 74.7 205
SD 124 13.6 10.4 10.4 11.6

SDM-Rev Mean 62.0 60.9 60.1 62.2 61.8 293
SD 5.2 6.1 5.1 5.4 5.4

Note: All numbersre percents except fander the N columrwhich is the total number of people for whom
information is available for any giveiest
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table 12. Tests of the Relationship between Title IV-E Participation and Test Performance

Title IV-E
No Yes Total N

Core Pre*** Mean 56.3 65.6 59.6 309
SD 9.5 8.9 10.3

Core Post*** Mean 72.6 76.5 74.0 297
SD 8.5 8.5 8.7

Core Post-Pre Delta*** Mean 16.3 11.0 14.4 295
SD 8.4 6.5 8.2

CMI-I** Mean 75.7 79.2 76.9 300
SD 9.9 10.0 10.1

CMI-lI Mean 75.8 74.9 75.7 157
SD 8.0 9.3 8.0

CRW Mean 88.1 89.5 88.6 180
SD 9.7 7.7 9.0

CPCM Pre Mean 61.3 66.3 61.6 188
SD 12.3 16.7 12.6

CPCM Post Mean 73.7 74.8 74.1 288
SD 12.4 11.3 12.0

CPCM Post-Pre Delta Mean 12.8 9.5 12.6 181
SD 11.0 14.1 11.2

CYD Pre* Mean 72.0 82.3 72.7 195
SD 14.7 18.5 15.2

CYD Post Mean 82.4 87.7 82.7 196
SD 14.2 13.6 14.2

CYD Post-Pre Delta Mean 10.3 5.4 10.0 193
SD 111 10.2 111

Kinship Mean 75.0 72.6 73.9 227
SD 10.6 155 13.1

Legal* Mean 74.8 78.7 76.7 231
SD 144 12.7 13.7

PPK Pre* Mean 72.3 76.9 73.6 241
SD 15.4 16.1 15.7

PPK Post Mean 89.5 90.6 89.9 294
SD 13.7 111 12.8

PPK Post-Pre Delta Mean 17.7 15.2 17.0 237
SD 13.2 154 13.9

Safety Mean 73.4 76.1 74.7 208
SD 12.6 10.2 115

SDM-Rev Mean 61.5 62.2 61.7 298
SD 5.3 5.3 5.3

Note: All numbers are percents exceptdader the N columrwhich is the total number of people for whom
information is available for any giveiest
*np<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table 13. Tests of the Relationship between Experience in Child Welfare and Test Performance

Prior Experience in Child Welfare

Under 6 6-11 1-2 3-5 Over 5
Months Months Years Years Years Total N

Core Pre*** Mean 57.2 67.1 59.4 65.6 61.8 59.7 301
SD 9.8 9.9 10.0 8.2 9.1 10.2

Core Post* Mean 73.2 77.6 73.8 78.2 73.4 74.1 290
SD 8.6 9.9 8.6 5.7 9.0 8.7

Core Post-Pre Delta** Mean 16.2 11.0 14.0 12.2 12.0 145 288
SD 7.8 6.8 8.2 6.7 9.8 8.2

CMI-I** Mean 76.7 83.8 76.7 76.7 73.7 77.0 293
SD 9.8 6.9 12.2 8.3 10.4 10.1

CMI-II Mean 75.9 79.0 74.9 75.7 75.9 75.8 154
SD 8.0 3.2 10.4 45 7.6 7.9

CRW Mean 89.6 90.5 84.1 90.1 86.8 88.7 175
SD 8.5 7.7 10.8 7.3 9.8 9.0

CPCM Pre Mean 60.6 58.0 65.2 64.7 62.5 61.7 186
SD 12.6 12.6 13.3 111 13.2 12.7

CPCM Post Mean 745 73.9 735 73.8 74.3 74.2 280
SD 12.2 12.7 11.9 9.8 125 12.0

CPCM Post-Pre Delta Mean 14.0 11.3 7.3 9.8 12.1 125 179
SD 11.2 7.8 9.4 7.9 12.9 111

CYD Pre** Mean 70.4 70.0 73.2 84.0 71.7 72.9 192
SD 14.2 14.0 13.4 14.9 17.7 15.2

CYD Post Mean 81.2 84.6 80.2 90.0 87.1 82.8 193
SD 14.3 13.6 12.4 10.3 16.1 14.3

CYD Post-Pre Delta Mean 10.7 11.3 7.3 6.0 9.6 9.8 190
SD 11.6 9.3 10.1 11.8 9.6 111

Kinship Mean 73.9 70.2 76.6 69.0 775 73.9 219
SD 12.1 17.1 8.9 19.4 10.7 13.2

Legal Mean 76.7 75.8 75.6 81.7 76.6 76.9 223
SD 14.3 13.8 12.8 13.1 12.3 13.6

PPK Pre Mean 73.3 79.2 73.4 74.2 71.6 73.7 236
SD 16.2 12.6 16.1 12.3 16.1 15.6

PPK Post Mean 90.3 93.9 88.4 87.6 90.0 90.1 286
SD 13.8 9.0 12.1 12.8 12.1 12.8

PPK Post-Pre Delta Mean 17.8 15.1 14.8 12.7 19.9 17.1 232
SD 13.7 10.9 14.3 13.1 16.1 13.9

Safety Mean 73.7 78.0 73.8 78.2 76.5 75.0 200
SD 12.2 9.7 10.6 11.2 12.0 11.6

SDM-Rev Mean 62.0 63.4 60.3 62.7 60.6 61.7 290
SD 5.6 4.8 5.5 4.3 4.7 5.3

Note: All numbers are percents exceptdader the N columrwhich is the total number of people for whom
information is available for any giveiest
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Multivariate Analysis

The bivariate relationships discussed above need to be considered in light of the complex
inter-relationships among variables. For example, certain background variables are themselves
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highly related as in the case of Title IV-E participation and education (most trainees that have MSW
degrees were recruited from the Title I'\V-E training programs of the IUC schools). Table 14
displays this relationship for 308 trainees. While only about 35 percent of trainees participated in
Title IV-E programs, almost 80 percent with MSW degrees participated, compared to 50 percent of
BSW degree holders, 3 percent with MA/MS degree, and less than 2 percent with BA/BS degrees.

Table 14. Title IV-E Participation by Education
Participation in Title IV-E

No Yes Total

BA/BS 98.5% 1.5% 100%
N 131 2 133
BSW 50.0% 50.0% 100%
N 15 15 30
MA/MS 96.8% 3.2% 100%
N 30 1 31
MSW 20.2% 79.8% 100%
N 23 91 114
Total 64.6% 35.4% 100%
N 199 109 308

To understand how variables simultaneously influence test performance, regression models
were tested using demographic and experiential variables as predictors of test performance.
Appendix A provides detailed tables regarding these models and Table 15 summarizes the findings
across models. Overall, 12 out of the 15 models were significant; the three non-significant models
were those testing predictors of performance on the CMI-Il, CPCM Pre, and PPK Post. Gender was
only significant as a predictor of performance on the CMI-I, with men scoring lower than women.
Race was significant with regard to the following tests: Core Pre, CMI-I, CPCM Post, and PPK Pre.
For all the tests, Caucasian workers scored higher than the reference group, African-American
workers; Latino workers scored higher on the CMI-1, CPCM and PPK Pre. Workers in the Other
category scored higher than the reference group for the Core Pre. Age was a significant predictor of
Core Post, CMI-I, CRW, Legal, Safety, and SDM-Rev. For the Core Post, CRW, Safety, and SDM-
Rev, workers in the oldest category, the 46 or older group, scored lower than those in the reference
category, the 25 or younger group; for the CMI-I and Legal tests, workers in all of the groups
scored lower than those in the youngest category. ESL was a significant predictor of the Core Pre,
CMI-I, CPCM Post, Kinship, and PPK Pre such that workers for whom English is a second
language scored lower than those for whom English is the first language. Education was a
significant predictor of the CMI-I, CYD Pre, CYD Post, Legal, and PPK Pre. Compared to workers
with BA/BS degrees, those with BSW degrees scored lower on the CMI-I, Legal, and PPK Pre;
workers with MSW degrees scored higher on the CMI-I, CYD Pre, and CYD Post. Participation in
Title IV-E was significant as a predictor or performance on the Core Pre- and Post-tests, with
participants scoring higher than non-participants. Time in child welfare was significant for the Core
Pre, CYD Pre, and Kinship. Compared to those in the less than 6 months category, workers in the
three categories with more experience scored higher on the Core Pre; workers in the 1-2 years and
3-5 years groups scored higher than those in the reference category on the CYD Pre and only those
in the highest experience group, more than 5 years, scored higher on Kinship. Overall, the results
from these models suggest that for many of the tests there are factors not measured that are likely
more important predictors.
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Table 15. Summary of Significant Results from Models testing Predictors of Test Performance

Variables

Core
Pre

Core
Post

CMI-

CPCM  CYD

CRW Post Pre

Legal

PPK

Pre Safety

SDM-
Rev

Gender
Race/Ethnicity
African-American is reference
Asian/Pacific Islander
Caucasian
Latino
Other
Age
25 or Younger is reference
26 - 36
36 - 45
46 or Older
ESL
Education
BA/BS is reference
BSW
MA/MS
MSW
Participate in Title IV-E
Total Time in Child Welfare
Less than 6 Months is reference
6 - 11 Months
1-2Years
3 -5 Years
More than 5 Years

*%*

*%*

*k*k

*%

**

*k%k

*

*%*

*k*k

*k*

*k*k

**

*%*

*k%k

*%

*%*

*%*

*%

**

*%*

**

*%*

*%*

*p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001
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Implications and Next Steps

The Group for Evaluation of Training in Child Welfare (GET-CW) made considerable
progress in developing and utilizingk nowl edge and skill asgsgesmlsment s
training mission in 2007-2008. GET-CW released two research briefs in this period, one of
which analyzed training data to understand the relationship between Title IV-E participation and
education on performance on the Core Pre- and Post-Tests, and the other being a review of the
Transfer of Learning (TOL) literature related to child welfare. Currently, high priority should be
assigned to the following aspects of continued improvement in this program:

A Update exam items as curriculum changes and psychometric data dictate. In particular, the
Core proficiency exam is due for a partial update.

A Cut points need to be established by Subject Matter Experts for additional module/ embedded
tests, especially those that have new versions (Legal Overview, Court Report Writing, CMI-
I1, and the SDM Risk Analysis component).

A The IUC instituted a trainee assessment feedback report that transmits scores on all
embedded tests to DCFS for use in employee development. Discussions have been ongoing
about how to recognize and respond to trainees whose performance on embedded tests
suggests substantial difficulty in mastering key content and concepts. Further analysis of the
predictive accuracy of early results is warranted.

A Assessment of Transfer of Learning from the Core Academy to the job continues to be an
important consideration. The key question for analysis at this point is that of whether
knowledge gained in training is transferred to the field. The objective of training is to
understand, practice, and to master, at the appropriate introductory level, key knowledge,
skills and attitudes for child welfare practice. Given that the IUC now assesses knowledge
and ability to apply that knowledge (at least in paper and pencil situations) as part of its
assessment program, it is now time to gauge transfer of learning from academy to field
situations, and to learn what in the training and DCFS environment facilitate and hinder
transfer of learning. The Portfolio/Transfer of Learning Project being tested by the training
center at Cal State Long Beach and DCFS holds promise in this regard; this project has
developed methods to improve TOL, and includes a rigorous evaluation that should allow
analysis of TOL, including the relationship of test assessment data to field performance.
However, a specific attempt should be made to address TOL at DCFS not only for the Core
Academy training but in an ongoing way for all in-service trainings efforts.
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Appendix A

The first model, displayed in Table A-1, tested performance on the Core Pre-Test
(F=8.47, p<.001). All the variables together account for 35 percent of the variance in test
performance (R°=.351). Gender and age are not significant individually, but the remaining
variables are significant. In terms of race/ethnicity, trainees who were Caucasian or Other have
higher scores (measured as percent correct) than those who are African-American. Trainees for
whom English is a second language have lower scores. Although there are no significant
relationships noted for education in the table when trainees with a BA/BS degree are the
comparison group, a pairwise comparison test reveals that trainees with BSW degrees score
significantly less than those with MA/MS degrees (p<.05). Trainees who participated in Title V-
E programs have higher scores than those who did not participate. When compared to trainees
with less than six months experience in child welfare, those in the higher experience groups all
score higher (except for those in the 1-2 years category).

Table A-1. Regression Model testing Predictors of Performance on the Core Pre-Test (n=284)
Variables b SE Beta
Gender -0.009 0.015 -0.029
Race/Ethnicity
African-American is reference category

Asian/Pacific Islander -0.005 0.021 -0.015

Caucasian 0.047 ** 0.015 0.185

Latino 0.027 0.015 0.130

Other 0.055* 0.025 0.121
Age

25 or Younger is reference category

26 - 36 -0.015 0.013 -0.074

36 - 45 -0.012 0.017 -0.043

46 or Older -0.038 0.020 -0.117
ESL -0.035 ** 0.014 -0.150
Education

BA/BS is reference category

BSW -0.014 0.020 -0.042

MA/MS 0.033 0.019 0.095

MSW 0.034 0.018 0.159
Participate in Title IV-E 0.066 *** 0.018 0.308

Total Time in Child Welfare
Less than 6 Months is reference category

6 - 11 Months 0.048 * 0.019 0.137

1-2Years -0.005 0.016 -0.017

3-5Years 0.060 ** 0.020 0.164

More than 5 Years 0.055 ** 0.017 0.177
Constant 0.555 0.022

*p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001
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Table A-2 presents results from the regression model testing predictors of performance
on the Core Post-Test (F=3.37, p<.001). All the variables together account for 18 percent of the
variance in test performance (R°=.184). This is an interesting finding given that the same
variables accounted for 35 percent of the variance in the Core Pre-Test, suggesting that perhaps
background factors that trainees enter training with have more to do with performance at the start
of training, but that other factors not measured here are more important for test performance after
training has been completed. The only significant variables are age and participation in Title V-
E programs. Although trainees in all the age groups have lower scores than the youngest age
group, the 25 years or younger group, the only significant comparison is with the category
containing those 46 years and older. As with the Core Pre-Test, trainees who participated in Title
IV-E programs have higher scores than those who did not participate.

Table A-2. Regression Model testing Predictors of Performance on the Core Post-Test (n=273)
Variables b SE Beta
Gender 0.007 0.015 0.029
Race/Ethnicity
African-American is reference category

Asian/Pacific Islander -0.001 0.020 -0.005

Caucasian 0.036 0.015 0.166

Latino 0.014 0.014 0.081

Other 0.039 0.023 0.102
Age

25 or Younger is reference category

26 - 36 -0.021 0.012 -0.122

36 - 45 -0.023 0.017 -0.093

46 or Older -0.078 *** 0.019 -0.274
ESL -0.021 0.013 -0.108
Education

BA/BS is reference category

BSW -0.026 0.019 -0.092

MA/MS 0.020 0.018 0.069

MSW 0.004 0.018 0.020
Participate in Title IV-E 0.035* 0.017 0.192

Total Time in Child Welfare
Less than 6 Months is reference category

6 - 11 Months 0.015 0.018 0.051

1-2 Years -0.005 0.015 -0.019

3-5Years 0.040 0.019 0.126

More than 5 Years 0.023 0.016 0.090
Constant 0.727 0.021

*p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001
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Table A-3 presents results from the model testing performance on the CMI-1 Test
(F=5.32, p<.001). All the variables together account for 26 percent of the variance in test
performance (R?=.260). Participation in Title I\V-E programs and experience in child welfare are
not significant individually, but the remaining variables are significant. For example, males score
lower than females. In terms of race/ethnicity, trainees who were Caucasian or Latino have
higher scores than those who are African-American. Trainees for whom English is a second
language have lower scores. Compared to trainees with BA/BS degrees, those with BSW degrees
score lower, while those with MSW degrees score higher.

Table A-3. Regression Model testing Predictors of Performance on the CMI-1 Test (n=276)
Variables b SE Beta

Gender -0.036 * 0.016 -0.120
Race/Ethnicity

African-American is reference category

Asian/Pacific Islander -0.007 0.022 -0.020

Caucasian 0.058 ** 0.016 0.229

Latino 0.031* 0.016 0.152

Other 0.008 0.026 0.018
Age

25 or Younger is reference category

26 - 36 -0.048 *** 0.013 -0.237

36 - 45 -0.078 *** 0.019 -0.278

46 or Older -0.081 *** 0.021 -0.253
ESL -0.038 ** 0.015 -0.168
Education

BA/BS is reference category

BSW -0.048 * 0.022 -0.139

MA/MS 0.019 0.020 0.058

MSW 0.044 * 0.019 0.213
Participate in Title IV-E -0.009 0.019 -0.044

Total Time in Child Welfare
Less than 6 Months is reference category

6 - 11 Months 0.045 0.020 0.132

1-2 Years -0.021 0.017 -0.073

3-5Years -0.005 0.021 -0.014

More than 5 Years -0.005 0.018 -0.016
Constant 0.831 0.023

*p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001
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Table A-4 presents results from the model testing performance on the CRW Test
(F=1.71, p<.05). All the variables together account for 17 percent of the variance in test
performance (R?=.165). However, only one individual variable is significant (age), which along
with the fact that only 17 percent of the variance is accounted for by the model, indicating that
other factors not measured may be more important when it comes to performance on the CRW
test. In terms of age, although trainees in all the age groups have lower scores than the youngest
age group, the 25 years or younger group, the only significant comparison is with the category
containing those 46 years and older.

Table A-4. Regression Model testing Predictors of Performance on the CRW Test (n=165)
Variables b SE Beta

Gender -0.010 0.022 -0.038
Race/Ethnicity
African-American is reference category

Asian/Pacific Islander 0.028 0.025 0.105

Caucasian 0.035 0.019 0.173

Latino 0.023 0.019 0.131

Other 0.026 0.033 0.065
Age

25 or Younger is reference category

26 - 36 -0.025 0.017 -0.147

36 - 45 -0.038 0.023 -0.172

46 or Older -0.072 ** 0.025 -0.276
ESL -0.012 0.018 -0.062
Education

BA/BS is reference category

BSW -0.053 0.023 -0.213

MA/MS -0.001 0.024 -0.003

MSW -0.018 0.021 -0.102
Participate in Title IV-E 0.018 0.019 0.102

Total Time in Child Welfare
Less than 6 Months is reference category

6 - 11 Months 0.002 0.023 0.009

1-2 Years -0.051 0.021 -0.202

3-5Years 0.010 0.024 0.033

More than 5 Years 0.007 0.021 0.028
Constant 0.924 0.032

*p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001
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Although the model testing predictors of performance on the CPCM Post-Test was
significant (F=2.12, p<.01), the variables together account for only 13 percent of the variance
observed (R?=.128). In addition, only race/ethnicity and ESL status were significant individual
variables, suggesting that perhaps other variables not measured are more important predictors of
performance on this test (see Table A-5). In terms of race/ethnicity, trainees who were Caucasian
or Latino have higher scores than those who are African-American. Trainees for whom English
is a second language have lower scores.

Table A-5. Regression Model testing Predictors of Performance on the CPCM Post-Test (n=264)
Variables b SE Beta

Gender -0.024 0.020 -0.073
Race/Ethnicity

African-American is reference category

Asian/Pacific Islander 0.032 0.027 0.082

Caucasian 0.081 *** 0.021 0.288

Latino 0.045* 0.019 0.195

Other 0.053 0.033 0.106
Age

25 or Younger is reference category

26 - 36 -0.005 0.017 -0.021

36 - 45 -0.025 0.024 -0.077

46 or Older -0.043 0.026 -0.120
ESL -0.060 ** 0.018 -0.233
Education

BA/BS is reference category

BSW -0.044 0.026 -0.113

MA/MS -0.016 0.025 -0.043

MSW -0.005 0.024 -0.019
Participate in Title IV-E 0.012 0.024 0.051

Total Time in Child Welfare
Less than 6 Months is reference category

6 - 11 Months -0.029 0.025 -0.077

1-2Years -0.016 0.020 -0.052

3-5Years -0.014 0.027 -0.033

More than 5 Years 0.026 0.023 0.076
Constant 0.767 0.029

*p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001
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Table A-6 presents results from the model testing performance on the CYD Pre-Test
(F=2.88, p<.001). All the variables together account for 23 percent of the variance in test
performance (R?=.233). Education is a significant predictor such that trainees with MSW
degrees have higher scores than those with BA/BS degrees. Experience in child welfare prior to
the start of training is also significant: compared to those in the Less than 6 months of experience
category, trainees in the two groups with the most experience (the 3-5 years category and the
More than 5 years category) have higher scores.

Table A-6. Regression Model testing Predictors of Performance on the CYD Pre-Test (n=179)
Variables b SE Beta

Gender -0.045 0.031 -0.106
Race/Ethnicity

African-American is reference category

Asian/Pacific Islander -0.078 0.047 -0.136

Caucasian 0.032 0.033 0.083

Latino 0.002 0.031 0.007

Other 0.108 0.057 0.148
Age

25 or Younger is reference category

26 - 36 -0.053 0.028 -0.173

36-45 -0.034 0.036 -0.089

46 or Older -0.083 0.039 -0.192
ESL -0.005 0.029 -0.014
Education

BA/BS is reference category

BSW 0.021 0.046 0.033

MA/MS 0.038 0.034 0.087

MSW 0.116 ** 0.036 0.277
Participate in Title IV-E 0.020 0.053 0.032

Total Time in Child Welfare
Less than 6 Months is reference category

6 - 11 Months -0.050 0.069 -0.055

1-2Years 0.010 0.035 0.022

3-5Years 0.132 ** 0.041 0.236

More than 5 Years 0.087 ** 0.033 0.205
Constant 0.775 0.045

*p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001
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Table A-7 presents results from the regression model testing predictors of performance
on the CYD Post-Test (F=1.82, p<.05). All the variables together account for 16 percent of the
variance in test performance (R?=.160). As with the findings for the Core Pre- and Post-Test, this
is an interesting finding given that the same variables accounted for 23 percent of the variance in
the CYD Pre-Test. This suggests that perhaps background factors that trainees enter training with
have more to do with performance at the start of training but that other factors not measured here
are more important for test performance after training has been completed. The only significant
variable is education. As with the CYD Pre-Test, trainees with MSW degrees have higher scores
than those with BA/BS degrees.

Table A-7. Regression Model testing Predictors of Performance on the CYD Post-Test (n=180)
Variables b SE Beta
Gender -0.047 0.030 -0.122
Race/Ethnicity
African-American is reference category

Asian/Pacific Islander 0.003 0.046 0.005

Caucasian 0.044 0.032 0.120

Latino 0.019 0.029 0.067

Other 0.059 0.055 0.087
Age

25 or Younger is reference category

26 - 36 -0.024 0.027 -0.085

36 - 45 0.009 0.034 0.027

46 or Older -0.034 0.038 -0.084
ESL -0.045 0.027 -0.142
Education

BA/BS is reference category

BSW 0.006 0.045 0.011

MA/MS 0.048 0.032 0.119

MSW 0.084 * 0.036 0.214
Participate in Title IV-E -0.006 0.051 -0.010

Total Time in Child Welfare
Less than 6 Months is reference category

6 - 11 Months 0.009 0.060 0.012

1-2Years -0.031 0.033 -0.076

3-5Years 0.072 0.040 0.139

More than 5 Years 0.061 0.032 0.156
Constant 0.864 0.043

*p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001
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Although the model testing predictors of performance on the Kinship Test was significant
(F=1.90, p<.05), the variables together account for only 13 percent of the variance observed
(R?=.147). In addition, only ESL status and experience in child welfare were significant
individual variables, suggesting that perhaps other variables not measured are more important
predictors of performance on this test (see Table A-8). In terms ESL status, trainees for whom
English is a second language have lower scores. Compared to trainees with little experience,

Less than 6 months, those in the category with the most prior experience (More than 5 years)
have higher scores.

Table A-8. Regression Model testing Predictors of Performance on the Kinship Test (n=206)
Variables b SE Beta
Gender -0.021 0.028 -0.053
Race/Ethnicity
African-American is reference category

Asian/Pacific Islander 0.072 0.036 0.161

Caucasian 0.059 0.027 0.181

Latino 0.016 0.027 0.057

Other 0.025 0.042 0.044
Age

25 or Younger is reference category

26 - 36 -0.008 0.023 -0.029

36 - 45 -0.059 0.032 -0.160

46 or Older -0.047 0.035 -0.110
ESL -0.058 * 0.025 -0.190
Education

BA/BS is reference category

BSW -0.008 0.037 -0.018

MA/MS 0.025 0.036 0.053

MSW 0.025 0.031 0.095
Participate in Title IV-E -0.038 0.029 -0.144

Total Time in Child Welfare
Less than 6 Months is reference category

6 - 11 Months -0.049 0.030 -0.123

1-2 Years 0.015 0.027 0.042

3-5Years -0.046 0.033 -0.103

More than 5 Years 0.068 * 0.030 0.170
Constant 0.776 0.042

*p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001
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As with the previous model, the one testing predictors of performance on the Legal
Foundations Test was significant (F=2.40, p<.01) but the variables together account for only 18
percent of the variance observed (R°=.176). Age and education are the only significant individual
variables, suggesting that perhaps other variables not measured are more important predictors of
test performance (see Table A-9). In terms of age, all three age groups have lower scores when
compared with the youngest group who are 25 years or younger. The only significant difference
with the education variable is that trainees with BSW degrees have lower scores than those with
BA/BS degrees.

Table A-9. Regression Model testing Predictors of Performance on the Legal Test (n=210)
Variables b SE Beta

Gender -0.035 0.028 -0.086
Race/Ethnicity

African-American is reference category

Asian/Pacific Islander 0.008 0.036 0.018

Caucasian 0.052 0.027 0.158

Latino 0.042 0.027 0.150

Other 0.072 0.040 0.129
Age

25 or Younger is reference category

26 - 36 -0.059 * 0.023 -0.220

36 - 45 -0.085 ** 0.031 -0.231

46 or Older -0.125 ** 0.036 -0.278
ESL -0.045 0.025 -0.147
Education

BA/BS is reference category

BSW -0.078 * 0.036 -0.175

MA/MS 0.021 0.034 0.046

MSW 0.004 0.031 0.016
Participate in Title IV-E 0.031 0.028 0.116

Total Time in Child Welfare
Less than 6 Months is reference category

6 - 11 Months -0.036 0.030 -0.087

1-2 Years -0.027 0.026 -0.073

3-5Years 0.050 0.033 0.112

More than 5 Years 0.033 0.029 0.083
Constant 0.833 0.042

*p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001
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Table A-10 presents results from the model testing performance on the PPK Pre-Test
(F=2.32, p<.01). All the variables together account for 16 percent of the variance in test
performance (R?=.163), suggesting that perhaps other variables not measured here are also
important predictors. In terms of race/ethnicity, trainees who were Caucasian or Latino have
higher scores than those who are African-American. Trainees for whom English is a second
language have lower scores. Education is a significant predictor such that trainees with BSW
degrees have lower scores than those with BA/BS degrees.

Table A-10. Regression Model testing Predictors of Performance on the PPK Pre-Test (n=221)
Variables b SE Beta
Gender -0.024 0.033 -0.049
Race/Ethnicity
African-American is reference category

Asian/Pacific Islander 0.077 0.041 0.140

Caucasian 0.079* 0.031 0.200

Latino 0.079* 0.030 0.244

Other 0.102 0.053 0.135
Age

25 or Younger is reference category

26 - 36 -0.030 0.026 -0.096

36 - 45 0.004 0.035 0.011

46 or Older -0.063 0.039 -0.133
ESL -0.083 ** 0.027 -0.235
Education

BA/BS is reference category

BSW -0.096 ** 0.036 -0.196

MA/MS 0.052 0.036 0.103

MSW 0.045 0.034 0.131
Participate in Title IV-E 0.023 0.033 0.064

Total Time in Child Welfare
Less than 6 Months is reference category

6 - 11 Months 0.020 0.040 0.036

1-2Years -0.009 0.033 -0.020

3-5Years -0.016 0.039 -0.028

More than 5 Years 0.013 0.034 0.027
Constant 0.738 0.045

*p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001
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Table A-11 presents results from the model testing performance on the Safety Test
(F=1.88, p<.05). All the variables together account for 16 percent of the variance in test
performance (R?=.157). However, only one individual variable is significant (age), which along
with the fact that only 16 percent of the variance is accounted for by the model, indicates that
other factors not measured may be more important when it comes to performance on the Safety
test. In terms of age, trainees in the 46 years and older category have lower scores when
compared to the youngest group comprised of trainees 25 years or younger group.

Table A-11. Regression Model testing Predictors of Performance on the Safety Test (n=190)
Variables b SE Beta

Gender -0.020 0.025 -0.058
Race/Ethnicity

African-American is reference category

Asian/Pacific Islander -0.013 0.031 -0.037

Caucasian 0.060 0.024 0.214

Latino 0.016 0.024 0.068

Other 0.042 0.038 0.084
Age

25 or Younger is reference category

26 - 36 0.004 0.020 0.018

36-45 -0.029 0.028 -0.093

46 or Older -0.088 ** 0.031 -0.235
ESL -0.032 0.022 -0.129
Education

BA/BS is reference category

BSW -0.026 0.032 -0.070

MA/MS 0.041 0.032 0.101

MSW 0.034 0.030 0.151
Participate in Title IV-E -0.018 0.028 -0.082

Total Time in Child Welfare
Less than 6 Months is reference category

6 - 11 Months 0.029 0.027 0.083

1-2Years -0.025 0.023 -0.084

3 -5 Years 0.026 0.030 0.068

More than 5 Years 0.015 0.028 0.043
Constant 0.765 0.036

*p< .05, **p<.01, **p<.001
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Although the model testing predictors of performance on the SDM-Revised Test was
significant (F=1.82, p<.05), the variables together account for only 10 percent of the variance
observed (R?=.108). In addition, only age is significant as an individual variable, suggesting that
perhaps other variables not measured are more important predictors of performance on this test
(see Table A-12). In terms of age, trainees in the 46 years and older category have lower scores
when compared to the youngest group comprised of trainees 25 years or younger group.

Table A-12. Regression Model testing Predictors of Performance on the SDM-Revised Test (n=273)
Variables b SE Beta

Gender -0.008 0.009 -0.053
Race/Ethnicity

African-American is reference category

Asian/Pacific Islander -0.008 0.013 -0.047

Caucasian 0.017 0.010 0.128

Latino 0.011 0.009 0.104

Other -0.004 0.015 -0.019
Age

25 or Younger is reference category

26 - 36 -0.010 0.008 -0.096

36 - 45 -0.010 0.011 -0.063

46 or Older -0.038 ** 0.012 -0.220
ESL -0.009 0.008 -0.074
Education

BA/BS is reference category

BSW -0.014 0.012 -0.082

MA/MS -0.005 0.012 -0.026

MSW 0.005 0.011 0.044
Participate in Title IV-E -0.001 0.011 -0.009

Total Time in Child Welfare
Less than 6 Months is reference category

6 - 11 Months 0.012 0.012 0.068

1-2 Years -0.018 0.010 -0.124

3-5Years 0.003 0.012 0.015

More than 5 Years -0.004 0.010 -0.023
Constant 0.637 0.013

*p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001
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