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o Workers with Title IV-E
training performed better
on the Child and Youth
Development (CYD) test
compared to those with-
out such training

o Workers with MSW de-
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grees performed better
on the CYD and Perma-
nency Planning Knowl-
edge tests, compared to
those with Bachelor’s
degrees, but there was
no difference when com-
pared to workers with
other Master’s degrees
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Considerable effort and funds have
been expended in the last 20 years to imple-
ment various training initiatives and pro-
grams in order to re-professionalize child wel-
fare staff in public child welfare (PCW) agen-
cies. Federal funding through Title IV-B and
Title IV-E provides states with resources for
training programs for both current and pro-
IV-E
funded programs in particular allow schools

spective child welfare workers. Title

of social work across the country to provide
stipends and specialized child welfare-related
education to students who commit to working
in PCW after graduation. The purpose of
these training efforts is to ensure that work-
ers have the knowledge and skills necessary
to be effective in the field. Like workers in the
field of social work in general, PCW workers
are required to possess both a broad range
of knowledge and also specific skills in a vari-
ety of areas such as case management,
safety assessment, and court report writing.

Although child welfare training and
social work education are relied upon to help
PCW workers attain the requisite knowledge
and skills, there has been little published
research regarding the effects of such train-
ing. Several studies have examined the im-
pact of participation in Title IV-E funded pro-

grams and educational background (e.g.,

social work degrees versus non-social work
degrees) on outcomes such as retention and
turnover of PCW workers, and much of this
work reports differences in expected direc-
tions (see Zlotnik, DePanfilis, Daining, &
Lane, 2005, for a systematic review of this
literature). Only a handful of studies have
examined differences in general knowledge
or competence (Booz-Allen & Hamilton,
1987; Dhooper, Royse, & Wolfe, 1990; Gan-
sle & Ellet, 2002; Gleeson & Dubois, 1990;
Jones & Okamura, 2000; Perry, 2007). Those
studies that utilized direct measures of
knowledge via tests administered to workers
or students found that Title IV-E participation
and education did make a difference in ex-
pected directions.

There are no published studies that
have examined differences in specific areas
of child welfare knowledge/skills by Title IV-E
participation and education. The results pre-
sented in this research brief address this
area of child welfare training evaluation.
Findings are reported from an evaluation of
pre-service training for a large cohort of newly
hired child welfare workers. Before receiving
training, workers were tested regarding spe-
cific areas of child welfare knowledge/skills
and this study examines predictors of per-
formance on those measures.

For more information regarding the Inter-University-Consortium and other briefs in this
series, please visit our website at: http//iuc.spa.ucla.edu/iucmain/About.htm
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There is no published research examining the
relationship of Title IV-E participation and social work
education with specific types of knowledge and skills that
are necessary for effective work in child welfare. The re-
sults presented in this brief add to the growing knowl-
edge base in this area of child welfare training. The cur-
rent research brief presents data from a large sample of
newly hired workers at the Department of Children and
Family Services (DCFS) in Los Angeles County. All work-
ers must complete an eight week training at the Core
Academy prior the start of work. Workers are adminis-
tered a number of tests of child welfare knowledge/skills
before beginning this training and immediately after
training is completed. Two of these tests are the focus of
this brief: Child and Youth Development (CYD) and Per-
manency Planning Knowledge (PPK). These tests were
chosen for analysis because they capture specific areas
in child welfare about which workers with Title IV-E train-
ing and those with education in social work should be
more knowledgeable when compared to those without
such backgrounds.

Specifically, the research questions addressed
by this study focus on whether there are differences in
performance on these measures of child welfare knowl-
edge/skills, prior to the start of pre-service training, by
Title IV-E participation and education, while controlling

METHOD

The study described here is from a larger evalua-
tion of pre-service training in Los Angeles County. The
training efforts are part of a collaboration between the
Department of Children and Family Services (DCFS) and
five schools of social work in the Los Angeles region de-
scribed in a previous research brief (Furman, Bag-
dasaryan, & Franke, 2008). Comprised of 18 offices,
DCFS provides services to the State’s largest caseload.
In Calendar Year (CY) 2007, DCFS received referrals for
167,325 children, and by the end of CY 2007, there
were 36,632 children receiving child welfare services
either in-home or out-of-hnome (DCFS Fact Sheet, 2007).
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS OF CURRENT STUDY

for other factors. If the Title IV-E programs in which some
of the workers participated were successful in providing
child welfare related education, then we would expect
workers with such a background to score higher on the
measures than non-Title IV-E participants. Similarly, we
would expect that workers with social work degrees
would score higher on the tests than those with degrees
in other fields, with workers holding Master’s of Social
Work degrees scoring the highest. In essence, this study
is testing the effectiveness of training and education re-
ceived while in graduate school in terms of providing the
type of preparation for which they were designed.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

« Do workers who participated in Title IV-E funded
programs perform better on tests of specific child
welfare knowledge compared to those without
such training?

o Do workers who have degrees in social work per-
form better on tests of specific child welfare knowl-
edge compared to those without such education?

o Do workers who have Master’s degrees in social
work perform better on tests of specific child wel-
fare knowledge compared to those without such
degrees?

To meet the challenge of serving a growing and
diverse population, DFCS, in collaboration with the Inter-
University Consortium (IUC), provides a Core Academy for
all incoming workers. The goal of the Academy is to en-
sure that the workforce has the knowledge and skills
necessary to build collaborative relationships with fami-
lies receiving support through DCFS and provide effective
services. Prior to entering the Core Academy for this
training, many have also received specialized training
through Title IV-E programs and education in social work
to prepare them for work in child welfare and social ser-
vices.
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Sample

From July 2006 through March 2009, 921 newly
-hired CSWs received training at DCFS. The sample sizes
for each of the analyses are restricted to CSWs with com-
plete information on all independent variables of interest
in relation to each test being examined (n=292 for the
CYD and n=673 for the PPK).1 The sample sizes vary due
to the fact that not every class during the study period
received both tests. Out of the 28 classes that went to
the Core Academies during the study period, 11 received
the CYD test (317 individuals took this test, while n=292
had complete information for the analysis). The sample
size for the PPK test is higher at n=736 because all 28
classes (921 individuals) were administered this test.

Data and Variables

The CYD test was first utilized in July of 2007.
The test contains multiple-choice questions, which cover
domains such as: theories of child development, devel-
opmental milestones, assessment of developmental de-
lays/disabilities, and assessment of age-appropriate ver-
sus maladaptive behavior. Initially, the test was com-
prised of 30 questions; a few months before the end of
the 2007-2008 Academic Year (AY), however, the test
was revised and included only 25 questions. The PPK
test was implemented since before the start of the 2006-
2007 AY (which is the beginning of the current study pe-
riod) and has 30 questions. Similar to the CYD test, the
PPK test utilizes multiple-choice questions. The domains
covered include legislation and policies, concurrent plan-
ning procedures and strategies, and assessment of nor-
mative versus maladaptive behavior presented by chil-
dren in placement. Both the CYD and PPK instruments
have been tested for validity and reliability.2

The percent correct on both the CYD and PPK
tests was calculated for every CSW. Thus, performance
on the tests are the dependent variables for the study.

In addition to the tests, workers were given a survey prior
to the start of training to collect demographic and other
background information. There are seven independent
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variables tested in the current analysis. The first inde-
pendent variable of interest is Title IV-E participation,
which is a dichotomous yes/no variable and includes
students from BSW and MSW programs. The second in-
dependent variable of interest is education, which is a
categorical variable measuring both level of education
(Bachelor’s or Master’s) and discipline in which the de-
gree was received (social work or other). It has four cate-
gories: BA/BS, BSW, MA/MS, MSW.

Control variables were also included in the
analyses. Time in child welfare (the number of years in
the field prior to start of training) has five categories: un-
der six months, 6-11 months, 1-2 years, 3-4 years, and 5
or more years. Gender is measured as a dichotomous
variable (male or female) as none of the CSWs indicated
otherwise, although that option was available. Race/
ethnicity is measured with five categories: African Ameri-
can/Black, Asian/Pacific Islander, Caucasian, Hispanic/
Latino, and Other3. Age at the time of the survey is a
categorical variable with four categories: 25 or younger,
26-35 years, 36-45 years, and 46 or older. English as a
second language (ESL) is a dichotomous no/yes variable.

Analysis

Because the dependent variables being exam-
ined are both measured on continuous scales, multiple
regression was used for each of the analyses. Thus,
there are two models tested in this study, one for each of
the two dependent variables: performance on the CYD
test and performance on the PPK test.

METHOD
e CYD sample: n=297 newly-hired workers
e PPK sample: n=673 newly-hired workers

o |Vs:Title IV-Eparticipation, education, time in child
welfare, gender,.race, age, and ESL

o DVs: Percent correct on the CYD-test and PPK test

e Analysis: Two multiple regression models
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Although the sizes of the two samples
vary greatly, the descriptive statistics presented
in Table 1 suggest no differences across the
samples with regard to demographic character-
istics and time in child welfare. For example, a
majority of workers in both samples had less
than six months of experience in the child wel-
fare field prior to the start of their Academy (59
percent in the CYD sample and 56 percent in
the PPK sample). The majority in both samples
were female (83 percent in the CYD sample and
86 percent in the PPK sample). A large portion in
both samples were Hispanic/Latino (41-42 per-
cent) with approximately another quarter being
African American/Black. The majority of workers
in both groups (about 70-74 percent) were un-
der 35 years of age with about 40 percent in
each sample being in the 26-25 years category.
And lastly, about a two thirds of the workers in
each sample were native English speakers.

There were some differences, however,
by Title IV-E participation and education between
the two samples. For example, 18 percent of the
CYD sample participated in Title IV-E programs,
compared to 40 percent of the PPK sample. In
terms of education, the CYD sample had a ma-
jority of workers with BA/BS degrees (56 per-
cent) compared to 39 percent for the PPK sam-
ple. In addition, 20 percent of the CYD sample
was comprised of workers with MSW degrees
compared to 39 percent for the PPK sample.
The rates for workers with BSW or MA/MS de-
grees were comparable, however, between the
two samples.

Table 2 presents the mean percents
between the independent variables and each of
the dependent variables. These are provided for
completeness, but a detailed discussion is not
provided as the discussion of findings focuses
on the multivariate analyses.

]
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DESCRIPTIVE AND BIVARIATE STATISTICS

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for Each Sample

Variables
Overall N 292 673
Title IV-E
No 83% 61%
Yes 18% 40%
Education
BA/BS 56% 39%
BSW 12% 10%
MA/MS 13% 1%
MSW 20% 39%
Time in Child Welfare
Under 6 Months 58% 56%
6-11 Months 6% 10%
1-2 Years 15% 14%
3-4 Years 6% 8%
5 or More Years 16% 13%
Gender
Male 17% 14%
Female 83% 86%
Race/Ethnicity
African American/Black 26% 23%
Asian/Pacific Islander 7% 9%
Caucasian 19% 21%
Hispanic/Latino 41% 42%
Other 4% 5%
Age (Years)
25 or Younger 29% 30%
26-35 40% 44%
36-45 19% 17%
46 or Older 12% 9%
English is a Second Language
No 67% 69%
Yes 33% 31%
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Table 2. Mean Percent Correct on Each Test by Independent Variables of Interest

CYD (n=292) PPK (n=673)
Mean (%) SD (%) Mean (%) SD (%)

Overall Mean % Correct 66 13 61 12
Title IV-E

No 65 13 58 11

Yes 71 12 64 11
Education

BA/BS 64 12 58 12

BSW 65 10 56 12

MA/MS 65 14 59 10

MSW 72 12 65 11
Time in Child Welfare

Under 6 Months 65 12 60 12

6-11 Months 65 10 63 12

1-2 Years 65 14 62 10

3-4 Years 71 12 61 11

5 or More Years 67 13 60 12
Gender

Male 64 13 59 11

Female 66 12 61 12
Race/Ethnicity

African American/Black 64 12 59 12

Asian/Pacific Islander 61 13 60 9

Caucasian 70 14 65 11

Hispanic/Latino 65 11 59 12

Other 73 10 65 10
Age (Years)

25 or Younger 67 11 62 11

26-35 66 13 60 12

36-45 65 12 61 12

46 or Older 64 17 58 12
English is a Second Language

No 66 12 62 11

Yes 65 14 58 12
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MULTIVARIATE RESULTS
Child and Youth Development (CYD) Figure 1. Percent Correct on CYD by Education

The model testing predictors of performance on
the CYD test was significant: F=3.091, df(17), p<.001
(see Table 3). However, the variables in the model to-
gether accounted for 16 percent of the variance in CPCM
score (R2=.161) indicating that there are other factors
not measured that also explain performance on this test.

75%

70%
65% —
60% —
55% —
50%

BA/BS BSW MA/MS MSW

Education, race/ethnicity, and age emerged as

Mean PercentCorrect

significant predictors of performance on the CYD. Com-
pared to workers with MSW degrees, those with BA/BS
degrees and those with BSW degrees had lower scores

on average (that were similar to each other). There was
no difference, however, between workers with MA/MS
degrees and those with MSW degrees. Figure 1 presents Figure 2. Percent Correct on CYD by Race/Ethnicity

the adjusted means# for this variable, displaying the dif-

ferences observed. 3] 75%
)
L . o 5 70%
The race/ethnicity variable was significant in o
that Caucasian workers and those in the Other category 'GEJ 65%
had higher scores on average compared to African- ©
. . . . L 60% —
American/Black workers. Figure 2 displays the adjusted o °
means for this variable. § 55% —
=
Age was significant in that workers in the older 50%
groups tended to have lower scores, on average, when AAf”C.""”' Asian/ - Caucasian Hispanic/  Other
merican/ Pacific Latino
compared to those in the youngest age category (25 or Black  Islander

younger). The adjusted means for this variable are pre-
sented in Figure 3.

Placement and Permanency Knowledge (PPK) Figure 3. Percent Correct on CYD by Age

The model testing predictors of performance on 75%

the PPK test was significant (F=7.027, df(17), p<.001)
and all the variables together accounted for about 16
percent of the variance in PPK (R2=.156; see Table 3). As
with the results for performance on the CYD, the findings
for performance on the PPK test suggest that there are
other factors not measured that also explain perform-

70% —

65% —
60% —
55% —
50%

250r 26-35 36-45 46 or
Younger Older

ance on this test.

Mean PercentCorrect

Title IV-E participation, education, race/ethnicity,
age, and English is a second language were also signifi-
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Table 3. Results of Two Regression Models testing Predictors of Performance on CYD and PPK Tests, Respectively

Variables

Title IV-E (No participation is reference)
Education
BA/BS
BSW
MA/MS
(MSW is reference)
Time in Child Welfare
(Under 6 Months is reference)
6-11 Months
1-2 Years
3-4 Years
5 or More Years
Gender (Male is reference)
Race/Ethnicity
(African American/Black is reference)
Asian/Pacific Islander
Caucasian
Hispanic/Latino
Other
Age
(25 or Younger is reference)
26-35
36-45
46 or Older

ESL (No is reference)

Constant

0.036

-0.072%*
-0.09%*
-0.047

-0.031
-0.016
0.058
0.029
0.018

-0.038
0.061**
0.015
0.091 *

-0.041*
-0.046*
-0.068*
-0.012
0.709

0.025

0.023
0.027
0.028

0.031
0.021
0.031
0.021
0.019

0.03
0.021

0.02
0.038

0.018
0.023
0.028
0.017
0.036

0.11

-0.285
-0.232
-0.123

-0.058
-0.047
0.109
0.083
0.055

-0.08
0.192
0.059
0.145

-0.159
-0.144
-0.173
-0.044

0.028*

-0.039**
-0.085***
-0.032

-0.002
-0.004
-0.007
0.007
0.022

0.016
0.057***
0.027%*
0.065**

-0.024*
-0.008
-0.039*
-0.041***
0.605

0.013

0.014
0.016
0.018

0.015
0.013
0.017
0.014
0.012

0.017
0.013
0.013
0.022

0.011
0.014
0.018
0.01
0.022

0.117

-0.163
-0.222
-0.086

-0.006
-0.01
-0.016
0.021
0.066

0.039
0.199
0.116
0.115

-0.102
-0.024
-0.092
-0.164

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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cant predictors of performance on the PPK test. In terms Figure 4. Percent Correct on PPK by Title IV-E
of Title IV-E participation, workers who participated in
these programs had higher scores on average than those oS 5%
who did not participate. Figure 4 presents the adjusted a:') .
means for this variable to display the difference found. 8 70%
. _ - S 65%

The results with regard to education were similar 8
to those from the analysis of performance on the CYD E 60%
test. Compared to workers with MSW degrees, those with c
BA/BS degrees and those with BSW degrees had lower 8 55%
scores on average. There was no difference, however, = 50%
between workers with MA/MS degrees and those with No Yes
MSW degrees (see Figure 5 for adjusted means).

Similar to the results from the CYD analysis, the

findings examining performance on the PPK test indi- Figure 5. Percent Correct on PPK by Education

cated differences by race/ethnicity. Compared to workers

who were African-American, those who identified as Cau- 75%
casian, Hispanic/Latino, or Other had higher scores, on

70%

65%
60%

50%

average. The adjusted means displaying these differ-
ences are in Figure 6.

Also similar to the results from the CYD analysis,
the findings from the PPK test analysis indicated differ-
ences by age. The significant difference was when com-

Mean PercentCorrect

paring workers in the oldest age category (46 years and

older) with those in the youngest age group (25 years BA/BS BSW MA/MS MSW

and younger) such that the older group had lower scores,

on average. There were no differences in comparing ei-
ther of the two middle categories of this variable (26-35
years and 36-45 years) with the youngest category (see Figure 6. Percent Correct on PPK by Race/Ethnicity

Figure 7 for the adjust means).

S 75%
And finally, English is a second language was a ‘g 70%
significant predictor of performance on the PPK test. 9
Workers for whom English is a second language had S 65%
lower scores, on average, compared to native English- % 60%
speakers. Figure 8 presents the adjusted means demon- o
strating this difference. § 55% — I I
= 50%
African- Asian/ Caucasian Hispanic/ Other
American/ Pacific Latino
Black  Islander
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Figure 7 Percent Correct on PPK by Age
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Figure 8. Percent Correct on PPK by ESL

75%

70%

65%

60% —

55% —

Mean PercentCorrect

50%

250r 26-35 36-45 46 0or
Younger Older

75%

70%

65%

60%

55%

Mean PerceniCorrect

50%
No Yes

The overall pattern of findings in this research
brief supports a positive response to the research ques-
tions concerning the relevance of specialized social work
education and Title IV-E program participation to entry
level knowledge important for work in Public Child Wel-
fare (PCW). The pattern, however, is not universal, and
differences emerge between results from the Child and
Youth Development (CYD) and the Permanency Planning
Knowledge (PPK) exams.

For the CYD test, workers with MSWs outscored
those with Bachelor’'s degrees (both BSW and BA/BS
degrees), but not those with non-social work Master’s
degrees. And for this knowledge area, Title IV-E participa-
tion was not a significant predictor of test performance.
We surmise that the differences observed, and those not
observed but hypothesized for Title IV-E participation,
have to do with the general nature of the CYD test con-
tent, and the fact that the non-social work and non-Title
IV-E trainees likely had significant exposure to CYD con-
tent areas in the majority of degree programs in which
PCW staff earn degrees. These programs are overwhelm-
ingly in the social sciences and humanities, and include
psychology, sociology, human development and related
areas of study, all of which traditionally include some
focus on CYD content. Thus, the difference in pre-service

CONCLUSION AND DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

exposure by degree to CYD content may not be sufficient
to emerge as significant in these data. The lack of a dif-
ference between MSW and other Master’s degree train-
ees seems also reasonably explained by this phenome-
non. These results also suggest an area for future re-
search in training and education evaluation with regard
to examination of differences by undergraduate major
and field of study for Master’s degrees.

The pattern of the PPK results is similar to that
for CYD, but there is a significant difference by Title IV-E
participation. Here we note that the PPK content area is
indeed more specialized to PCW than is CYD content,
and that we presume social work students in Title IV-E
programs learn a good deal more about placement and
permanency than their peers in other social science and
humanities disciplines. Workers with MSW degrees per-
formed better than those with Bachelor’s degrees, and
while there was no significant difference between those
with MSWs and other Master’s degrees, we note a non-
significant trend that favors the MSWs; the unadjusted
mean for workers with MSW degrees was 59 percent
versus 59 percent for those with other Master’s degrees.

Certain other relationships between demo-
graphic data and test performance are noted in the re-
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sults, but are not central to the research questions of the
study. With the exception of the relationship of the age
variable to the test results, which has been observed in
all of our other analyses (Franke, Bagdasaryan, &
Furman, 2008), the demographic findings here have not
emerged in other analyses. Of particular interest, how-
ever, is the finding that ESL is a factor in the PPK results
but not in the CYD, which deserves further examination.

The analysis presented in this research brief, as
well as others that the GET-CW analytic group has been
able to conduct, rests upon the pioneering work of the
IUC to develop a comprehensive training evaluation sys-
tem that provides feedback to trainers, trainees, program
managers, as well as allowing for in-depth analysis of
resultant data. The accretion of evaluative knowledge

Notes
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from this project, as well as others with similar vision,
holds promise for strengthening the evidence base for
PCW education and training. Such projects within the IV-E
program need continued support if their promise is to be
fulfilled.

Finding that specialized training is relevant to
entry level PCW knowledge is clearly just the first step in
the training evaluation paradigm. Further detailed link-
age of entry level knowledge to specialized preparation is
warranted. And, as always, the Transfer of Learning (TOL)
question (the extent to which training transfers once
workers are on the job) looms as the next hurdle. With all
of the attendant design, measurement, and resource
issues, examination of TOL in child welfare training and
education is critical nonetheless.

1 It is important to note that the two samples are not independent. That is, the samples are both from the 921 workers
who received training at the DCFS Core Academies during the study period.

2 More information regarding the validity and reliability of the test can be found in a report entitled, “Inter-University
Consortium Core Academy Assessments: Annual Report Update, Fiscal Year 20@b6 0 {Franke, Furman, Ring, & Bag-
dasaryan, 2007); for a copy of this report, please contact Sofya Bagdasaryan at sofya@ucla.edu.

3 The “Other” category for the Race/Ethnicity variable includes individuals who identified as being Native American/

Alaskan Native, multiple race/ethnic groups, or “other.”

4 The adjusted means are different from the raw (unadjusted) means in that they account for the effects of all the other

variables.
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