
 Children and families referred to 

public child welfare (PCW) agencies for abuse 

and neglect are a vulnerable population in 

need of services provided by competent and 

well-trained workers. Child welfare workers, 

like those in the field of social work in gen-

eral, are required to possess both policy and 

program-level knowledge of multifaceted so-

cial problems; have specific skills in areas 

such as assessment and case management; 

be culturally competent and aware of how 

areas of difference intersect with child wel-

fare issues; and have the ability to interact 

professionally with families. Child welfare 

training is relied upon to help PCW workers 

attain this knowledge and these skills. Con-

siderable effort and funds have been ex-

pended in the last 20 years to implement 

various training initiatives and programs. 

Federal funding through Title IV-B, Section 

426 and Title IV-E provides states with re-

sources for training programs for both cur-

rent and prospective child welfare workers. 

 Several studies have examined the 

impact of Title IV-E participation and educa-

tion (e.g., social work degrees versus non-

social work degrees) on outcomes such as 

retention and turnover of PCW staff. Much of 

this work indicates that differences exist in 

expected directions (see Zlotnik, DePanfilis, 

Daining, & Lane, 2005 for a systematic re-

view of this literature). However, only a hand-

ful of published studies have examined differ-

ences in knowledge or competence as im-

pacts of training  (Booz-Allen & Hamilton, 

1987; Dhooper, Royse, & Wolfe, 1990; Gan-

sle & Ellet, 2002; Gleeson & Dubois, 1990; 

Jones & Okamura, 2000; Perry, 2006). The 

results from this latter research are some-

what conflicting, but studies utilizing direct 

measures of knowledge via tests adminis-

tered to workers/students found that educa-

tion and Title IV-E participation made a differ-

ence as expected (Dhooper, Royse, Wolfe, 

1990; Fox, Miller, & Barbee, 2003; Gansle & 

Ellet, 2002; Jones & Okamura, 2000) .  

 Given the importance of training  as 

a means of developing a qualified PCW work-

force, it is important to build a strong empiri-

cal base regarding the impact of training on 

desired outcomes. To that end, this research 

brief presents findings from an evaluation of 

pre-service training for newly hired child wel-

fare workers. Data from pre- and post-

training tests administered to a large cohort 

of new PCW workers were used to assess for 

differences, across time, in child welfare re-

lated knowledge by type of degree, the disci-

pline in which it was received, and Title IV-E 

program participation. 
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¶ There was significant 

improvement from the 

preð to post-test overall 

¶ Workers with the follow-

ing characteristics per-

formed better, on aver-

age, at both time 

points: 1) participated 

in Title IV-E programs, 

2) had MSWs, and 3) 

were in the two young-

est age groups  

¶ There were no signifi-

cant differences in test 

performance by the 

other variables tested 
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provide states with resources for training programs for 

both current and prospective child welfare workers. One 

way that Title IV-E funds are used is to provide stipends 

to students in social work degree programs (whose edu-

cation contains specialized PCW experience and training) 

in exchange for a commitment to working in PCW upon 

graduation. 

 Despite the proliferation of Title IV-E programs in 

recent years and the increased focus on ensuring that 

PCW workers have backgrounds in social work, there 

have only been a few empirical studies that have tested 

whether differences exist in knowledge and skills by Title 

IV-E participation and/or social work education (Booz-

Allen & Hamilton, 1987; Dhooper, Royse, & Wolfe, 1990; 

Gansle & Ellet, 2002; Gleeson & Dubois, 1990; Jones & 

Okamura, 2000; Perry, 2006). For example, Gansle & 

Ellet (2002) used a quasi-experimental design comparing 

students with Title IV-E stipends and those without sti-

pends. Two analyses were conducted, one for BSW stu-

dents and ones receiving their MSWs. Paper/pencil tests 

measuring child welfare knowledge were administered to 

all students in the study, one prior to the beginning of the 

last year of the program and one just prior to graduation. 

The results indicated that for the MSW students, all stu-

dents did significantly better after the program compared 

to before, but there was no difference by stipend receipt. 

BSW students as a group also did significantly better at 

the end of the academic year than at the start, but those 

with stipends scored higher than those without stipends. 

Across degree groups, students with stipends had signifi-

cantly higher change scores than those without stipends.  

 Similarly, Jones & Okamura (2000) compared 

newly hired workers who were Title IV-E trained and 

those who were not. The researchers administered a test 

of basic child welfare knowledge and also assessed con-

fidence in that knowledge. The study found that the Title 

IV-E graduates scored higher on the knowledge test and 

they expressed more confidence in their ability to per-

form basic child welfare tasks than did the other work-

ers.  

 The specialized services provided by public child 

welfare (PCW) agencies to address the multi-faceted 

problems that referred families face, must be delivered 

by workers who are well-educated and well-trained. Sev-

eral studies conducted in the 1980õs indicated that pro-

fessional social work education provides the type of 

knowledge and skills that are required for effective work 

in the PCW field (Booz-Allen & Hamilton, 1987; Lieber-

man, Hornby, & Russell, 1988; Pecora, Briar, & Zlotnick, 

1989), and more recent studies also found evidence in 

support of this finding (Albers, Reilly, & Rittner, 1993; 

Fox, Burnham, Barbee & Yankeelov, 2000). At the same 

time that early studies were finding that professional 

social work education was important in the field of PCW, 

other research was reporting declines in the rates of 

workers with such degrees (Lieberman et al., 1988; 

Laughlin & Specht, 1992, as cited in Jones, 2002). For 

example, an often cited study by Lieberman and col-

leagues (1988) noted that only 28 percent of 5,000 child 

welfare workers had degrees in social and the vast ma-

jority, about three-quarters, had only Bachelorõs degrees. 

A study by the Child Welfare League of America (1999) 

reported that about 15 percent of child welfare agencies 

required caseworkers to hold either BSWs or MSWs (as 

cited in National Association of Social Workers, 2008).  

 Several reasons may have accounted for the 

decline of workers with social work educations in PCW 

during this time such as lack of capacity of social work 

degree programs, enhanced career options for social 

workers, and the undesirability of the field due to large 

caseloads with limited resources (Jones, 2002). The past 

20 years have seen a concerted effort on the part of 

schools of social work across the country and PCW agen-

cies to ensure that more workers enter PCW with back-

grounds in social work. Although there has been an his-

toric connection between social work and child welfare 

(Zlotnik, 2002), collaborations between schools of social 

work and PCW agencies have increased in the past dec-

ade. In fact, some estimates suggest that more than 40 

such collaborations exist (Zlotnick, 2002). Much of this 

work is funded through Title IV-B and Title IV-E, which 
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study examines whether there are differences in knowl-

edge/skills among workers with different education-

related backgrounds. Specifically, the study addresses 

the following research questions: 1) Are there differences 

in preð and post-test measures of child welfare knowl-

edge?; 2) Are there differences in preð and postðtest 

measures of child welfare knowledge by Title IV-E partici-

pation, while controlling for other factors?; and 3) Are 

there differences in preð and post-test scores by type of 

degree held, while controlling for other factors? 

 If the training that newly hired workers receive is 

providing the knowledge and skills necessary for work at 

the public welfare agency they will be working at, then we 

would expect to see a higher score, on average, at the 

end of the training when compared to the average score 

at the start. In this sense, the first research question is 

examining the effectiveness of the training and the re-

sulting readiness of the workers for work in PCW.  In ad-

dition, if the Title IV-E programs in which some of the 

workers participated was successful in providing child 

welfare related education, then we would expect to see 

workers with such a background score higher on both the 

pre-test and post-test than non-Title IV-E participants. 

Similarly, we would expect that workers with social work 

degrees would score higher on both tests than those with 

degrees in other fields. Thus the latter two research 

questions are testing the effect of training and education 

received while in school as providing the preparation for 

which they were designed. 

 The dearth of published research in this area 

indicates that more studies are needed that examine the 

relationship of Title IV-E participation and social work 

education with the type of knowledge and skills that are 

necessary for effective work in child welfare. The results 

presented in this research brief add to the growing 

knowledge base in this area. Although the study de-

scribed is from an evaluation of pre-service training in 

one county, Los Angeles, the training efforts are part of a 

larger university-agency collaboration.  

 The training analyzed in this report is sponsored 

by the Inter-University Consortium/Department of Chil-

dren and Family Services (IUC/DCFS) Training Project, a  

collaboration between Los Angeles Countyõs PCW agency 

and the graduate programs of social work at six Los An-

geles County Universities.   This university-PCW agency 

collaboration provides pre-service training in the form of 

an eight week academy to newly-hired social workers, as 

well as in-service training to case-carrying social workers, 

staff who support case management personnel, and 

management staff.   In addition, the IUC/DCFS project 

(with a statewide collaboration known at CALSWEC, the 

California Social Work Education Center) offers stipends, 

along with  specialized education and placement, in de-

gree granting programs at member Universities for indi-

viduals who commit to a period of service at DCFS or 

other PCW agencies.  Stipended students in these pro-

grams are said to have participated in the Title IV-E pro-

gram, while those who simply avail themselves of the 

social work education without the career commitment 

are MSW or BSW graduates. 

 This research brief presents results from an 

evaluation of pre-service training for a large sample of 

newly hired workers at DCFS. All workers must complete 

an eight week long training at the Core Academy prior the 

start of work.  Workers are administered tests of child 

welfare knowledge prior to the start of their training and 

immediately after training was completed. The goals of 

the study were two-fold. The first aim was to evaluate 

whether the training was effective in providing knowl-

edge/skills necessary for work at DCFS. Second, the 
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS  

 

¶ Are there differences in preð and post-test meas-

ures of child welfare knowledge? 

¶ Are there differences in preð and postðtest meas-

ures of child welfare knowledge by Title IV-E partici-

pation, while controlling for other factors? 

¶ Are there differences in preð and post-test scores 

by type of degree held, while controlling for other 

factors? 

A  M U L T I V A R I A T E  A N A L YS I S  
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M E T H O D 

This study uses data collected from newly-hired 

child welfare social workers (CSWs) undergoing training 

at the Department of Children and Family Services 

(DCFS) in Los Angeles County. Comprised of 18 offices, 

DCFS is faced with the challenge of meeting the needs of 

a growing and diverse population. In addition, DCFS 

workers help to provide services to the Stateõs largest 

caseload. For example, 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-home 

(DCFS, 2008). To meet this challenge, DFCS in collabora-

tion with the Inter-University Consortium provides a Core 

Academy for all incoming workers to ensure that the 

workforce has the knowledge and skills necessary to 

build collaborative relationships and provide effective 

services.  During FY 2006-2007, 20 different types of 

training (with over 300 presentations) were provided to 

8,479 staff members (266 CSWs), totaling 137,638 

training hours (Inter-University Consortium, 2007).  

Sample and Data 

From January 2006 through March 2008, 540 

newly-hired CSWs received training at the Core Academy. 

Of these CSWs, 469 had complete information on all 

variables of interest and are the sample analyzed for the 

current study. 

Prior to start of the Academy, each worker was 

given a test measuring knowledge and skills in several 

areas such as permanency planning, kinship, and legal 

foundations.  The instrument contains 82 multiple choice 

items that test for content knowledge as well as the abil-

ity to make judgments about the correct implications for 

assessment and practice based on vignettes. The instru-

ment has been tested for validity and reliability.1 The 

workers were given this same test immediately after 

completing the academy. The percent correct was calcu-

lated for every CSW for each of the tests.  The first de-

pendent variable, pre-test, is the percent correct on the 

test given prior to the start of the Academy, while the 

METHOD 

¶ Sample: 469 Childrenõs Social Workers  

¶ Dependent Variables: Preð and Postð test meas-

ures of child welfare knowledge 

¶ Independent Variables: Title IV-E Participation, 

Education, and other control variables from sur-

vey 

post-test is the percent correct on the test given at the 

end of the Academy. 

 In addition to the pre-test, workers were given a 

survey at the start of the Academy to collect data regard-

ing participation in Title IV-E programs, demographic 

characteristics, and prior experience in the field.  All told, 

there are seven independent variables tested in the cur-

rent analysis. The first independent variable of interest is 

Title IV-E participation, which is a dichotomous yes/no 

variable and includes students in BSW and MSW pro-

grams. The second variable of interest is education, 

which is a categorical variable measuring both level of 

education (Bachelorõs or Masterõs) and discipline in 

which the degree was received (social work or other); it 

has four categories: BA/BS, BSW, MA/MS, MSW). Control 

variables included in the analysis are: time in child wel-

fare, race/ethnicity, gender, age, and English is a second 

language. Table 1 provides information about the catego-

ries of each of these variables. 

Analysis 

Repeated measures Analysis of Variance 

(ANOVA) was used to examine change in scores from the 

preð and post-tests and how this difference varied by the 

two primary independent variables of interest, Title IV-E 

participation and education. This procedure allows for 

examination of the interaction each of the two main inde-

pendent variables with the dependent variables, while 

controlling for other factors.  
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Description of Sample 

 About 41 percent of the workers in this study 

reported having participated in a Title IV-E program while 

in school (see Table 1).  There was nearly an even split in 

education level between those holding a Bachelorõs de-

gree (47 percent) and those with a Masterõs degree (54 

percent). Only 18 percent of those with a Bachelorõs de-

gree received their degree from a social work program, 

but this is not surprising given that only two universities 

in Los Angeles County offer BSW programs. The vast ma-

jority (82 percent) of those with a Masterõs degree, how-

ever, had a MSW. 

The majority of the sample (55 percent) had less 

than 6 months of experience in child welfare. The major-

ity (86 percent) were female. About 40 percent were His-

panic/Latino, 26 percent were Black/African American, 

18 percent were Caucasian, 10 percent were Asian/

Pacific Islander, and 7 percent were òOtheró (which in-

cludes American Indian and Multiple race/ethnicity). The 

majority of the sample was under 36 years of age (30 

percent were 25 years or younger and 48 percent were 

between 26 and 35 years of age). A sizable proportion, 

just under 30 percent, reported English being their sec-

ond language. 

Bivariate Analysis 

Table 1 also presents bivariate statistics for the 

sample analyzed for each of the two dependent vari-

ables, Preð and Post-test. The mean Post-test score for 

the study sample was 75 percent (SD=11 percent), 

which was a significant increase from the Pre-test aver-

age of  60 percent (SD=9 percent; F=262.029, df(1), 

p<.001).  This indicates that the pre-service training did 

in fact increase knowledge/skills as measured by the 

administered tests.   

It appears that Title IV-E participants did better 

on average on both the preð and post-tests (67 percent 

and 78 percent, respectively) than non-participants (55 

percent and 72 percent, respectively), but there was a 

R E S U L T S:  D E S C R I P T I V E S T A T I S T I C S A N D  B I V A R I A T E A N A L Y S I S 
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greater increase from preð to post-test for the non-

participants (mean difference=17 percent) compared to 

participants (mean difference=11 percent).  This sug-

gests that while Title IV-E graduates may come to the 

training with more knowledge, the training received in 

the Core Academy does provide more knowledge, but it is 

even more beneficial for non-Title IV-E participants.  

Similarly, workers with MSWs have the highest 

mean percent correct on the preð and post-tests (67 

percent and 78 percent, respectively), and the smallest 

increase across the time points. They are followed by 

workers with a Masterõs degree in some other field and 

those with BSWs, who had similar means in terms of per-

cent correct on the preðtest (58 and 59 percent, respec-

tively) and post-test (74 and 71 percent, respectively). 

Workers with Bachelorõs degrees in fields outside of so-

cial work had the lowest mean percent correct on the pre

-test with 53 percent, but the post-test average of 72 

percent was similar to those with BSWs and Masterõs 

degrees from non-social work fields. 

There do not appear to be any patterns by time 

in child welfare, gender, and race/ethnicity. In terms of 

age, however, the bivariate statistics suggest that the 

younger the worker, the higher their average percent cor-

rect on both the preð and post-test. For example, work-

ers in the 25 years or younger group had a mean of 61 

percent correct on the pre-test and a mean of 77 percent 

correct on the post-test; workers in the 46 and older 

group had a mean of 57 percent correct on the pre-test 

and a mean of 70 percent correct on the post-test. And 

finally, there is evidence for possible differences by 

whether or not English is second language for the 

worker, but these differences may be small.  Workers for 

whom English is a second language had an average of 

57 percent correct on the pre-test compared to 61 per-

cent for workers with English as the first language. This 

difference is similar at the post-test as workers for whom 

English is a second language had a mean of 72 percent 

correct compared to 76 percent for native speakers of 

the language. 

A  M U L T I V A R I A T E  A N A L YS I S  
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Table 1. Descriptive and Bivariate Statistics for Sample (n=469) 

 Pre-test  Post-test  

 

Variables 

 

Frequency 

 

Percent 

Mean %  

Correct 

 

St. Dev. 

Mean %  

Correct 

 

St. Dev. 

Overall 469  ññ 60.1 11.0 74.8 9.0 

Title IV-E            

     No 277  59.1 55.3 10.1 72.4 9.3 

     Yes 192  40.9 67.1 8.0 78.2 7.2 

Education            

     BA/BS 181  38.6 53.3 9.9 72.0 9.4 

     BSW 40 8.5 58.2 10.4 71.0 9.5 

     MA/MS 46 9.8 59.1 7.3 73.8 6.7 

     MSW 202  43.1 66.8 8.4 78.3 7.6 

Time in Child Welfare            

     Under 6 Months 260  55.4 58.1 11.3 74.2 9.3 

     6-11 Months 43 9.2 67.1 9.7 78.4 7.7 

     1-2 Years 66 14.1 61.0 10.1 73.7 10.0 

     3-5 Years 46 9.8 63.4 8.5 77.3 6.3 

     More than 5 Years 54 11.5 60.5 10.1 73.8 8.3 

Gender            

     Female 403  85.9 60.4 11.0 75.0 8.9 

     Male 66 14.1 58.5 11.0 73.3 9.0 

Race/Ethnicity            

     Asian/Pacific Islander 45 9.6 58.5 10.6 72.9 11.2 

     Black/African American 123  26.2 60.3 10.2 74.5 8.4 

     Caucasian 82 17.5 64.5 10.1 78.4 8.1 

     Hispanic/Latino 187  39.9 58.0 11.2 73.8 8.7 

     Other 32 6.8 62.8 11.5 75.3 9.3 

Age            

     25 or Younger 139  29.6 60.8 10.8 76.8 7.5 

     26-35 225  48.0 60.7 11.0 75.1 8.7 

     36-45 69 14.7 58.6 11.1 72.6 10.2 

     46 or Older 36 7.7 56.8 10.8 69.6 10.6 

English is Second Language            

     No 332  70.8 61.4 10.3 75.8 8.6 

     Yes 137  29.2 57.0 12.0 72.3 9.3 

T R A I N I N G ,  E D U C A T I O N ,  A N D  R E A D I N E S S  F O R  PU B L I C  C H I L D  W E L F A R E 
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Table 3.  Estimated Marginal Means  (n=469) 

Variables 
Pre- 

Test 

Post- 

Test 

Pre-Post  

Difference 

Title IV-E       

     No 55.4 69.7 14.4 

     Yes 61.9 72.6 10.7 

Education      

     BA/BS 55.2 70.5 15.4 

     BSW 55.6 66.8 11.2 

     MA/MS 60.5 73.0 12.5 

     MSW  63.3 74.3 11.1 

Time in Child Welfare      

     Under 6 Months 57.0 71.0 14.0 

     6-11 Months 60.8 72.1 11.4 

     1-2 Years 55.9 68.2 12.3 

     3-5 Years 59.4 72.5 13.1 

     More than 5 Years  60.2 72.1 11.9 

Gender      

     Female 59.6 72.3 12.8 

     Male 57.7 70.0 12.3 

Race/Ethnicity      

     Asian/Pacific Islander 57.2 69.6 12.4 

     Black/Afr. American 58.5 71.1 12.5 

     Caucasian 60.2 73.5 13.3 

     Hispanic/Latino 59.4 71.9 12.5 

     Other 58.0 69.9 11.9 

Age      

     25 or Younger 59.6 74.3 14.8 

     26-35 59.6 72.6 13.0 

     36-45 58.6 70.2 11.6 

     46 or Older  56.8 67.6 10.8 

ESL      

     No 60.5 73.0 12.5 

     Yes  56.8 69.4 12.6 

Table 2.  Tests of Within Subjects Effects (Interactions) 

 F df 

Pre-test to Post-test 262.029***  1 

Pre-Post x Title IV-E 12.291**  1 

Pre-Post x Education 5.733**  3 

Pre-Post x Time in Child Welfare 1.962 4 

Pre-Post x Gender 0.227 1 

Pre-Post x Race/Ethnicity 0.274 4 

Pre-Post x Age 3.582**  3 

Pre-Post x ESL 0.016 1 

Research Question #2:  Are there differences in preð and 

post-test measures of child welfare knowledge by Title IV-

E participation, while controlling for other factors? 

Table 3 provides data regarding the adjusted 

means3 for the pre-test, the post-test, and the pre-post 

difference. The results of the repeated measures ANOVA 

confirm in a multivariate manner the findings from the 

bivariate analysis; there is a significant interaction 

(F=12.291, df(1), p<.01) such that Title IV-E participation 

does affect test scores differentially over time.  

R E S U L T S:  M U L T I V A R I A T E A N A L Y S I S 

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

Research Question #1:  Are there differences in preð and 

post-test measures of child welfare knowledge? 

Table 2 presents the results of the repeated 

measures ANOVA, which indicate that there is a signifi-

cant difference in percent correct from the pre-test to the 

post-test (F=262.02, df(1), p<.001). Not surprisingly, on 

average, workers do better on the post-test, which sug-

gests that the training received in the Core Academy is 

effective in providing the type of child welfare knowledge 

and skills being measured by the test.  A key question is 

whether the change (improvement) is different for rele-

vant socio-demographic characteristics.  In Table 2 three 

significant interactions2 are present involving participa-

tion in Title IV-E, level of education, and age. It is impor-

tant to also note that there are no significant findings 

relating to the other variables.  

A  M U L T I V A R I A T E  A N A L YS I S  
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Research Question #3:  Are there differences in preð and 

post-test measures of child welfare knowledge by type of 

degree held, while controlling for other factors? 

Education is also a significant predictor of test 

performance and an interaction was found by time point 

(F=5.733, df(3), p<.01). Not surprisingly, the means on 

the pre-test are in what might be considered the ex-

pected order; BSWõs doing slightly better than BA/BS, 

neither group scoring as well as those with an MA/MS 

who in turn did not score as high as the MSWõs.  Post hoc 

analyses demonstrated that there were two significant 

interactions both involving individuals with BA/BS de-

grees.  The first interaction is between participants with 

BA/BS degrees and those with a BSWs.  The difference 

on the pre-test was negligible, favoring those with a BSW, 

while the post-test difference was 3.7 points, favoring the 

Figure 2. Education and Test Performance 

Pre-test Post-test
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MA/MS 61 73

MSW 63 74
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participants with a BA/BS degree over those with a BSW.  

The participants with a BA/BS improved significantly 

more than those with a BSW in both a relative and abso-

lute sense.   

The other significant interaction was between 

workers with BA/BS degrees and those with MSWs.  Fol-

lowing the pre-test, the difference was approximately 8 

points; however, following the training, this difference 

was reduced to only 3 points.  The participants with a 

BA/BS, while still not scoring as high as those with 

MSWs, gained significantly more from the Core Academy 

training. 

Other Findings 

 It is important to note that other than for age, 

there are no other significant predictors of test perform-

ance. In terms of age, there is a significant difference in 

percent correct from the pre-test to the post-test by age, 

when controlling for other factors (F=3.58, df(3), p<.01).  

The difference across age groups, which ranged from a 

high score of 60 for the youngest group to a score of 57 

for the oldest, was not very great.  However the improve-

ment from pre- to post-test was not the same across the 

groups.  Two significant interactions were found involving 

differences between the youngest group and the two 

older groups.  The difference between the 25 and 

younger group and the 36-45 group was only a point on 
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As can be seen in Figure 1, which displays the 

adjusted means, the average percent correct on both the 

preð and postð test was higher for workers who partici-

pated in Title IV-E programs, but the magnitude of that 

difference decreased significantly from pre-to post-test 

as a result of the core academy training.  At the pretest 

the difference between those who participated in Title IV-

E and those who did not was 6.6 points and at the post-

test it was only 2.9 points. These data suggest that train-

ing benefits the non-Title IV-E participants more than the 

Title IV-E participants. 

Figure 1. Title IV-E Participation and Test Performance 

T R A I N I N G ,  E D U C A T I O N ,  A N D  R E A D I N E S S  F O R  PU B L I C  C H I L D  W E L F A R E 
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the pre-test.  This difference increased to 3 points on the 

post-test, indicating that the younger participants experi-

enced greater improvement.  In comparison to the oldest 

group, the 25 and under groups scored 3 point better on 

the pretest (60 versus 57).  On the post-test the younger 

group scored 6 points better.  At least for these compari-

sons, the interactions clearly indicate that the training 

did not work as well for the two older groups in compari-

son to the youngest cohort. 

Figure 3. Age and Test Performance 
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C O N C L U S I O N A N D  D I R E C T I O N S F O R F U T U R E R E S E A R C H 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

¶ Overall, there was improvement in performance 

from the preð to the post-test across the sample 

studied 

¶ There was a significant interaction found by par-

ticipation in Title IV-E programs (though both 

groups improved from the preð to the post-test): 

the average percent correct on both the preð 

and postð test was higher for workers who par-

ticipated in Title IV-E, but the magnitude of that 

difference decreased significantly from pre-to 

post-test as a result of the Core Academy train-

ing 

¶ There was a significant interaction found by edu-

cation (though all groups improved from the    

preð to the post-test) such that, at the pre-test, 

workers with MSWs had the highest mean per-

cent correct, followed by those with MA/MS de-

grees, who in turn performed better than those 

with BSW and BA/BS degrees (who performed 

similarly); at the post-test, workers with BA/BS 

degrees performed better than those with BSW 

degrees 

 This large scale study of job readiness as evi-

denced by performance on a well-established compre-

hensive exam of child welfare knowledge/skills provides 

additional empirical support to the contention that spe-

cialized child welfare training and education programs, 

as supported by Title IV-E in the Los Angeles County Inter-

University Consortium, offer benefit to the participating 

agencies in terms of increased preparatory knowledge of 

new public child welfare (PCW) workers.  Pre-degree 

training in social work, as well as specialized training in 

child welfare in Title IV-E supported programs, yields re-

sults observable in tests scores at both the beginning 

and end of the pre-service academy.  And insofar as 

those who did not receive advance training are con-

cerned, it is comforting to know that the Core Academy 

as structured allows them to gain ground on their spe-

cialty-prepared colleagues, since they too will need to 

undertake the difficult task of learning the nuances of 

the critical role of the PCW worker. 

 The data on the lag in gain during the Academy 

by workers who participated in Title IV-E programs and 

those with MSW degrees, as compared to the other 

groups, could indicate the need for increased rigor in 

their training, so that they can build upon their en-

hanced base of knowledge, and not be limited to base-

line knowledge presentation, much of which they ap-

pear to have previously mastered.  The data are, how-

ever, insufficient for this inference, as the test instru-

ment used in this analysis may not allow for demonstra-

tion of complex knowledge that may be learned by the 

specialized recruits, but just not shown due to the nor-

A  M U L T I V A R I A T E  A N A L YS I S  



___________________________ 

 

1 More information regarding the validity and reliability of the test can be found in a report entitled, òInter-University 

Consortium Core Academy Assessments: Annual Report Update, Fiscal Year 2006-2007ó (Franke, Furman, Ring, & Bag-

dasaryan, 2007); for a copy of this report, please contact Sofya Bagdasaryan at sofya@ucla.edu.  

2 The repeated measures ANOVA assesses not only for differences across time point, from preð to post-test, but also if 

change in percent correct between time points varies by the key variables of interest (interactions between variables 

and time point). Thus, an interaction indicates that performance for workers in one category of a variable (e.g., Title IV-E 

participants) improved or worsened differently across time point when compared to workers in other categories of the 

variable (e.g., non-Title IV-E participants). 
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mative nature of the test. 

 The research agenda of the IUC/UCLA based 

Group for the Evaluation of Training in Child Welfare ad-

dresses a number of emergent questions from this analy-

sis. First, what other factors, such as attitudes and ex-

pectations of the new workers, also affect performance 

in the academy as manifested in test scores? Second, 

how good a measure of on the job performance are data 

from the multiple assessments and tests taken on new 

workers prior to the start in the field?  Lastly, what is it 

about the Title IV-E educational experience itself that is 

most influential in developing competent new workers ðis 

it certain aspects of placement, supervision, specialized 

classes, or prior experience and expectations, that most 

effectively prepare the new child welfare worker? In forth-

coming briefs and articles, we hope to address some of 

these questions. 
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