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Data on seven cohorts of MSW students revealed successful recruit-

ment efforts of the California Social Work Education Center Title

IV-E program to select students most suitable for work in public

child welfare. Compared to non-IV-E students, racially diverse IV-E

students were more committed to direct services and case manage-

ment but not drawn to private practice. Unlike non-IV-E students,

IV-E students preferred work with poor and at risk families, but

not clinical clients. The IV-E students’ future goals tended toward

service, not career advancement. Additionally, a high percentage

of IV-E graduates remain in child welfare at least three years post-

graduation.

KEYWORDS Title IV-E, social work, public child welfare, reten-

tion, recruitment, diversity, children and families

MSW STIPEND PROGRAM EVALUATION

In response to his concern that social workers were using their MSW degrees
to work with the ‘‘worried well’’ from the middle class, Harold Specht, Dean
of the School of Social Welfare at the University of California at Berkeley from
1977 to 1995 began a movement in California. Dean Specht feared that social
workers were abandoning the mission of social work by opting for private
practice with individuals rather than advocacy for the poor and disadvan-
taged communities (Specht & Courtney, 1994). With support from Zellerbach
Family Fund and in collaboration with San Francisco Bay Area county social
services agencies and graduate schools of social work a coalition was formed
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406 S. E. Jacquet

in 1987, known as the Bay Area Social Services Consortium (BASSC ). Three
years later this effort joined with the California Chapter of NASW, the 58
California social service departments, and 10 graduate schools of social work
and resulted in the formation of California Social Work Education Center
(CalSWEC) (California Social Work Education Center, 2000). With funding
from Federal Title IV-E Foster Care education funds and a focus on public
child welfare, CalSWEC set out to fulfill Dean Specht’s vision to improve
social workers’ commitment to work in the public sector with vulnerable and
disadvantaged children and families. When it began, the CalSWEC Program
established a mission to facilitate the integration of education and practice to
assure effective, culturally competent service delivery to the people of Cali-
fornia. The guidelines of the Title IV-E funding stream directed this mission
toward the public child welfare system (California Social Work Education
Center, 2000). CalSWEC goals required an evaluation of the program to
determine whether the mission and goals of the CalSWEC consortium were
achieved. Fulfilling one aspect of the evaluation was a comparison between
the IV-E students and other MSW students in the consortium universities.
The assumption was that IV-E students would reflect the diversity of Cali-
fornia and the child welfare population to a greater degree, and would be
more inclined to work with underprivileged and disadvantaged children and
families than would non-IV-E MSW students.

The CalSWEC Title IV-E program offers stipends to MSW students in a
year for year exchange for work in public child welfare. With the aim of
infusing public child welfare with workers who have the professional MSW
degree, the program emphasized recruitment of agency workers who wanted
to improve their skills by obtaining an MSW. Another CalSWEC goal is to
attract a racially and ethnically diverse body of students who are committed
to work with child welfare clients. The IV-E MSW student selection process
varies somewhat from school to school, but all students must first be accepted
into the graduate school prior to selection by the IV-E stipend program. The
schools then follow the CalSWEC Program Guide regarding the recruitment
of prospective students:

The CalSWEC IV-E program seeks to increase the number and diversity
of well-trained and highly committed MSWs in California county child
welfare services. Recruitment is focused on (in order of priority):

� Current staff members of county public social service agencies and
employees of the California Department of Social Services, who are
qualified for admission to an MSW program;

� Applicants who reflect the diverse client populations currently served
by public child welfare in California;

� Other qualified individuals with demonstrated commitment to careers
providing high quality, culturally competent practice in public child
welfare services. (California Social Work Education Center, 2011, Sec-
tion IV, A-4)
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Successful Student Recruitment 407

Within the guidelines schools differ in the actual process of recruitment and
selection, but many programs interview applicants, and/or require exams or
essays.

This study purposed to examine the effectiveness of the CalSWEC IV-E
program to recruit and select students with characteristics and work commit-
ment that best fulfilled CalSWEC’s goal of ‘‘recruiting and preparing a diverse
group of social workers for careers in public human service with special
emphasis on child welfare’’ (California Social Work Education Center, 1999,
p. 10). The study compared Title IV-E MSW students with nonIV-E MSW
students on diversity of background, prior work experience in child welfare,
practice preferences, and career motivations and aspirations.

Background

Professional commitment and traditional values favoring disadvantaged pop-
ulations are central to social work education as reflected by the National
Association of Social Workers (NASW) Code of Ethics (NASW, 1999). During
the 1970s and 1980s, however, the field experienced co-occurring increases
in caseloads and decreases in funding (Ellett & Leighninger, 2007; NASW,
2003) which led to a reduction in the proportion of workers with professional
social work degrees in public agencies including public child welfare. This
phenomenon, known as the deprofessionalization of social work, sparked a
movement to reinvigorate social work’s commitment to the reprofessional-
ization of the field by emphasizing the importance of hiring workers with
professional social work degrees.

NASW shared the concern that deprofessionalization and reclassifica-
tion created a situation in which social work positions were reclassified to
less than a social work degree. Due to budget cuts and lack of resources,
vacancies in agencies were filled by persons with little or no social work
training. In a policy statement NASW noted that the majority of social work
positions were held by workers who were not professionally trained in
social work. This prompted NASW to encourage public and private orga-
nizations to provide employees the opportunity to advance their knowledge
and skills with undergraduate and graduate social work degrees (NASW,
2003).

In 1999 California’s Department of Social Services revised its manual for
child welfare services that included staff requirements. Section 31-070 states:

At least 50 percent of the professional staff providing emergency response
services, and at least 50 percent of the professional staff providing family
maintenance services, shall possess a master’s degree in social work, or
its equivalent in education and/or experience as certified by the State
Personnel Board or a county civil service board. (California Department
of Social Services, 2011, p. 32.2)
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408 S. E. Jacquet

and

One hundred (100) percent of the supervisors of staff providing emer-
gency response and family maintenance services shall possess a master’s
degree in social work, or its equivalent in education and/or experience
as certified by the State Personnel Board or a county civil service board.
(California Department of Social Services, 2011, p. 32.2)

The shortage of professionally trained social workers in all social ser-
vices fields in California also prompted state representative Dion Aroner
to conduct special legislative hearings in 2001 and 2002 to determine the
extent of and solution to the problem. The hearings revealed an estimated
need for 3,400 additional social workers, which was twice the workforce
in California’s ten largest county child welfare agencies. Additionally, only
25% of child welfare social workers in the year 2000 had MSW degrees,
which heightened concerns about the workforce (Aroner & Deichert, 2002).
Adding to the problem, social services organizations including child welfare
continue to struggle with high social worker turnover rates. The national
annual turnover rate for child protective services workers increased from 19%
in 2000 (Child Welfare League of America, 2001) to 22.1% in 2004 (APHSA,
2005). Ensuring that child welfare is staffed with professionally educated,
skilled, and committed social workers has become of paramount concern to
the field.

Prior Research

Research on social work students’ professional commitment indicates that
social work education positively effects MSWs’ professional commitment.
Specifically, caseworkers with social work degrees are more likely to be
committed to social work values and are better prepared for the work than
are caseworkers with other degrees (Dhooper, Royse, & Wolfe, 1990). So-
cial work curricula in the children and families concentration target more
of the necessary knowledge, skills and values components necessary for
child welfare practitioners than non-social work degreed curricula (Folaron
& Hostetter, 2007). The curricula are geared toward the skills necessary
for work in child welfare, including interviewing, doing assessments, and
analyzing policy, and so forth. This may explain findings that about half of
graduating MSWs remain in the field of their specialization rather than opting
for another field and that the highest percentage (80%) remain in the field
of children and families (York, Denton, & Moran, 1990).

Commitment to poor and disadvantaged populations is stronger for
social work students than for non-social work students (Roff, Adams, &
Kemmack, 1984), which is particularly true for MSW students and minority
students (Abell & McDonnell, 1990; Perry, 2003; Rubin & Johnson, 1984;
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Successful Student Recruitment 409

Van Soest, 1996), but not for MSW students preparing for private practice
(Perry, 2003; Rubin & Johnson, 1984). MSWs interested in private practice
are the professionals Dean Specht suspected were abandoning their mission
for work with ‘‘the worried well’’ (Specht & Courtney, 1994).

Some studies have documented the commitment of Title IV-E MSWs
to child welfare (Gomez et al., 2010; O’Donnell & Kirkner, 2009). Others
studies have linked commitment to child welfare to retention in the field
(Ellett, Ellett, & Rugutt, 2003; Mor Barak, Nissly, & Levin, 2001; Ellis, Ellett, &
DeWeaver, 2006; O’Donnell & Kirkner, 2009; Smith, 2005). In addition, IV-E
MSWs are more likely to remain in the field (Rosenthal & Waters, 2006).

Social work students do appear to possess the attitudes necessary for
working with the poor or disadvantaged, and Title IV-E students, especially
those with prior work experience in child welfare, are perhaps more com-
mitted to the field, and are more likely to stay employed in public child
welfare. The question remains whether the IV-E programs fulfill the goal
to recruit a diverse body of students and child welfare workers motivated
to work in the service of others rather than in private practice? Also in
question is whether their practice preferences and goals would be suitable
for work in child welfare? To answer these questions this study examined
the racial/ethnic composition, prior work experience, practice preferences,
motives, and career aspirations of Title IV-E MSW students and compared
them to non-IV-E MSW students. Because of the link between the IV-E
students in this study and participants in another study of CalSWEC’s IV-
E graduates, this study also examines the retention rates of California IV-E
students three years post-graduation.

Based on the literature and the goals of the CalSWEC program this study
compared the IV-E students with non-IV-E students to address the following
research questions and hypotheses:

1. Does the CalSWEC IV-E program recruit a diverse body of students that
mirror the population in the child welfare system?
� Hypotheses 1: IV-E MSW students will be more racially diverse than

the non-IV-E students.
2. Do MSW students selected for the IV-E program have more prior work

experience in child welfare than do the MSW students not selected for
the IV-E program.?
� Hypotheses 2: IV-E MSW students will have more prior work experience

in child welfare than the non-IV-E students.
3. Does the CalSWEC IV-E program recruit students with social work motiva-

tions, goals, and practice preferences that are suitable for work in public
child welfare?
� Hypothesis 3: IV-E students’ social work practice preferences will reflect

those necessary for commitment to child welfare, specifically working in
direct services with clients, but not in mental health or clinical settings.
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410 S. E. Jacquet

� Hypothesis 4: IV-E MSW students will prefer working with families at
risk, including the poor and homeless, but not clinical clients.

� Hypothesis 5: IV-E MSW students’ motivations and goals will tend
toward the service of others and not career advancement or private
practice.

� Hypothesis 6: IV-E students with prior work experience in child welfare
will express the strongest preferences for work related to public child
welfare.

The final question for this study: Do CalSWEC IV-E MSWs remain in child
welfare up to three years post-graduation?

METHODS

Begun in 1991, the Entry/Graduation Study was designed as a pre-post cohort
survey to evaluate the effectiveness of the CalSWEC Title IV-E program’s
effort to recruit and educate MSW students for work in public child welfare.
This study focused on the Entry cohorts.

Sample

The sampling frame for the larger study included all entering MSW students in
accredited California Social Work and Social Welfare programs in California
from 1991 to 2000. In total 8,831 surveys were received. This study did not
include surveys from baseline data, administered prior to the start of the
IV-E program. Participants with missing or ambiguous IV-E status were also
excluded. The final sample of 5,740 included 1,003 Title IV-E and 4,737
non-IV-E students.

Measures

The survey consisted of demographic information, including racial/ethnic
background and prior child welfare work experience (PCW), and ques-
tions related to social work, including preferences for fields of practice and
client populations, motivations for obtaining an MSW, and career aspirations,
which were the areas of interest in this study.

PREFERENCES FOR FIELDS OF PRACTICE

Questions on preference ratings of fields of practice were adapted from
Rubin and Johnson (1984), Rubin, Johnson and DeWeaver (1986), and Amy
Butler (1990). Using a 7-point scale from 1 (low appeal ) to 7 (high appeal ),
students rated 10 fields of practice according to their level of appeal for
future job possibilities in social work.
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Successful Student Recruitment 411

PREFERENCES FOR CLIENT POPULATIONS

Also adapted from Rubin and Johnson (1984), Rubin et al. (1986), and Amy
Butler (1990), students rated their preferences for 21 client populations using
a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (low appeal ) to 7 (high appeal ).

MOTIVATIONS FOR OBTAINING AN MSW

Based on the work of Abell and McDonnell (1990), students were asked
their motivations for entering graduate school. They rated the degree of
importance from 1 (not important at all ) to 5 (very important) on six items
regarding their decision to enter graduate school.

CAREER ASPIRATIONS

Lastly, based on the works of Rubin and Johnson (1984), Rubin et al. (1986),
and Amy Butler (1990), participants rated the importance they placed on job
characteristics relating to career aspirations for choosing future jobs using a
rating scale ranging from 1 (not important at all ) to 4 (very important).

Data Collection Procedures

The first surveys were administered in 1991 three years before the CalSWEC
Title IV-E stipends were offered. The surveys were mailed to faculty at each
of the participating CalSWEC universities. Social work faculty distributed the
surveys to incoming MSW students during new student orientation, in a
seminar class, or in orientation packets. Surveys were returned anonymously
to CalSWEC’s central office. The process was repeated each year until 2000
when the last cohort of new MSW students was surveyed. A total of 10 co-
horts of entering MSW students received the survey. In this study only the
1994 to 2000 cohorts were analyzed.

Data Analyses

Crosstabs with chi-square statistics compared IV-E students with non-IV-E stu-
dents on demographic variables of race/ethnicity, gender, family socioeco-
nomic status, and PCW. Principal components analyses (PCA) with varimax
rotation were performed on each of the rating scales to identify strong statis-
tical aggregations of items that operationalize each measurement dimension.
Chronbach alpha reliabilities were calculated on the items for each of the
PCA components and means of the component items were calculated and
used as the variables for the final analyses of the hypotheses.

To check for cohort effects, one-way analyses of variance (ANOVAs)
were conducted on calculated variables by year of entry. The data were
analyzed separately by student group (IV-E and non-IV-E) using the Bonfer-
roni correction for multiple comparisons. Multivariate analyses of variance

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f 
C

al
if

or
ni

a,
 B

er
ke

le
y]

 a
t 1

1:
55

 1
2 

Ju
ly

 2
01

6 



412 S. E. Jacquet

(MANOVAs) compared groups (IV-E/non-IV-E and PCW/No PCW) on the
calculated variables of preferences for fields of practice and client popula-
tions, motivations for obtaining an MSW, and career aspirations.

RESULTS

Results are described in the following order: (a) description of the sam-
ple, (b) PCA and Chronbach alpha reliabilities, (c) one-way ANOVAs, and
(d) MANOVAs. Lastly, the results relating survey participants to retention of
MSWs in public child welfare are presented.

Description of Sample

Table 1 includes frequencies, percentages, and chi-square statistics of demo-
graphic characteristics by IV-E and non-IV-E status. Significant differences
between the IV-E and non-IV-E students occur for race/ethnicity, PCW, and
socioeconomic (SES) backgrounds. A significant chi-square confirmed hy-
pothesis 1, that IV-E students would have racial/ethnic diversity. More African
American, American Indian, and Hispanic students and a fewer Caucasian

TABLE 1 Numbers and Percentages of Students and Chi-Square Statistics by Demographics
and Student Status

Demographics
IV-E

n D 1003
Non-IV-E
n D 4737 Chi-square Df

Gender Missing D 1 Missing D 23
Women 849 (85%) 3,888 (82%) 2.96* 1
Men 153 (15%) 826 (18%)

Race/ethnicity Missing D 7 Missing D 31
African American 165 (17%) 353 (8%)
American Indian 20 (2%) 39 (1%)
Asian 106 (11%) 505 (10%) 198.7** 5
Caucasian 363 (36%) 2,708 (57%)
Hispanic/Latino 255 (25%) 750 (16%)
Multi-cultural/Other 87 (9%) 351 (8%)

Socioeconomic status in childhood Missing D 13 Missing D 64
lower income 355 (36%) 1,088 (23%) 81.8** 2
middle income 56 (57%) 2,992 (64%)
upper income 66 (7%) 593 (13%)

PCW Missing D 3 Missing D 20
No 239 (24%) 1,803 (62%) 73.7** 1
Yes 761 (76%) 2,914 (38%)

Note. Percentages in parentheses are within IV-E and non-IV-E column groups.

*p < .10, **p < .05.
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Successful Student Recruitment 413

students than expected were in the IV-E group. Conversely, fewer African
American, American Indian, and Hispanic students and more Caucasian
students than expected were in the non-IV-E group. Another significant chi-
square revealed that more IV-E students than expected had some type of
public or non-profit child welfare work experience (PCW) and fewer than
expected had no PCW. The reverse was true for the non-IV-E students, but
to a lesser degree.

Not hypothesized, a significant chi-square showed that more IV-E stu-
dents and fewer non-IV-E students than expected came from lower income
backgrounds. Fewer IV-E students and more non-IV-E students than ex-
pected came from upper income backgrounds.

Principal Component Analyses and Reliabilities

A PCA with varimax rotation was performed on each of the rating scales
in order to identify statistical aggregations and create variables for analyses.
Chronbach alpha reliabilities were calculated on component items and means
of the items for each component in the PCA were calculated to compute the
variables for the final analyses of the hypotheses.

PREFERENCES FOR FIELD OF PRACTICE AND CLIENT POPULATIONS

In the PCA of student preferences for fields of practice, three components
emerged, which correspond to three main fields of practice in social work
curricula. The first component, Clinical Practice, was defined by the first four
items: (a) family and marital therapy, (b) counseling, (c) psychotherapy, and
(d) group work (Chronbach alpha of .83). Component/item loadings ranged
from .90 to .81, which explained 30.28% of variance. The second component,
Management, Administration and Planning (MAP), was defined by the
next three items: (a) program/policy design, (b) community organization,
and (c) administration (˛ D .69). Loadings ranged from .86 to .74, which
explained 21.83% of variance. The third component, Direct Services, was
defined by the last three items: (a) casework, (b) client advocacy, and (c) pro-
tective services (˛ D .54). Loadings ranged from .83 to .62, which explained
16.72% of variance. The means of the items of these three components were
used in the final analyses.

Again using PCA for the 21 client populations’ items six components
emerged. The first component, Disabled and Fragile, was defined by the
first four items: (a) the physically disabled, (b) the developmentally disabled,
(c) the aged, and (d) chronically mentally disabled (˛ D .76). Loading
ranged from .83 to .61, which explained 13.0% of the variance. The second
component, Families at Risk, was defined by the next five items: (a) abused
and neglected children, (b) abusive parents, (c) turbulence during adoles-
cence, (d) teenage mothers with limited resources, and (e) people who
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414 S. E. Jacquet

want to adopt a child (˛ D .74). Loadings ranged from .87 to .44, which
explained 12.7% of variance. The third component, Poor and Homeless, was
defined by the next three items: (a) homeless families, (b) homeless adults,
and (c) people in poverty needing links to resources (˛ D .84). Loadings
ranged from .84 to .78, which explained 11.7% of variance. The fourth
component, Clinical Clients, was defined by the next three items: (a) marital
and/or family problems, (b) people who are depressed, and (c) college
students in emotional crisis (˛ D .60). Loadings ranged from .76 to .52,
which explained 9.7% of the variance. The fifth component, labeled Justice

System, was defined by the next three items: (a) adult criminal offenders,
(b) juvenile status offenders, and (c) alcohol or substance abusers (˛ D .70).
Loadings ranged from .81 to .55, which explained 9.6% of the variance. The
sixth and final component, labeled AIDS/Health Care, was defined by the
last three items: (a) adults with AIDS, (b) children with AIDS, and (c) hospital
discharge planning in health care (˛ D .72). The loadings ranged from .83
to.49, and explained 9.4% of the variance. Means were calculated for the
items on the six components.

MOTIVATIONS FOR OBTAINING AN MSW

In the PCA for the seven items of this scale, two components emerged. In the
initial analysis, two of the items loaded above .30 on both components, and
were dropped. In the second analysis the remaining items loaded distinctly
on two separate components. The first component, Service Orientation, was
defined by the first two items: (a) through social work I will be able to make
an important contribution to individuals and society, and (b) a desire to
enhance my potential for serving economically disadvantaged clients (˛ D

.62). Loadings ranged from .88 to .76, which explained 30.3% of the variance.
The second component, Career Orientation, was defined by the last three
items: (a) a desire to prepare myself for private practice, (b) a desire to
increase my potential for promotion/job advancement, and (c) the Master’s
is a logical extension of my BSW (˛ D .36). Loadings ranged from .76 to .56,
which explained 26.4% of the variance. Because of the low reliability for this
component it was not used in further analyses.

CAREER ASPIRATIONS

In the PCA for the seven items in this measure two components emerged.
The first component, Career Advancement, was defined by the first five items
of participants’ ratings of how important it would be to: (a) choose your
own clients, (b) do primarily psychotherapy (c) work with highly motivated
clients, (d) earn above average income, and (e) have flexible work hours
(˛ D .41). Loadings ranged from .73 to .50, which explained 26.9% of the
variance. The second component, Service to Others, was defined by the
next two items: (a) help the most economically disadvantaged people in
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Successful Student Recruitment 415

the community, and (b) work with social workers or other professionals as
a team (˛ D .58). Loadings ranged from .77 to .76, which explained 18.7%
of the variance. Means of component items were calculated.

One-Way and MANOVAs

One-way ANOVAs by year of entry were conducted to check for cohort
effects. The data were also analyzed separately by student group (IV-E
and non-IV-E). Using the Bonferroni correction for multiple comparisons
there were no significant differences by year of administration on the study
variables. We were therefore confident in pooling the data for all cohorts for
the remaining analyses.

For a 2 � 2 MANOVA, Table 2 presents the number of students, means,
standard deviations, main effects statistics, and effect sizes, of the students’
ratings for the component variables by IV-E status. The main effects by PCW
and significant interaction effects of the variables by IV-E status and PCW
are presented in the text.

TABLE 2 Numbers of Students, Means, Standard Deviations, and Main Effects Statistics for
Components by Title IV-E Status

IV-E Non-IV-E

Component n X sd n X sd df F ETA

Preference for field of practice

Clinical practice 1,000 5.00 1.33 4,724 5.22 1.36 1,5694 8.55** .002
MAP 1,001 4.56 1.40 4,723 4.42 1.45 6.53* .001
Direct services 1,002 5.48 0.97 4,725 4.93 1.13 158.66*** .027

Preferences for client populations

Disabled/fragile 1,000 3.62 1.35 4,726 3.86 1.37 13.29*** .002
Families at risk 1,000 5.54 0.90 4,726 4.89 1.25 1,5695 228.53*** .039
Homeless & poor 1,000 5.12 1.26 4,725 4.76 1.39 42.64*** .007
Clinical clients 1,000 4.59 1.25 4,726 4.80 1.27 11.32*** .002
Justice system 1,000 4.36 1.38 4,723 4.10 1.43 25.67*** .004
AIDS/health care 1,000 4.40 1.39 4,724 4.57 1.43 7.03** .001

Motivations for obtaining an MSW

Service orientation 1,002 4.59 0.63 4,732 4.51 0.61 1,5707 19.18*** .001

Career aspirations

Service to others 1,000 3.51 0.51 4,725 3.34 0.57 1,5698 59.27*** .010
Career advancement 1,001 2.66 0.48 4,728 2.72 0.47 8.71** .002

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
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416 S. E. Jacquet

PREFERENCES FOR FIELD OF PRACTICE

The significant main effects for IV-E status on students’ practice preferences
in Table 2 confirmed hypothesis 3 that when compared to non-IV-E students,
IV-E students would prefer to work directly with clients but not in mental
health or clinical settings. The IV-E students rated direct services significantly
higher and clinical practice significantly lower than did the non-IV-E students.
IV-E students also preferred MAP to a greater degree than did non-IV-E
students, although this had not been hypothesized.

Students with PCW were significantly more likely to prefer direct ser-
vices [F (1, 5694) D 13.07, p < .001, ETA D .001] and less likely to prefer
clinical practice [F (1, 5694) D 4.41, p < .05, ETA D .002] than students with
no PCW. There were no differences by PCW in ratings for MAP. In support
of hypothesis 6, the significant interaction effect for clinical practice indicates
that IV-E students with PCW were the least likely to prefer clinical practice
[F (1, 5694) D 3.90, p < .05, ETA D .001].

PREFERENCES FOR CLIENT POPULATIONS

The significant main effects for IV-E status support hypothesis 4 that the
IV-E students’ mean preferences for client populations would be greater for
families at risk, poor & homeless clients, and justice system clients than that
of non-IV-E students. In addition, IV-E students were significantly less likely
than non-IV-E students to prefer clinical clients, disabled & fragile clients,
and AIDS/health care clients.

Similar to IV-E students, students with PCW were significantly more
likely to prefer to work with families at risk [F (1, 5695) D 59.88, p < .001,
ETA D .010], the poor & homeless [F (1, 5695) D 4.36, p < .05, ETA D

.001], and the justice system clients [F (1, 5695) D 7.68, p < .01, ETA D

.001] than were students with no PCW. In addition, students with PCW were
significantly less likely to prefer working with disabled/fragile clients [F (1,
5695) D 31.20, p < .001, ETA D .005], and clinical clients [F (1, 5695) D

7.53, p < .01, ETA D .001] than were students with no PCW. There were no
differences by PCW in ratings for AIDS/healthcare.

In support of hypothesis 6, a significant interaction effect in indicated
that IV-E students with PCW were the most likely to prefer working with
families at risk [F (1, 5695) D 31.35, p < .001, ETA D .005] and justice system
clients [F (1, 5695) D 6.29, p < .05, ETA D .001]. non-IV-E students with
no PCW were the least likely to prefer working with both of these client
populations.

MOTIVATIONS FOR OBTAINING AN MSW AND CAREER ASPIRATIONS

The significant main effect in Table 2 for motivations for obtaining an MSW
supports hypothesis 5 that IV-E Students’ would be more oriented toward
service than would non-IV-E students. The main effects for career aspirations
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Successful Student Recruitment 417

show that IV-E students rated service to others significantly higher and
career advancement significantly lower in importance than did the non-IV-E
students.

There were no difference by PCW for ratings on motivations for ob-
taining an MSW, but a significant interaction effect indicated that non-IV-E
students with no PCW were the least likely to prefer service orientation [F (1,
5706) D 8.51, p < .01, ETA D .001]. For career aspirations, students with PCW
reported significantly higher ratings for service to others [F (1, 5698) D 7.01,
p < .01, ETA D .001] and significantly lower ratings for career advancement
[F (1, 5698) D 9.69, p < .01, ETA D .002] than did the students with no PCW.

RETENTION OF CALSWEC TITLE IV-E MSWS

These findings, although significant and promising to the field of child wel-
fare, are contingent upon the retention of the IV-E MSWs after entering the
field. Although this survey was submitted anonymously by the participants,
the surveys were sent only to universities participating in the CalSWEC Title
IV-E program. Any entering IV-E students in these universities would be
participants in CalSWEC’s Title IV-E program, because CalSWEC is the only
IV-E program in California that selects students at the beginning of their MSW
education.

CalSWEC tracks all students and graduates as they progress through
their MSW and as they complete their 2–3 year work obligation in public
child welfare following graduation. At that time CalSWEC MSWs are invited
to participate in a retention study, which examines the MSWs’ work status
and work experiences (See Jacquet et al., 2007, for a description of the
study). The response rate for the years comparable to the years in this
study was 48%. The surveys were administered approximately 3.5 years
post-graduation and retention for participants was 82%. County child welfare
human resources offices were contacted to inquire whether non-responders
were still employed at the agencies. With this additional information, status
of all but 7% of the CalSWEC MSWs was confirmed. Assuming that the 7%
were no longer with their payback agency, retention for the whole sample
was 63%. However, 23% of leavers continued to work for public child welfare
at other agencies. This increased retention of CalSWEC MSWs in public child
welfare to 67%. At least 63% of CalSWEC MSWs remained with their original
payback agency, and at least 67% remained in public child welfare for more
than three years post-graduation.

DISCUSSION

True to its mission CalSWEC’s IV-E program did recruit and select students
with characteristics and preferences suited for work in public child welfare.
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418 S. E. Jacquet

More ethnically diverse than non-IV-E students, the racial/ethnic composition
of IV-E students provides a comparable match for the diversity of the clients
in California’s child welfare system, which according to Needell et al. (2011)
has higher percentages of African American, and American Indian client
populations than the population at large. Literature on practitioner/client
ethnic matching is mixed, but some clinical findings indicate that clients are
more likely to stay in therapy with practitioners of the same background
(Flaherty & Adams, 1998). Clients may be more responsive to social workers
of similar racial/ethnic heritage particularly at intake. Most studies on ethnic
matching are in the medical and mental health fields and measure long term
relationships rather than clients’ initial responses to professionals (see, for
example: Gamst et al., 2004; Shin et al., 2005; Ziguras, Klimidis, Lewis, &
Stuart, 2003).

Not hypothesized but interesting, IV-E students were more likely than
non-IV-E students to report that they came from lower income families. This
finding may imply that IV-E MSW students who grew up in low-income
families would have a better understanding of the needs of impoverished
populations.

IV-E students were also more likely than non-IV-E students to report that
they had prior work experience in child welfare. That experience gives them
a background from which to draw, as well as the wherewithal to know what
they are getting into. Some workers have reported that it is best to know
what to expect when working in child welfare (Jacquet et al., 2007).

IV-E students reported that they were more motivated to serve others
and to work with the poor and at risk children and families than were
non-IV-E students. This finding is in keeping with CalSWEC’s primary goal
to reprofessionalize child welfare and improve the commitment of social
workers to work in the public sector with vulnerable and disadvantaged
children and families. Commitment to child welfare is paramount to retaining
workers in the field (Ellett et al., 2003; Ellis et al., 2006; Freund, 2005, Mor
Barak et al., 2001; O’Donnell & Kirkner, 2009; Smith, 2005; see also DePanfilis
& Zlotnik, 2008, for a review of the research). The link between this study’s
participants and participants in CalSWEC’s retention study provides some
evidence that IV-E MSW students’ commitment to child welfare enhances
retention. The CalSWEC MSWs have a 67% retention rate for at least three
years.

Although not expected, IV-E students were interested in MAP, which
may reflect career plans in child welfare, that is, a desire to move into
supervisory or managerial positions within the organization. Workers have
reported that having a good supervisor makes a difference in whether they
stay in child welfare (Jacquet et al., 2007). Many studies report a link between
supervision and retention (Ellett et al., 2003; Ellett & Millar, 2004; Kleinpeter
et al., 2003; Landsman, 2001; Mor Barak et al., 2001; Rycraft, 1994; Samantrai,
1992; Smith, 2005; U.S. General Accounting Office [GAO], 2003; Westbrook
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Successful Student Recruitment 419

et al., 2006). This link can be interpreted in two ways. On the one hand,
workers may remain in agencies if they have quality supervision. On the
other hand, if agencies promote workers to supervisory and managerial
positions, they may be more likely to remain in the agencies.

The juxtaposition of IV-E status and prior work experience in child
welfare supports CalSWEC’s goal to reprofessionalize child welfare by the
efforts to recruit workers who do not have professional degrees. Both IV-E
students and those with PCW favored working directly with clients, were
service oriented, and preferred to work with the client populations found
in the child welfare system, that is, children and families at risk, the poor
and homeless, and those who find themselves caught up in the criminal
justice system including those involved with substance abuse. As an aside,
a significant portion of children are brought to the attention of child welfare
because of substance abusing parents (U.S. GAO, 1997).

IV-E students who had worked in child welfare were the most motivated
to serve others and wanted to work with families at risk. They were also
the least likely to prefer clinical practice, which is a reflection of Harry
Specht’s vision in creating CalSWEC, and a clear indication of the successful
recruitment efforts of the organization.

Limitations and Statistical Discussion

Although this study has viable information, generalizability to other states
may be compromised by differences in geographic and demographic char-
acteristics among states. In addition, the recruitment and selection processes
among the Title IV-E programs in other states differ as well. Some states
recruit only child welfare workers, while others recruit students in only their
final year in the MSW program.

It should also be noted that the results of the PCAs were very clean
and the loadings for the most part were strong in magnitude. These findings
further document the quality and interpretability of the measures used in this
study as well as the original content classification of the items, particularly
with regard to the preferences for field of practice and client popu-lations.

Effect sizes for the significant findings in this study are small; however,
as Glenn and Shelton (1983) point out, preoccupation with the variance
explained can lead one to disregard important relationships among variables.
The students in this study are not a heterogeneous population. They are all
graduate students in the same field, social work. Finding differences is not as
likely as in a randomly selected sample from a diverse population. Individ-
ually the significant differences in these findings may not appear relevant or
noteworthy, but when looked at in total, the collection of significant findings
draws a picture of a group of MSWs with the characteristics that display
dedication and commitment to the field of public child welfare and the clients
involved. These MSW students were recruited for just that purpose. The
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420 S. E. Jacquet

cumulative preferences for IV-E students may contribute to their commitment
the field of child welfare, a commitment that might lead to better practice and
longevity in their work. Future research on student recruitment might benefit
from mixed methods of both quantitative and qualitative studies. Qualitative
interviews, for example, may document stronger differences between IV-E
and non-IV-E students than quantitative survey methods alone.

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

Social workers come from multiple racial and ethnic backgrounds, are ex-
cited about their careers, and have distinctive opinions on various issues,
including a stronger democratic identity and more assertive voice regarding
insufficient spending on welfare, social problems, and racial issues (Hodge,
2003, 2004). This study takes this notion a step further by differentiating IV-E
MSW students from other MSW students, and drills down into characteristics,
preferences, and goals particularly suitable for work in public child welfare.
The findings support CalSWEC’s efforts to recruit and select students as
racially and ethnically diverse as the California child welfare system, and
students committed to practice areas and client populations most commonly
associated with the public child welfare system. With findings in other studies
demonstrating the importance of commitment to the field, the findings in this
study offers the prospect of continuous cohorts of MSWs committed to child
welfare and likely to remain in the field.

Turnover of social workers in child welfare is costly for agencies and
families. For agencies it means increased costs of recruitment and training.
For caseworkers it means filling in the gaps until replacements are hired. For
children and families it leads to higher rates of maltreatment (Wagner et al.,
2006), and negatively impacts permanency (Flower et al., 2005).

The link between retention and commitment in child welfare has been
well documented (Mor Barak et al., 2001; Ellett et al., 2003; Ellis et al.,
2006; Smith, 2005). When IV-E programs recruit students who express a
commitment to child welfare, it is apt to lead to increased retention of the
MSWs in public child welfare agencies. With the connection between the
IV-E students in this study and the IV-E MSWs in CalSWEC’s retention study,
the findings in both studies validate that notion. The benefit to the field of
child welfare is that CalSWEC MSWs have high retention rates in public child
welfare agencies (Jacquet et al., 2007; Jones & Okamura, 2000).

The long-term effect of infusing the child welfare workforce with com-
mitted IV-E MSW can be thought of in terms of path dependency, theorized
by North (1990), and based on the idea that a body or system once set
in motion will continue to move. Path dependency functions with positive
feedback and increasing returns. It can be viewed as a circular feedback
loop between policies and the extent of the political and moral support
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Successful Student Recruitment 421

afforded them, which over time can produce positive effects (Rothstein,
1998). Applied to child welfare, when increased numbers of IV-E MSWs
with a commitment to child welfare are supported in their work and careers
the effect could mean positive incremental change in the system.

CalSWEC’s policy to target child welfare workers who wish to obtain
advanced degrees to increase their knowledge and skills in social work was
supported by the data in this study. Significantly more CalSWEC MSWs who
worked in child welfare before getting their degrees remained in child wel-
fare after completing their work obligation than did those with no prior work
experience in child welfare (Jacquet et al., 2007). When committed child
welfare workers are provided with the opportunity to earn a professional
MSW degree it becomes a win/win situation for the workers and the field of
child welfare.

This study demonstrates that CalSWEC’s IV-E programs and policies
have made strides in their goals to recruit students with the characteristics,
attitudes and commitment for service to the disadvantaged, the poor, and
children and families. With the shortages in professionally trained social
workers in California, particularly in public child welfare, the results of this
study frame a promising future for the field.

REFERENCES

Abell, N., & McDonnell, J. R. (1990). Preparing for practice: Motivations, expectations
and aspirations of MSW class of 1990. Journal of Social Work Education, 26(1),
57–64.

American Public Human Services Association of America (APHSA) (February 2005).
Report from the 2004 child welfare workforce survey: State agency findings.

Washington, DC: Authors. Retrieved from http://www.aphsa.org/Home/Doc/
Workforce%20Report%202005.pdf

Aroner, D., & Deichert, K. (2002, November). Recommendations for addressing Cali-
fornia’s shortage of social workers: Findings from a series of hearings convened
by the California assembly human services committee. California Assembly

Human Services Committee Report.
Butler, A. (1990). A reevaluation of social work students’ career interests. Journal of

Social Work Education, 1, 45–56.
California Department of Social Services. (2011). California-DSS-manual-CWS (man-

ual letter No. CWS-99-03). Sacramento, CA: Office of Regulations Development.
Retrieved from http://www.dss.cahwnet.gov/ord/entres/getinfo/pdf/cws1.PDF

California Social Work Education Center. (1999). 1999 Annual report: For the cal-

endar year ending December 31, 1999. Berkeley, CA: California Social Work
Education Center. Retrieved from: http://calswec.berkeley.edu/calswec/Annual
Report.pdf

California Social Work Education Center. (2000). Focusing on public social services:

Our first decade 1990–2000. Berkeley, CA: California Social Work Education
Center.

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f 
C

al
if

or
ni

a,
 B

er
ke

le
y]

 a
t 1

1:
55

 1
2 

Ju
ly

 2
01

6 



422 S. E. Jacquet

California Social Work Education Center. (2011). Title IV-E MSW program guide

[password protected electronic document]. Berkeley, CA: Author.
Child Welfare League of America. (2001). The child welfare workforce challenge:

Results from a preliminary study. Washington, DC: Author. Retrieved from:
http://www.cwla.org/programs/trieschman/surveyworkforce/preliminary.pdf

DePanfilis, D., & Zlotnik, J. L. (2008). Retention of front-line staff in child welfare:
A systematic review of research. Children and Youth Services Review, 30, 995–
1008. doi:10.1016/j.childyouth.2007.12.017

Dhooper, S. S., Royse, D. D., & Wolfe, L. C. (1990). Does social work education
make a difference? Social Work, 35(1), 57–61.

Ellett, A. J., Ellett, C. D., & Rugutt, J. K. (2003). A study of personal and organiza-

tional factors contributing to employee retention and turnover in child welfare
in Georgia: Final project report. Athens, GA: School of Social Work, University
of Georgia.

Ellett, A. J., & Leighninger, L. (2007). What happened? An historical analysis of the
de-professionalization of child welfare with implications for policy and practice,
Journal of Public Child Welfare, 1(1), 3–34. doi:10.1300/J479v01n01_02

Ellett, A. J., & Millar, K. I. (2004). Professional organizational culture and retention
in child welfare: Implications for continuing education for supervision and
professional development. Professional Development: International Journal of
Continuing Social Work Education, 7(3), 30–38.

Ellis, J. I., Ellett, A. J., & DeWeaver, K. (2006). Human caring in the social work
context: Continued development and validation of a complex measure. Research

on Social Work Practice, 17(1), 66–76. doi:10.1177/1049731506293339
Flaherty, J. A., & Adams, S. (1998). Therapist-patient race and sex matching: Predic-

tors of treatment duration. Psychiatric Times, 15, 1–4. Retrieved from: http://
www.psychiatrictimes.com/display/article/10168/49886

Flower, C., McDonald, J., & Sumski, M. (2005). Review of turnover of Milwaukee

County private agency child welfare case management staff. Milwaukee WI: Bu-
reau of Milwaukee Child Welfare. Retrieved from http://legis.wisconsin.gov/lc/
committees/study/2008/SFAM08/files/turnoverstudy.pdf

Folaron, G., & Hostetter, C. (2007). Is social work the best educational degree for
child welfare practitioners? Journal of Public Child Welfare, 1(1), 65–83.

Freund, A. (2005). Commitment and job satisfaction as predictors of turnover inten-
tions among welfare workers. Administration in Social Work, 29(2), 5–21.

Gamst, G., Dana, R. H., Der-Karabetian, A., & Kramer, T. (2004). Ethnic match and
treatment outcomes for child and adolescent mental health center clients. Jour-
nal of Counseling & Development, 82, 457–465. doi:10.1177/0739986302238216

Glenn, N. D., & Shelton, B. A. (1983). Pre-adult background variables and divorce: A
note of caution about overreliance on explained variance. Journal of Marriage
and the Family, 49, 405–410.

Gomez, R. J., Travis, D. J., Ayers-Lopez, S., & Schwab, J. (2010). In search of inno-
vation: Child welfare recruitment and retention. Children and Youth Services

Review, 32(5), 664–671. doi:10.1016/j.childyouth.2010.01.001
Hodge, D. R. (2003). Value differences between social workers and members of the

working and middle classes. Social Work, 48(1), 107–119.
Hodge, D. R. (2004). Who we are, where we come from, and some of our percep-

tions: Comparison of social workers and the general population. Social Work,

49(2), 261–268.

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f 
C

al
if

or
ni

a,
 B

er
ke

le
y]

 a
t 1

1:
55

 1
2 

Ju
ly

 2
01

6 



Successful Student Recruitment 423

Jacquet, S. E., Clark, S. J., Morazes, J. L., & Wiithers, R. (2007). The role of supervision
in the retention of publick child welfare workers. Journal of Public Child
Welfare, 1(3), 27–54. doi:10.1300/J479v01n03_03

Jones, L. P., & Okamura, A. (2000). Re-professionalizing child welfare services: An
evaluation of a IV-E training program. Research on Social Work Practice, 10(5),
607–621.

Kleinpeter, C. B., Pasztor, E. M., & Telles-Rogerts. T. (2003). The impact of training
on worker performance and retention: Perceptions of child welfare supervisors.
Professional Development: International Journal of Continuing Social Work
Education, 6(3), 39–49.

Landsman, M. J. (2001). Commitment in public child welfare. Social Service Review,

75, 386–419.
Mor Barak, M. E., Nissly, J. A., & Levin, A. (2001). Antecedents to retention and

turnover among child welfare, social work, and other human service employees:
What can we learn from past research? Social Service Review, 75(4), 625–661.

National Association of Social Workers. (1999). Code of ethics. Retrieved from: www
.naswdc.org/pubs/code/code.asp

National Association of Social Workers. (2003). Deprofessionalization and reclassifi-
cation of social workers. In Social work speaks: National Association of Social
Workers Policy Statements 2003–2006 (6th ed., pp. 75–78). Washington, DC:
NASW Press.

Needell, B., Webster, D., Armijo, M., . . . & Nuttbrock, A. (2011). Child Welfare
Services reports for California. Retrieved from University of California at Berke-
ley Center for Social Services Research website at http://cssr.berkeley.edu/ucb_
childwelfare

North, D. C. (1990). Institutions, institutional change and economic performance.
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

O’Donnell, J., & Kirkner, S. L. (2009). Title IV-E programs: Preparing MSW students
for public child welfare practice. Journal of Teaching in Social Work, 29, 241–
257. doi:10.1080/08841230903022050

Perry, R. (2003). Who wants to work with the poor and homeless? Journal of Social

Work Education, 39(2), 321–341.
Roff, L. L., Adams, J. P. Jr., & Klemmack, D. L. (1984). Social work students’ willing-

ness to have government help the poor. Arete, 9(1), 9–20.
Rosenthal, J. A., & Waters, E. (2006). Predictors of child welfare worker retention

and performance. Journal of Social Service Research, 32(2), 67–85. doi:10.1300/
J079v32n03_04

Rothstein, B. (1998). Just institutions matter: The moral and political logic of the

universal welfare state. Cambridge, UK: Press Syndicate of the University of
Cambridge.

Rubin, A., & Johnson, P. J. (1984). Direct practice interests of entering MSW students.
Journal of Education for Social Work, 20(2), 5–16.

Rubin, A., Johnson, P. J., & DeWeaver, K. L. (1986). Direct practice interests of MSW
students: changes from entry to graduation. Journal of Social Work Education,
22(2), 98–108.

Rycraft, J. (1994). The party isn’t over: The agency role in the retention of public
child welfare caseworkers. Social Work, 39, 75–80.

Samantrai, K. (1992). Factors in the decision to leave: Retaining social workers with
MSWs in public child welfare. Social Work, 37, 454–458.

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f 
C

al
if

or
ni

a,
 B

er
ke

le
y]

 a
t 1

1:
55

 1
2 

Ju
ly

 2
01

6 



424 S. E. Jacquet

Shin, S., Chow, C., Camacho-Gonsalves, T., Levy, R. J., Allen, I. E., & Leff, H. S. (2005).
A meta-analytic review of racial-ethnic matching for African American and
Caucasian American clients and clinicians. Journal of Counseling Psychology,

52(1), 45–56. doi:10.1037/0022-0167.52.1.45
Smith, B. D. (2005). Job retention in child welfare: Effects of perceived organiza-

tional support, supervisor support, and intrinsic job value. Children and Youth

Services Review, 27(2), 153–169.
Specht, H., & Courtney, M. E. (1994). Unfaithful angels: How social work has

abandoned its mission. New York, NY: Simon & Schuster.
U.S. Government Accountability Office. (1997). Parental substance abuse: Implica-

tions for children, the child welfare system, and foster care outcomes (GAO/
T-HEHS-98-40). Washington, DC: Author.

U.S. Government Accountability Office. (2003). HHS could play a greater role in

helping child welfare agencies recruit and retain staff (GAO-03-357). Washing-
ton, DC: Author.

Van Soest, D. (1996). The impact of social work education on student beliefs about
justice and commitment to social justice advocacy. Journal of Social Work
Education, 32(2), 191–202.

Wagner, D., Johnson, K., & Healy, T. (2009, April). Agency workforce estimation:
Simple steps for improving child safety and permanency. Focus: Views from the
Children’s Research Center. Retrieved from: http://www.nccd-crc.org/crc/crc/
pubs/focus09_agency_workforce_estimation.pdf

Westbrook, T. M., Ellis, J., & Ellett, A. J. (2006). Improving retention among pub-
lic child welfare workers: What can we learn from the insights and experi-
ences of committed survivors? Administration in Social Work, 30(4), 37–62.
doi:10.1300/J147v30n04_04

York, R. O., Denton, R. T., & Moran, J. R. (1990). Congruence between specializations
in graduate school and post-graduate employment patterns for social workers.
Journal of Teaching in Social Work, 4(1), 3–15.

Ziguras, S., Klimidis, S., Lewis, J., & Stuart, G. (2003). Ethnic matching of clients
and clinicians and use of mental health services by ethnic minority clients.
Psychiatric Services, 54(4), 535–541.

CONTRIBUTOR

Susan E. Jacquet, PhD, is a Research Specialist for the California Social Work
Education Center in the School of Social Welfare at the University of California,
Berkeley, in Berkeley, CA.

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f 
C

al
if

or
ni

a,
 B

er
ke

le
y]

 a
t 1

1:
55

 1
2 

Ju
ly

 2
01

6 


