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Abstract

The staff of the Children’s Bureau supported a process in the early 1990s that significantly altered the focus of social work education in the United States. From the 1970s through the 1980s, the most popular curriculum track in schools of social work was mental health. The efforts of the Children’s Bureau staff and their support of funding for child welfare training moved child and family social work to a much more central position in many, if not most, schools.  This chapter documents the Children’s Bureau support for one state’s multi-faceted child welfare-focused curriculum development over two decades.

It would not be an exaggeration to say that the staff of the Children’s Bureau supported a process in the early 1990s that significantly altered the focus of social work education in the United States. From the 1970s through the 1980s, the most popular curriculum track in schools of social work was mental health. The efforts of the Children’s Bureau staff and their support of funding for child welfare training moved child and family social work to a much more central position in many, if not most, schools.

A key element in instituting this change was a modification in the funding formula of Title IV-E of the Social Security Act under the Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act of 1980 (Public Law 96-272), which increased the rate of match to the States for certain aspects of child welfare social work training. Joan Levy Zlotnik, then Staff Director of the Commission on Families of the National Association of Social Workers, played a significant role in making social work faculty aware of the funding possibilities. Katherine Briar-Lawson had been a child welfare administrator in Washington State and, in the early 1990s, was a faculty member at Florida International University. Dr. Briar-Lawson led the creation of one of the first state partnerships for child welfare social work training. She engaged with the Children’s Bureau and found a cadre of staff who were eager to reach out to the schools of social work. Working with Project Officer Jake Terpstra, she orchestrated a pivotal event: The National Public Child Welfare Training Symposium in 1991 (Briar, Hansen, & Harris, 1992).

In California, Harry Specht, Dean of the School of Social Welfare at the University of California at Berkeley, shared the vision of the New Deal social workers. For him, social work was the central profession staffing the public social services upon which poor families and children depended. In his book, Unfaithful Angels: How Social Work Has Abandoned its Mission, (Specht & Courtney, 1994), Dean Specht complained that social work was migrating from a concern for the poor to a focus on counseling the “worried well.” Working with Ed Nathan, Director of the Zellerbach Family Foundation in San Francisco, he had already brought together the regional leadership in child welfare and was looking for funding for a statewide stipend program for social work students who would make a career commitment to child welfare services.

Social Work and Public Social Services: Overcoming the Obstacles

To understand the background of this effort, and the obstacles that the Children’s Bureau sought to overcome, it is important to acknowledge that social work’s commitment to public services had always been tenuous. The profession began in the late 19th century in the Charity Organization Societies (Leiby, 1978). One aspect of these private philanthropies was the friendly visitor program. Friendly visitors were proto-social workers concerned with the “moral uplift” of the poor. In the early decades of the 20th century, these volunteers evolved into professional social workers and sought a scientific base for their work (Leiby, 1978; Trattner, 1999). 

For a fairly short period, the search was in the macro social sciences, economics and sociology, and the goals of the emerging profession related to large-scale social change. But service agencies needed theory that could inform the booming business of direct practice. In the 1930s, many social work leaders embraced a radical theory emerging in Europe called psychoanalysis. It seemed to offer concepts and tools that would help social workers understand and motivate individual clients. Unfortunately, it lacked all but the most general ideas about the effects of the social context. Its focus was on individual mental disorders, and so it drew the attention of social workers to psychology and mental health concerns (Leighninger, 1987; Trattner, 1999). 

The commitment of social work to private, nonprofit settings and to the individual as the locus for change thwarted the dreams of the New Deal social work pioneers who believed that theirs would become the lead profession for the public agencies of the emerging welfare state. MSW social workers were never represented in large numbers in these public settings (see chapter 4). 

The 1962 and 1974 amendments to the Social Security Act (P.L. 87-534; P.L. 93-647) could have marked a change. With these acts, the government began to assume responsibility for the personal social services. This change did provide money for social work training and new employment opportunities. But the social work currents of the 1960s ran in two directions and the public agencies got caught in the riptide (see chapter 4).  The 1960s saw an explosion of new individual and group treatment technologies. While these approaches were critical of psychoanalytic and psychodynamic orthodoxy, most of them were equally lacking in an environmental perspective. These humanistic models tended to address clients looking for personal meaning in life not for dealing with basic survival issues; so these approaches lent themselves to the private, not the public, agencies (Trattner,1999).  On the other hand, the civil rights and other liberation movements pulled a significant part of the profession back to its roots in social change. For many in this group, social work in public agencies was a tool for repression, a way of “regulating the poor,” (see Piven & Cloward, 1971), certainly not for ending poverty. 

Of course, there was truth in the charge, but the old saw about the baby and the bath water was never more apt. The public agencies endured years of battering. Social work educators tended to lead the march and social work students in public agency placements often acted more like fifth columnists than like interns. Some social workers pursued the path of psychotherapy and personal growth into the private sector; some pursued the path of social change into the streets. Few stayed in the social services, often enduring the disdain of their co-professionals (Trattner, 1999).

By 1980, the left jab of the 1960s was followed up with a right cross from the Reagan administration that seemed to put the War on Poverty on permanent hold. Federal support for social work training dropped to between 50 and 75% of previous levels. Jobs in the public sector were cut and many of the remaining jobs were declassified. The extent of the profession's disinterest in the public agencies was reflected in the relatively feeble response to declassification of social work positions (see chapter 4). In the 1970s and 1980s, social work and the public social services observed a sort of cease-fire, but by the late 1980s the schools of social work, the professional organizations, and the public agencies began to talk again. What changed? 

A Mutual Challenge

The saying goes, “The enemy of my enemy is my friend.” Certainly the profession, the schools, and the public agencies had endured a mutual attack from the right for twenty years. It is natural that they might begin to recognize the advantages of an alliance. Those social workers that had gone into the public social services and stayed had been slowly moving up in the ranks. Like the New Dealers they believed in the “social” in social work and they believed that the person-in-environment perspective makes social workers uniquely qualified to serve the multi-problem clients they were seeing. Unfortunately, they were having difficulty attracting and retaining MSW workers. In spite of the fact that child welfare settings were perceived as primary training grounds for social workers, “following 1970 and throughout much of the 1990s, fewer than 10% of MSW students primary field of practice or social problem concentration was child welfare (although slightly higher percentages were placed in child welfare field settings between 1985 and 1995). Thus, the unresponsiveness of MSW programs and the minimization of the importance of the MSW as a preferred professional degree for public child welfare in combination with other policy and practice events helped contribute to the de-professionalization of public child welfare in the United States. These events would have a compounded effect as the service demands placed on child welfare agencies/systems would dramatically increase in the 1970s and 1980s” (Perry & Ellett, 2008, pp. 152-153).In California, Perry (2001) discovered that MSW students’ interest in child welfare ranged from 10.2% in 1992, prior to the inception of the CalSWEC program, to 15.6 % in 1996 by the time the program had begun. 
Finally in the 1980s the nation and the profession woke up to the plight of children and families. Characterized by epidemics of drug use in the inner cities, the 1970s and 1980s had seen a marked growth in the population requiring services. Resources had not even begun to keep pace. One source of alarm was the horrendous stories of neglect, abuse, and death occurring among children in placement. 

In Illinois, the courts had ordered the counties to train their workers, and the counties, based on this mandate, had turned to the social work schools for help. The Children’s Bureau offered Title IV, Section 426 grants to academic institutions for social work training. 

An informal California Social Work Education Center (CalSWEC) study of California county departments of social services in 1989 found 25% of child welfare workers were MSWs and one-third of the 58 counties had no MSW staff at all (Santangelo, 1993).  The tremendous growth of immigrant and minority populations in California had created a special recruitment problem for agencies in that state. The total child population was 9.3% African American and 28% Hispanic.  The percentage of emergency-response-to-abuse clients was 15.9% African American and 27.8% Hispanic.  The proportion of children in foster care, as of January 1990, was 37.9% African American and 20.6% Hispanic. Professional direct service staff ethnicity, however, were 19.3% African American and 16.6% Hispanic; even fewer of those minority workers held MSWs.  For African American staff it was 2.7% of all direct service staff; for Hispanics it was 2.2%.  

There were simply not enough social workers of color being prepared by California schools of social work for work in public child welfare agencies. The schools and the agencies recognized a common need to address this problem. There had been increasing concern in segments of the social work education community about the drift of the profession away from its commitment to the poor.  Applications to schools of social work were growing.  The schools were eager to incentivize students to direct their energy to the public sector and the most disadvantaged families and children.
The Creation of CalSWEC

CalSWEC was and still is one of the most ambitious state collaborations among schools of social work and state and county governments in the country. Similar programs existed in Florida, New Mexico, Iowa, New York, and Illinois, but no other included all of the accredited MSW programs in the state. The model for the Center emerged from the experience of the Bay Area Social Services Consortium (BASSC), a coalition of the three San Francisco Bay area social work schools and nine county departments of social services. BASSC, began in 1987, had addressed regional policy and practice issues in pediatric AIDS, child welfare risk assessment, homelessness, and family support policies. 

With BASSC as a backdrop, the formation of a child welfare committee at the California Chapter of the National Association of Social Workers (NASW) and renewed interest in child welfare at the California State University Fresno and Long Beach schools, the county welfare directors and the deans met in 1988 to discuss state-level action.  There were significant barriers. A state child welfare stipend program had ended ten years previously because the directors of county social services felt the schools were not preparing students well for the work. Some agency directors were leery of the schools’ new interest. BASSC had helped convince key Bay-area directors that the interest was sincere, but it took a while for others to commit. So prior to the start of the partnership there was distrust; the academics felt the public social services were not good places to practice professional social work; the county directors felt the schools offered education that was irrelevant and perhaps harmful to the client problems with which they dealt.

Funding was a key problem. An early effort to secure federal funds using a state match had died in 1989 in a state budget crisis. However, the structure of Title IV-E provided the prospect of a program matched through university overhead. In this regard, federal Region IX staff of the Administration of Children and Families (ACF) played an indispensable role in demonstrating to the State Department of Children and Family Services that the program could be created without a commitment of state funds. As a show of good faith, the schools agreed to adopt, for the first time, a common statement of mission. The statement reads in part: 

The mission is the preparation of social workers for a wide range of professional leadership and practice roles addressing the needs of oppressed and disadvantaged persons and communities through publicly-supported services...  Priority recipients of direct social work services will be seen as the poor and the underserved... The primary locus of practice will be in institutional systems supported by the public... Essential modes of practice will be those most relevant to these clients and systems ... including but not limited to resource provision, case management, support and counseling, skill development, integration of services, administration and planning and empowerment strategies. (California Deans and Directors, 1989). 
Through the connections of Ed Nathan, Director of the Zellerbach Family Foundation in San Francisco, Dean Specht learned that the Ford Foundation was looking to social work to provide the staff required to implement new federal initiatives in child welfare (P.L. 96-272).  Ford, in partnership with a group of local foundations including Zellerbach, agreed to provide one million dollars of startup funding for a Center that would have three goals: 

· to provide significant financial aid to students, particularly those already employed in the public social services and members of ethnic and racial minority groups, who would upon graduation commit to a year of employment in public child welfare for each year of financial support;

· to develop a competency-based curriculum for child welfare with the full involvement of faculty and agency personnel; and

· to work to improve departmental service programs in order to enhance client outcomes and the desirability of long-term employment in public child welfare.


The Center had start-up funding. Grant author Bart Grossman became the first director.  At its first statewide conference in 1991, a stipend agreement in principle was signed by the President of the CalSWEC Board of Directors, the President of the California Chapter of  the National Association of Social Workers(NASW) , the President of California Welfare Director’s Association (CWDA), and the Deputy Director for Children and Families of the California Department of Social Services (CDSS). However, the creation of a contract to provide stipends ultimately took two years of work between the schools, the State, the counties, and ACF. During this period, the coalition of the CDSS, 58 counties, 3 universities, 10 schools of social work, and NASW remained a fragile creature. Here, once again, the Children’s Bureau played a crucial role.


During this period, the three social work schools in Los Angeles established a separate partnership with the Los Angeles Department of Social Services called the Inter-University Consortium (IUC). When the other deans learned that Los Angeles had taken this step with no consultation there was a great deal of dismay expressed. At that moment it appeared that the larger coalition might collapse. Eventually cooler heads prevailed and a compromise was achieved whereby each school would receive a maximum of 20 full-time student stipends per year, but any Title IV-E stipends supplied through a different source would be subtracted from that school’s total. The IUC was then seen as a precursor to CalSWEC which set a precedent in the State. CalSWEC eventually negotiated a higher match rate on Title IV-E funding and the three schools of social work later became CalSWEC subcontractors. 


In 1991, CalSWEC was awarded a five-year Title IV-E, Section 426 Interdisciplinary Child Welfare Training Grant by the Children’s Bureau.  It was the largest of 11 such grants throughout the United States. As the project emerged, the Interdisciplinary Training Program was designed to accelerate development of the central CalSWEC effort while allowing exploration of specialized education for interdisciplinary practice. The term interdisciplinary was understood in two ways:
· as a range of knowledge from a wide variety of disciplines (social work, law, mental health, medicine and public health, and management and public administration) required for effective professional social work practice in child welfare (diffusion of knowledge); and

· as a set of skills needed by social workers to effectively communicate with and link other professionals involved in serving child welfare clients. 

The program provided an educational stipend of $8,000 to one second-year student at each of the 10 MSW programs. This important recognition from the Children’s Bureau and the flow of stipends was a key demonstration of the power of a statewide consortium to attract funding and support the work of all of the schools (Grossman & McCormick, 2003).

In 1992, the State of California and CalSWEC, through the auspices of the Regents of the University of California, signed their first contract providing 20 two-year, full-time MSW stipends of $15,000 per year for each school. The contract supported faculty, staff, and necessary equipment to manage the program. In time, funds were added for research and evaluation to serve as the foundation for empirically-based curricula and the creation of a child welfare library housed at California State University, Long Beach that serves as a central dissemination point for the empirically-based curricula. The ten deans and directors became principal investigators for their Title IV-E programs and the foundation of the CalSWEC Board along with representatives from CDSS, the County Welfare Directors’ Association CWDA, NASW, and private foundations.  Because of the history of social work involvement with children and families, and in large part due to the supply of MSWs in California, the MSW is considered the entry level professional practice degree; so until 2005, all the Title IV-E graduates in California were MSWs.

A strong supportive structure of project coordinators at each school who still meet regularly to attend to curriculum development was built into the CalSWEC subcontracts with all 10 accredited social work programs at California universities.  The first project coordinators were mostly public child welfare agency field liaisons or instructors who came to the universities with strong public child welfare connections and experience.  Lately, more project coordinators are Title IV-E graduates.

Curriculum Development
Curriculum development for the Title IV-E child welfare project took a unique shape. Rather than create a lock-step curriculum for all of the schools, the Center undertook highly collaborative approach to developing competencies (Clark, 2003). A very broad set of child welfare competencies was gleaned from a wide-ranging review of the literature. Staff added competencies that were deemed missing from the literature that applied to work within agencies and to California’s diverse population.  A committee of faculty and agency leaders reviewed and refined the competency list. The initial set of 76 core competencies was approved by the Board in 1991 and each school was directed to formulate its own curricular model to meet the competencies.  They were guided by a values statement drawn from NASW’s ethical principles for working with families.

From the beginning, the curriculum was evaluated using an instrument in which the project coordinators documented progress on teaching the competencies, finding appropriate field placements, and ongoing efforts for county and university partnerships, such as committee membership, guest lecturing, and participation on the Title IV-E student admission committees.  Other efforts to draw in faculty at the schools consisted of small curriculum development grants to address gaps in the public child welfare curriculum and to develop products that could be used by all member schools either in the classroom or in the field.

Curriculum development has continued with a unique mutual involvement of faculty, practitioners, and agency leaders. The CalSWEC Board’s Curriculum Committee oversees curriculum modification to address gaps noted in the schools’ Snapshots.  Meetings with field faculty about how to apply the competencies in the field occur on a regular basis and innovative field instruction curriculum development projects are supported throughout the state.  At periodic statewide curriculum modification meetings, agency directors and child welfare directors are able to express their needs for specific knowledge and skills. The competencies have been modified in 1995, 2002, 2007 and, most recently, in 2011.  For some agency leaders it was the first time that they saw the social work education process as meeting not only their need for professional staff skills and knowledge but also as providing the most up-to-date and relevant education for new employees in the context of social work values for engaging families and children in the system.  It may also have been the first time that the social work educators were receptive to regular input from the practitioners themselves to develop curriculum for teaching social work students to work in agencies with disadvantaged families (Clark, 2003). The process continues to be highly collaborative and iterative.

In 2011, the curriculum competencies were aligned with the Council on Social Work Education’s (CSWE) 2008 Educational Policy and Accreditation Standards (EPAS) competency-based curriculum approach (CSWE, 2008). The MSW competencies for public child welfare are integrated foundation and advanced competencies (CalSWEC, 2011a). The CalSWEC competencies also served as the basis for in-service training delivered by the regional training academies statewide in the Common Core Curriculum for newly hired child welfare workers (Clark, 2003).  The public child welfare competencies are consistent in order to provide a learning continuum for public child welfare workers from pre-service through in-service training, whether the new worker has an MSW or not.  Therefore, the social work curriculum is influencing public child welfare worker and supervisor practice statewide.

Distance Education
The rural northern and eastern parts of California are beautiful and isolated.  When CalSWEC began in the 1990s, the closest school of social work to the most northern part of the state was in Sacramento, at least 300 miles away and difficult to access.  Consequently a part-time educational option was added in 1994 and distance education programs were created for under-served regions in the northern rural part of the state in 1995.  These three-year, weekend programs, administered by Long Beach State, used synchronous video technology to conduct classes at Humboldt State and Chico State, using Long Beach State’s curriculum. At the time, neither Chico State nor Humboldt State had an MSW program, but they did have undergraduate BASW programs.  Field liaisons were hired by the two distance education sites with field instructors from the local communities.  The project coordinators were based at Long Beach State.

  The evaluation indicated that this program was highly successful both in terms of retention of students and graduates (Potts & Hagan, 2000).The students were all county employees who met every Saturday for three academic years, including summer block placements with field seminars.  Each student had one field experience in a private non-profit agency and one field placement in the county child welfare agency different from their job unit assignment, including in some instances when the students participated in indirect services, such as evaluation and program planning.  Two cohorts of students went through this program before both Chico and Humboldt were able to achieve candidacy from the social work educational accrediting body, CSWE, and launch their own MSW programs.

Responding to the Need for BASWs 

As early as 1995-1996, CalSWEC considered development of a baccalaureate option for child welfare stipends.  This occurred because, again in certain areas of the State, the need was for college-educated child welfare workers.  A market study was done prior to implementation of the BASW program and the northern region and central region counties indicated their needs for BASWs, which they preferred to general baccalaureate degrees.  Initially three schools of social work whose baccalaureate programs were already operational (including the two who had the distance education programs) were designated to have BASW student stipends and financial support for those seeking jobs in public child welfare agencies.

The Title IV-E BASW program was established in FY 2004-2005 to meet county employees’ needs for professional career paths and to meet the California State University  CSU system’s needs for providing access to a college education for those who may not otherwise be able to complete a college education.  In 2004, 38 (63%) California counties responded to a CalSWEC needs assessment. They estimated that 200 BASWs could be hired over a period of three years. Thirty-four counties indicated they would hire BASWs and provide field placements for them.  Thirty-seven counties indicated they could provide release or flex time to employees to obtain their degree.
  Central, Mountain Valley, and Northern CWDA regions ’ regional educational efforts led to the development of more agency-based field instructors and shared field instruction models in the rural areas to support BASW students.  The needs assessment determined that in rural areas, what BASW interns could expect to do included home visiting, some case management, service plan development, court assistance, providing transportation, foster home recruitment and licensing, data entry, information and referral, differential response, report generation, and interviewing (CalSWEC, 2005).

Challenges for the BASW program included the problem that county employees who were not in child welfare already might not be supported by their home departments because, upon graduation, they would go to child welfare and not return to their home departments.  Two academic issues were the lack of availability of general education classes in the community colleges to bring potential BASW students into a four-year college and conflict between work and class schedules for part-time students. 

Empirically Developed Curricula


As faculty at the participating universities learned more about CalSWEC, interest naturally grew with the possibility of research support for curriculum enhancement. Title IV-E would not pay for pure research, but Region IX ACF staff accepted the concept of empirically-based curriculum development projects that would employ research strategies to test practice and policy approaches and generate curricular modules based on best practices.  Uniquely, through this vehicle, the agencies were able to play a pivotal role in directing research and scholarship activities.  Most of these projects’ curricula and research reports are available at the California Child Welfare Library in Long Beach and online at the CalSWEC website (http://calswec.berkeley.edu/CalSWEC/CalSWEC_R_D.html). Topics supported by the CalSWEC Board’s Research and Development Committee are generated through a mutually cooperative development process with CWDA’s Children’s Services Committee and five  regional consortia.

Child Welfare In-Service Training

As the CalSWEC collaboration matured and stabilized, the State of California also began to see CalSWEC as a useful structure for a variety of other child welfare-related activities.  In 1995, CalSWEC’s Regional Training Academy (RTA) Project, mentored by Dr. Nancy Dickinson, supported the development of three new regional academies and incorporated two existing regional training entities to provide formative and ongoing training of agency staff. Three of the four regional training academies are administered directly by university schools of social work
 . The Northern California Training Academy, a part of UC Davis Extension’s Center for Human Services, had been operating for 20 years to provide short-term training to the northern part of the state (mostly rural and frontier counties). While not attached to a school of social work, it is still part of a university and remains part of the CalSWEC coalition. The Interuniversity Consortium (IUC) is a nonprofit entity formed by the County of Los Angeles and three universities in Los Angeles County in 1998 to provide short-term academy training to newly hired child welfare workers and one-year stipends to employees of Los Angeles County Department of Children and Families.

In 1998, as a result of legislation, the California Department of Social Services contracted with CalSWEC to develop a standardized core training program for all newly hired public child welfare workers to learn the “fundamental principles of good child welfare practice, and to recommend ways to deliver the curriculum to each new child welfare worker prior to assuming a full caseload.” (California Social Work Education Center, 2000).  The Common Core, as it is now called, is closely linked to the CalSWEC competencies which provide a basis for the continuum of learning for all California public child welfare workers.

In 2002, CalSWEC and the California RTAs and IUC began development of a statewide evaluation of common core training. This evaluation is part of the strategic plan for multilevel evaluation of child welfare training in California. The purpose of the plan is to develop rigorous methods to assess and report effectiveness of training so that the findings can be used to improve training and training-related activities. The development of the Common Core evaluations is following a rigorous process to ensure that test items reflect the competencies, learning objectives, and content of the curricula and measure trainee learning as accurately and consistently as possible. Knowledge test plans, test items, and embedded skills assessment tools have been developed and critiqued. Early results indicated that trainee knowledge from pre- to posttest increased at a statistically significant level. CalSWEC Title IV-E MSW graduates scored significantly higher at pretest and posttest than trainees who had not participated in a Title IV-E program, regardless of educational level. CalSWEC Title IV-E MSW graduates scored significantly higher than non-Title IV-E MSWs in the topic modules: Family Engagement in Case Planning & Case Management, Permanency & Placement, and Child Maltreatment Identification, Physical Abuse.(CalSWEC, 2012a).
The Child Welfare Fellows Project
Connecting applied practice-oriented research with curriculum improvement has been a major goal of CalSWEC since its inception.  The Child Welfare Fellows Project was a project promoted by Dr. Judith Jhirad-Reich at the Children’s Bureau that was designed for tenured faculty at schools of social work across the country to conduct public child welfare practice research and apply the learning to one or more courses they taught to undergraduate or graduate social work students. CalSWEC was awarded a three-year 426(c) grant to accomplish this.  Over the period from 1995-1999, 24 Fellows, who received a small stipend matched by their universities, conducted research in collaboration with public and private child welfare agencies and with one tribal agency.  Topics ranged from evaluating parenting programs to documenting disparities in rates of American Indian children in foster care to retention of IV-E graduates.   They attended three institutes at Berkeley to share their findings and curriculum applications with their cohort.  Their topics were as varied as evaluating parent education methods to forensic interviewing to determining retention factors in the workforce.  A major part of the learning had to do with creating sustainable research partnerships with agencies and practitioners.
How Do We Evaluate Success?

Two tools that enable evaluation of the IV-E program in California are a) the CalSWEC Student Information System (CSIS), which is used to keep track of graduates’ work obligations and b) the evaluation framework. As part of the contractual arrangement between CalSWEC and member universities, a statewide database is kept at Central CalSWEC, which is updated monthly by administrative staff at the member schools.  Using the CSIS, CalSWEC can track the completion and retention rate of CalSWEC students and graduates.  The CSIS allows CalSWEC to generate graduates’ contact information for evaluation surveys and interviews.  This is accomplished with the oversight of the Center for the Protection of Human Subjects at Berkeley.

The integrated evaluation framework states:  
The purpose of the CalSWEC evaluation framework, which applies to all CalSWEC initiatives, is to assess the effects of CalSWEC’s educational and training programs on increasing the quantity and quality of social workers in California who work with disadvantaged populations in public human services, including how well they are prepared (knowledge, skills, and values) and retained in their respective fields.  Broad, systematic dissemination of results is intrinsic to CalSWEC’s overall goals and supports the implementation of new policies, evidence-based practices, curricula, and new practice models for public human services (2011c).
The CalSWEC evaluation is driven by state and federal regulations regarding education and training which require evaluation that includes, at minimum, scanning program elements, counting the program’s participants and graduates’ outcomes, the program’s successes and challenges, listing needed resources, and disseminating results broadly.  Our evaluation framework is aligned with CalSWEC’s mission and goals which leads us to evaluate the extent to which CalSWEC’s efforts have increased the numbers of professionally educated public sector social workers who work with the poor and disadvantaged and have diversified the professional workforce by creating access to higher education and in-service training.

The evaluation promotes efforts to increase and improve the workforce necessary for the improvement of client services.  It includes the following activities which CalSWEC is obligated to accomplish:  

· tracking the count and diversity of the population of public human services social workers in California;

· monitoring the number and characteristics of students and graduates who apply for and who accept support through CalSWEC programs;

· tracking the numbers of graduates who complete their work obligations;

· evaluating pre-service and in-service curricula content, incorporating regular stakeholder review, with the goal of moving toward best practices in education and training for human services;

· identifying, promoting, and evaluating alternative educational and in-service training delivery models which prepare the public sector workforce.
· evaluating the student field experience, including the available opportunities, curriculum, and transfer of learning.
· comparing how well CalSWEC students and trainees are prepared to those who are not similarly prepared, including their impact on practice, policy, and program; and 

· examining retention post-work obligation or training to determine factors that influence retention. (California Social Work Education Center, 2010).

New Graduate Survey  

As one means of evaluating the curriculum, approximately six months after graduation, CalSWEC staff sends a new graduate survey via email to all those MSWs who graduated from the Title IV-E program from all schools the previous spring.  This survey grew out of focus groups that Clark conducted from 1995 to 1999.  The main purpose is to gain their perspectives, as newly hired workers, on how well their schools’ curricula prepared them for work in a public child welfare agency.  A report for that year’s cohort is presented to the school project coordinators, many of whom are responsible for the content in the field seminars, for consideration.  New graduates critique the quality of their field first- and second-year placements, and on the availability of classes and curriculum material that helped or would have helped them on the job.  Aggregated summaries were provided to the project coordinators for the years 2004-2009. Mental health needs of child welfare families, content on substance use and its effects on children and families, and case management are frequently noted by the new graduates. Recent developments to address the new graduates’ issues are field instruction improvement projects and Webinars on the topics new graduates have noted for faculty to integrate into their classes.

The Entry-Graduation Study

As a baseline measure to determine if interest in public child welfare was succeeding, CalSWEC conducted the Time1-Time2 Study with all entering and graduating MSW students from 1992 (prior to the implementation of the Title IV-E stipend program) through 2003 to determine if the MSW program influenced their interest in working with the poor and disadvantaged. This study emphasized how important it was to recruit the right persons for the public child welfare program (Perry, 2003) and that minority students had more desire to work with the poor than majority students (Limb & Organista, 2003), but that, as a whole, graduate social work school influenced most students in the direction of providing services to the poor as a priority (Clark, 2007).

Retention

Partners from CalSWEC member universities have studied their own graduates (Jones & Okamura, 2000), reporting positive retention of Title IV-E graduates.  The Title IV-E graduates have a year-for-year work obligation for receiving graduate school support.  Most of them are in school for two years.  Consequently, we survey them post-work obligation.  Our three-year retention studies show that those who stay in child welfare differ significantly from those who leave shortly after their work obligation is completed (Benton, 2010).  Worker characteristics (being of mixed ethnicity and cohort) and previous county employment (except when county differences were controlled for) predicted retention.   Furthermore, at least one variable from each of these categories predicted retention:  extrinsic job factors (salary, hours, and supervisor support), intrinsic job factors (level of success), and response-to-job factors (client-related stress).  One worker characteristic (cohort) and two response-to-job factors (burnout-emotional exhaustion and visit-related stress) were significantly associated with leaving.  Perceived supervisor support significantly increased the odds of several types of job satisfaction, except client-related job satisfaction. Peer support increased the odds of client-, growth-, office-, and salary-related job satisfaction (Benton, 2010).

A retrospective study of a sample (n=415) of graduates who graduated between 1993 and 2003, showed that  the mean length of stay in the first job was 43 months; for the career in child welfare the median was 168 months.  These graduates continue to serve children and families in public and related nonprofit agencies for at least five years after graduation.  Support for licensure, additional on the job training, and becoming supervisors were correlated to retention (Clark, Uota & Smith, 2010).

The Proportion of MSWs in the California Public Child Welfare Workforce

The California Public Child Welfare Workforce Study, conducted since 1992 prior to the start of the Title IV-E program, is a statewide study of the child welfare workforce otherwise known as The Workforce Study.  In collaboration with CWDA and CDSS, CalSWEC surveys the 58 counties and their child welfare staff.  The data gathered from these studies helps to ensure that CalSWEC staff has the best information possible upon which to guide resources for meeting the short- and long-term educational needs for all child welfare workers in California.

The Workforce Study is the only statewide attempt to glean a census of all California public child welfare staff, their positions, service assignments, and educational levels.  It has been conducted, refining the methods along the way, every three years since 1992.  Prior to the implementation of Title IV-E in California in 1993, the percentage of MSWs working in public child welfare agencies was estimated by the counties to be around 21% (Santangelo, 1993).  Twenty years later,  the percentage of MSWs (39%) in county public child welfare agencies has nearly doubled, largely because CalSWEC created a growing supply of appropriately trained professionals (CalSWEC, 2012b). CalSWEC continues, now in its 22nd year, as a vibrant statewide partnership and a national leader in educating social work students for the public social services and the many nonprofit agencies that rely on public funding. There are now 21 member universities providing stipends to students for public child welfare practice.  Even in tight state budget times, CalSWEC has continued to express the common vision of the schools and public agencies. 


Had Children’s Bureau staff not initiated and supported the effort to unlock Title IV-E as a source of funding for MSW education, it is highly unlikely that CalSWEC would have survived its early years. Although California’s economy has been badly damaged in the recession and jobs for MSW social workers are tight, Title IV-E graduates continue to find employment in the state. So far 4,634 child welfare social workers have graduated through the CalSWEC Title IV-E program.  In 2011, 475 students were enrolled in good standing. There were 358 graduates statewide in 2011 with a commitment to work in public child welfare services (CalSWEC, 2011b).  In spite of poor economic conditions, by the end of September 2011, 79% of the 2011 MSW graduates had found appropriate jobs (D. Thoreson, personal communication, February 2, 2012).

Though most of the visionaries in the Children’s Bureau, in California social work education and in the public agencies who created this program have retired and some are sadly deceased, CalSWEC continues to hold to their vision and should continue to influence social work education and child welfare practice in the state for many years to come. 
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� Much of this history of CalSWEC is based on the recollections of the authors who were both involved in its creation. 


�Los Angeles County did not respond, but Los Angeles Department of Children and Family Services regularly hires BA workers.


� Fresno State University administers the Central Training Academy and, temporarily, the Bay Area Academy; San Diego State administers the Southern Academy.
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