MASTERS SOCIAL WORK PROGRAM

ASSESSMENT

Social Work Program assessment is carried out by an Assessment Committee that includes CSU Social Work Department faculty, students, and alumnae.  Findings produced from assessment activities identify how the Program is achieving its goals.  The faculty utilizes these findings to evaluate strengths and challenges of the program, and to guide program improvements.  Assessment findings are also used to demonstrate the program’s progress, effectiveness, and impact to two accrediting bodies: the Higher Learning Commission of the North Central Association of Colleges and Schools (NCA), and the Council on Social Work Education (CSWE).  

The Masters Social Work Program was initially accredited by CSWE in 2002, and was re-affirmed in 2007 for 8 years. The program is scheduled for re-affirmation from CSWE in 2015.  The university's accreditation was re-affirmed in 2003, and will be up for review in 2013 (see details on the university website: www.csu.edu). 

The Social Work Program has an annual assessment schedule, which ensures that relevant findings are produced, and that they are utilized in effecting program changes.  Assessment tools, representing our current best efforts to demonstrate achievement of program objectives, include surveys, pre-post tests for required courses, trend data, alumni and impact surveys, course grades and course evaluations, and informal focus groups

2009-2010 Findings
Surveys, administered to 42 foundation, and 34 advanced students (22 direct practice, 8 school social work, and 5 administration and policy)  during Spring Semester 2010 produced findings including: demographics; perceived impact of the program on students completing program requirements; confidence levels of students in knowledge and skill areas essential to the program’s objective achievement, at both foundation and advanced levels; and feedback about use of university and program resources.  Findings are summarized below
Demographics 

· 93% of students in the program are female.  81% of foundation students are female, and 97% of advanced students are female.

· 65% of the students overall are African American; 20% Caucasian; 13% Latina; 4% Asian  

· 48% the students are employed full time while attending the program, 36% of them are employed part time, and 16% are not employed. 

· The predominant employer support for attending the program is allowing flexible work schedules, with 40% receiving such support.  20% receive no support from their employers for attendance.  

· Tuition reimbursement, time off, stipends, and reduced work loads are minimally available.  

· The students are relatively experienced coming into the program, with 37% having one-to-five years of related experience,  15% having six or more years, and 8% having eleven or more years.  

· However, 37% of the students had no prior related work experience, an apparent growing trend. 

Field Internships

· Our program has field internship arrangements with more than 134 agencies and organizations throughout the Chicago Metropolitan area, and with more than 19  city and suburban school districts for student internship placement

· 111 students were placed in field internships during the 2009 academic year— 

· 57 Foundation level students are in internships (including 17 from our El Valor cohort, 46 are in advanced placements, and 8 are from the Post MSW School Social Work cohort 

Perceived Impact of Achieving a Masters Degree in Social Work

Findings suggest that the program is perceived as serving as an important and essential career development route by many of the participating students, and that they expect real positive outcomes related to achieving a Masters level degree.

· 52% of graduating students expect a salary increase

· 29% expect a promotion

· 33% expect new work assignments.  

· 14% expect to change jobs, while 33% expect to continue in the same job, and 28% don't know if they will change jobs
· 58% of the graduating students expect to pursue more formal education in the future, and 43% of these expected to do this within the next two years.

Confidence about Mastery of Knowledge and Skill

At the foundation level, confidence moved directionally upward, in all areas, between 2008 and 2010, suggesting a positive impact of changes in the curriculum.  Most of the areas surveyed demonstrated high or very high and confidence of students at the foundation level.  Between 2009 and 2010 the gains either increased or remained level.  Two exceptions were: 

· Knowledge of Social Work history 

· Cultural competence regarding age   
Both items remained above the 80% standard.  Both were areas of concern in the 2008 findings, suggesting the need for diligence in these knowledge and skill areas.  

Areas of concern identified in both 2008 and 2009, and reflecting significant increases in confidence in 2010 are:

· Mastery of the generalist model

· Use of theoretical frameworks
These two areas are essential as they reflect competence in application of theory to practice.  
Areas of continuing concern included:

· Social policy analysis, formulation and advocacy

· Research evaluation

· Evaluation of practice
All these areas appear to be moving in a more positive direction, reflecting new faculty emphasis on policy content and application, and on integration of research principals into practice courses and field experiences.  However, they remain below an acceptable standard for our program.  As these measures are taken at the foundation level, we would expect more positive response at the advanced level, and in the coming year as foundation students complete advanced courses.  

These findings suggest continued strength in most areas of curriculum content and process.  At the foundation level, students are only minimally exposed to research and policy curricula, and these are areas that are traditionally difficult for Social Work students.  The positive trend in all these areas, however, may suggest the impact of (1) a more recent faculty emphasis in the policy area, and (2) a concerted effort by faculty to integrate research content into all required courses, and in the field internship experience.   

At the advanced level, the ratings reflected a high level of confidence in most areas of knowledge, skill, values and practice competency.  The item “Use of theoretical frameworks” had been an area of concern in 2009, and in 2010 moved to a positive rating (80% or above).  “Organizational adaptation” moved into the concern category during this period.  Areas that moved slightly downward, but remained in a positive status included:

· Value base

· Knowledge of Social Work history

· Mastery of the generalist model

· Use of consultation
Items that remained in an area of concern included:

· Social policy analysis, formulation, and advocacy

· Research evaluation and application to practice
These ratings do not separate out the concentrations (see below), thus are dominated by students in the Direct Practice concentration.  

A concentration breakdown for the 2010 FPSE Survey (Direct Practice, Administration and Policy, and School Social Work) illustrates differences among concentrations, though the numbers in the Administration and Policy and School Social Work concentrations are very small.  Students in the Administration and Policy concentration  rate social policy analysis and social policy formulation as areas of high confidence (though policy advocacy remains in the concern category even for this cohort).  Similarly, students in the School Social Work concentration rate research application at a high level of confidence, while the other two concentrations’ ratings remained as areas of concern.  It is notable that students in each concentration rated the six concentration-specific questions very highly.  Social policy advocacy and research evaluation remained areas of concern across concentrations.

Findings from the FPSE Advanced Survey (2010) indicate consistently strong confidence of graduating students in most of the important curricular areas.  Areas of concern continue to be concentrated in social policy and research.  This, in part, reflects ongoing concerns about research and policy curriculum, as noted also at the foundation level.  Many of our students do not work or have field internships in environments where they have opportunity to be introduced to research or advocacy initiatives.  Thus, it is deemed important to provide these opportunities in the curriculum.  It also is related to the small number of students who select the Administration and Policy concentration at the advanced level.  Most of the students select the Direct Practice concentration, and a smaller number select the School Social Work and Administration and Policy concentrations.  Responses to the concentration-specific questions included in the survey indicate that responses are high-to-very high to all these questions, including Administration and Policy concentration students.  (All students taking the survey responded to the questions related to the areas of concern, while each concentration cohort responded only to those questions that reflected their selected concentration). In general, movement overall is toward more confidence.    

Comparison of the same cohort on responses to FPSE Foundation and FPSE Advanced Surveys indicates that in most areas, responses at the advanced level were consistent with ratings at the foundation level, with some variation both upward and downward.  In the areas of cultural competence and ideology (strengths based and family centered), most ratings were similar and very positive at both foundation and advanced levels.  Areas of concern in 2008, which had moved to positive positions in 2009, maintained a positive position, with some variation, in 2010.  These included:

· Critical Thinking

· Value Base

· Understanding Oppression

· Knowledge of Social Work History

· Mastery of the Generalist Model


· Evaluation of Interventions

· Use of Consultation


· Organizational Change

· Cultural Competence re: Age
An area that slipped back into a “concern” status was Organizational Adaptation

Items that remained in the “concern” area, but showed movement in a positive direction, included:

· Social Policy Analysis

· Social Policy Formulation

· Research Application to Practice
Social policy advocacy was one area in the “concern” category that had a lower rating in 2010 than in 2009. 

These comparisons suggest maintenance of high confidence in most essential areas of knowledge and skill by this cohort of students between completion of foundation courses and completion of the program.  Though concerns remain about particular areas of research and policy (discussed above), the program apparently provides adequate teaching and other contributions in the classroom, field supervision and experience, advisement, and other supports to the students’ learning.  Particular areas of policy and research continue to be areas of concern for the overall student population, though not for students who select the administration and policy advanced concentration.
School Social Work Type 73 Exam Pass Rate

The Social Work Program offers a Traditional School Social Work concentration, and also a Post-MSW Type 73 Certificate Program. A total test score of 240 is required for the Type 73 Exam.

 

The aggregate data for the Post MSW Type 73 and Traditional School Social Work Programs for 2010 reveal an average score of 272, which exceeds the State average score of 266.

The four sub-area content scores reveal the following:

Social Work Theories, Intervention and Services – 272

Assessment, Planning and Evaluation – 266

Consultation, Collaboration, Advocacy and Facilitation – 282

Learning Community and School Social Worker - 267

University and Program Resources

Assessment included gathering student opinions about university and program resources.  These findings suggest the range of university support resources are not utilized by many students.  They also suggest a range of opinions about the usefulness of these resources.  Also, overall ratings of services tended to be more negative at both foundation and advanced levels, in 2010 than in 2009.  An exception is the relatively positive response regarding library resources.  

Regarding supports and resources within the Masters Social Work Program, students at both levels registered fairly positive responses overall.  They rated faculty and peer support relatively highly, but less to in 2010 than in 2009.  A downward trend was also visible for advisement and field liaison resources.  

These trends are believed to reflect: (1) the reality that students typically are on campus in the evenings and on Saturdays when classes are offered, tend to work full- or part-time, and thus do not utilize university resources as actively as possible, and (2)  the effect of program growth and significant increases in student numbers, impacting the easy availability of faculty to students.

Pre-Post Test Pilot

Faculty conducted a pilot of a pre-post test for three foundation required courses: Community Practice (SWK 5431), Family Support and Development (SWK 5432), and Social Work Research Methods (SWK 5440).  Each faculty member developed her/his own survey instrument.  Questions were selected and developed to represent program goals and objectives, and to be consistent with current CSWE EPAS standards.  Faculty will utilize these pilot examples in exploration of development of revisions to the assessment protocol in future years.
Interpretation and Program Changes

Demographically, the student population is becoming more diverse, in part resulting from the successful integration of the El Valor cohort, which is predominantly Latino, and an increase in Caucasian students.  The student population remains predominantly African American.  Most of the students are employed full time, and few receive support from their employment beyond flexible time.  Students continue to anticipate modest improvements in income and status after graduation, and many expect to continue in their current employment.  Notably, approximately half of the graduating students expect to pursue further education after graduation, suggesting their valuing lifelong learning.  

Initial interpretation of the findings, consistent with findings in the recent few years, is that the program continues to be experienced by students as meeting most program objectives, and as a relatively supportive, positive learning environment.  At the foundation level, ratings have moved directionally upward over the past three years.  At the advanced level, the ratings reflected a high level of confidence in most areas of knowledge, skill, values and practice competency.   

Concerns related to the curriculum, at both foundation and advanced levels, continue to include particular research and administration and policy areas of learning and competence:  social policy analysis, formulation and advocacy, and research evaluation and evaluation of practice.  While the direction of confidence ratings continue to move in a positive direction, these items remain below the 80% standard. However, a breakdown of the advanced concentrations indicates that, except for policy advocacy, students in the administration and policy direction are highly confident about these content areas.  Further, the six concentration-specific items in each concentration achieved high confidence ratings, suggesting the policy competencies are well integrated by students in that concentration.  Social policy advocacy and research evaluation remained areas of concern across concentrations.  This would suggest some focused attention to these areas at the foundation level, and special emphasis in those areas that are weak within concentrations.  

Access and use of university resources are perceived as problematic.  Overall, ratings of services tended to be more negative at both foundation and advanced levels, in 2010 than in 2009. An exception to this trend is the library, which students rated highly.  Many students in the program work full time while attending school, have field internships, and are only on campus for evening and Saturday classes.  Many of the resources on campus are available only during daytime hours, and are geared more for undergraduate students.  Also, a portion of the students are a cohort derived from El Valor, and attend most of their classes at a site on the West Side.  These students have even relatively less contact with the main campus. These ratings may suggest surveying students to determine more specifically what campus resources are needed by our graduate students.  

Regarding supports and resources within the Masters Social Work Program, students at both levels registered fairly positive responses overall.  They rated faculty and peer support relatively highly, but less to in 2010 than in 2009.  A downward trend was also visible for advisement and field liaison resources.  This trend is concerning, and may reflect a growing student body size, limited faculty size and availability, and a response to changes in the implementation of field seminars during the 2010 academic year (advanced students had no seminars, while foundation students attended five seminar sessions per semester).  Of particular concern are negative ratings of advisement, and a weak positive trend in evaluation of the field liaison and field experience.  

Faculty perceive the program to be in a period of stabilization and growth, with increased numbers of students, increase in electives offered to students, diversification of the student body resulting from a collaborative arrangement with El Valor to bring several Latino students to the program, implementation of a trauma-focused training developed for foster parents and foster care staff of the Illinois Department of Children and Family Services, increased research and scholarly activity by faculty, and strengthening the research, administration, and advocacy components of the program.  Several years of evaluation are demonstrating that the faculty and Program Director are committed to creating and maintaining a personal and supportive learning environment for students, and to enhancing and facilitating peer support among students.  

Decision Making Using Findings

The findings were reviewed at the October 2010 faculty meeting, and focused on assessment findings and exploration of changes needed.  Changes discussed, and being implemented include: 
1. Develop clear and specific advocacy assignments in both foundation and advanced concentration practice courses; the foundation assignment could be an exercise in development of an advocacy plan; the advanced assignment could be a small group activity which requires students to plan and carry out a specific advocacy activity and report on its impact.

2. Develop a clear and specific advocacy assignment in both foundation field and advanced field concentration syllabi; provide orientation and basic training to field instructors for supervising the advocacy assignments; create a list of possible advocacy assignments for field instructors.

3. Develop clear and specific research/evaluation assignments in foundation and advanced concentration practice courses; the foundation level assignment could be selecting a practice approach/method and reviewing and evaluating literature that reports evidence of effectiveness of that approach; the advanced assignment could be developing an outcome evaluation plan for a practice approach/method that the student is learning about.  

4. Develop a clear and specific research/evaluation assignment in foundation field demonstrating use of evidence to evaluate credibility of an approach used in the foundation field internship; provide orientation and basic training to field instructors for supervising the research/evaluation assignments; create a list of possible research/evaluation assignments for field instructors.

5. Develop an assignment in the advanced field concentration syllabi, demonstrating development and implementation of an evaluation of effectiveness of an approach/method utilized with a particular client, program, or organization; provide orientation and basic training to field instructors for supervising the research/evaluation assignments; create a list of possible research/evaluation assignments for field instructors.

6. Develop and conduct as brief survey with current students at the January 2011 All Student Meeting to obtain feedback on the learning context, including support and resource needs identified by the students, and their use and assessment of available  university and program resources; their assessment and use of advisement and field liaison resources and arrangements; and their use and assessment of field seminars.

7. Provide the students with a current listing and description of available university and program resources at the January 2011 All Student Meeting.

8. Provide the students with a guide to use of the library and data bases available through the library at the January 2011 All Student Meeting.

9. Conduct a focus group meeting with the current El Valor advanced cohort, to get their feedback and recommendations re: their experience with the MSW program and their opinions and suggestions about improvement in the relationship between the El Valor cohort and the main campus students, faculty, and resources.

Faculty discussed the ongoing concern about student use of advisors and field liaisons, and access to these resources.  A general impression is that the growing number of students assigned to advisors, challenges the active use of advisors and advisor outreach to students.  A suggestion that was raised re: the liaison arrangements is the integration of practice and field seminar experiences, so that the instructor of the students’ practice courses will serve as the field liaison.  Such a change will require smaller practice classes and more sections.  Another suggestion was to include explanation of the best use of advisors and field liaison resources at the January 2011 All Student Meeting.  
CSWE has developed new standards for evaluation, emphasizing competencies, which will be the primary reference for accreditation review in 2013. These standards may be viewed on the CSWE website: www.cswe.org.  The faculty will be focused on reviewing the overall program, revising syllabi, and revising our assessment protocol over the next year, to achieve compatibility with these new standards.  
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