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Introduction  

From 2008 to 2014, the National Child Welfare Workforce Institute (NCWWI) selected and 

allocated, through competitive application, traineeship sub-grants to 12 accredited social 

work education programs. The goal of the traineeships was to prepare a diverse child 

welfare workforce through stipends, enhanced instruction, and field placements. Eligible 

stipend candidates included current or prospective child welfare practitioners enrolled in 

BSW and MSW programs. This evaluation of the traineeship program includes data for the 

NCWWI stipend recipients as well as data from BSW and MSW students who received 

stipends through five Children’s Bureau Comprehensive Workforce Project (CWP) grants 

that were funded from 2008 to 2013 (see Table 1 for NCWWI and CWP funded schools). 

NCWWI and CWP awarded sub-grants to a total of 17 social work programs (12 NCWWI 

and 5 CWP) that awarded stipends to 521 students across 18 states (see Figure 1). Some of 

the 17 social work programs then partnered with other local or regional social work 

programs to select and award students. 

Table 1:  NCWWI and CWP Traineeship Sites 

Child Welfare Traineeship Social Work Programs* 

BSW Programs Joint BSW/MSW Programs MSW Programs 

Briar Cliff University,  

IA 

New Mexico State University, 

NM 

Case Western Reserve University,  

OH 

Clark Atlanta University,  

GA 

University of Maryland,  

MD 

Portland State University,  

OR 

Northeastern State University, 

OK 

University of Montana,  

MT 

University of Illinois at Chicago,  

IL 

Salem State University,  

MA 

Louisiana State University,  

LA 

Yeshiva University,  

NY 

University of South Dakota,  

SD 

University at Albany,  

NY 

University of North Carolina,  

NC 

 
University of Denver,  

CO 

 

 
University of Kansas,  

KS 

 

*Italicized schools are CWP sites; non-italicized schools are NCWWI sites 
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Figure 1:  Distribution of NCWWI and CWP Participants across States 

 

 

Evaluation Goals and Methods  

The evaluation of the NCWWI and CWP Traineeships utilized a mixed methods 

longitudinal design that included the Stipend Student Inventory (SSI), a quantitative pre-

post questionnaire, and qualitative annual interviews with a small, randomly selected 

sample of students and graduates in the spring/summer of each year of the study. 

Additional qualitative information was gathered from semi-annual narrative reports and 

annual interviews with the Principal Investigators of each traineeships program.  

This evaluation addresses the following questions: 

1. How well did traineeship programs implement innovative educational strategies 

that effectively prepared child welfare workers? 

2. To what extent were local child welfare issues addressed through education, 

training, and university-agency partnerships? 

3. Did traineeships recruit and enroll increased numbers of qualified and diverse 

applicants to the stipend program? 

4. Did traineeships prepare students with the knowledge and skills to work effectively 

in child welfare?  

5. Were stipend students able to transfer their knowledge and skills to the workplace? 

6. What factors influenced job retention beyond the obligation period? 
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Measures 

Stipend Student Inventory 

The Stipend Student Inventory (SSI) was administered online through Qualtrics survey 

software to all students at program entry and annually thereafter. The SSI gauged the 

extent to which students felt prepared for child welfare practice and captured graduates’ 

transitions to the workforce (including whether they remained in child welfare beyond the 

stipend repayment period). The SSI was developed collaboratively by the NCWWI 

evaluators, NCWWI Traineeship project team, and faculty from the partnering traineeship 

programs. The Baseline SSI was distributed in the fall to new cohorts of traineeship 

participants. The Annual SSI was distributed annually in the spring to all traineeship 

students enrolled during that school year. The Follow-up SSI was distributed annually in 

the summer to all students who graduated the previous school year or in earlier years, with 

students receiving their first invitation to complete the Follow-up SSI about six months to 

one year after graduation from their social work program. Students were offered incentives 

such as gift cards ranging from $25 to $100 distributed in lottery drawings for each 

administration of the Baseline and Annual SSIs. Each student who completed the Follow-

up SSI received a $10-$20 gift card, and when available, the opportunity to be entered into 

a grand prize drawing for an Apple gift card equivalent in value to the cost of an iPad. In 

total, 431 traineeship participants completed a Baseline, Annual, and/or Follow-up SSI. 

Table 2:  SSI Administration Timeline by Cohort 

Cohort Baseline Annual Follow-up 

Cohort 1 
NCWWI = 72, CWP = 63 

n/a Spring 2010 – 2012 Summer 2011 – 2014 

Cohort 2 
NCWWI = 78, CWP = 40 

Fall 2010 

 
Spring 2011 - 2013 Summer 2012 – 2014 

Cohort 3 
NCWWI = 75, CWP = 38 

Fall 2011 

 
Spring 2012 - 2014 Summer 2013 – 2014 

Cohort 4 
NCWWI = 79, CWP = 40 

Fall 2012 

 
Spring 2013 – 2014 Summer 2014 

Cohort 5 
NCWWI = 36 

Fall 2013 Spring 2014 Summer 2015 

 

Measures included in the SSI focused on traineeship students’ perceptions of and 

experiences with a) specialized traineeship programs; b) preparation for child welfare 

practice; c) child welfare work perceptions; and d) work environment perceptions through 

individual-, unit-, and agency-level factors. Descriptions of the measures included in the 

Baseline, Annual, and Follow-up SSI, as well as reliability estimates, are provided below. 

Measures were developed by evaluators from the Butler Institute for Families unless 

otherwise indicated. Descriptive statistics and reliabilities are provided in the Appendix.  
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Student demographics and child welfare work experience. In the SSIs, students were 

asked general demographics, such as education history, gender, and race/ethnicity, as well 

as previous child welfare work history and current child welfare work information. 

Traineeship program satisfaction. In the Annual SSI, students assessed their overall 

satisfaction with their educational programs on several explicit and implicit curriculum 

elements on three scales:  General Program Satisfaction (13 items, e.g. Frequency with 

which courses are offered and Organized social activities; 1=Very Dissatisfied to 5=Very 

Satisfied; α = .91), Instructional Content (6 items, e.g., Courses in my stipend program 

give me the opportunity to practice skills; 1=Strongly Disagree to 6=Strongly Agree; α = .91), 

Instructors (8 items, e.g., Instructors model social work values and ethics; 1=Strongly 

Disagree to 6=Strongly Agree; α = .95). Students also rated on a 5-point agreement scale 

aspects of their child welfare field placement experience(s) in terms of Field Placement 

Fit (4 items, e.g., My field placement was a good fit for my educational needs; α = .93), the 

program faculty person who supervised the field experience (Faculty Field Liaison, 6 

items, e.g., My faculty field advisor/liaison gave me feedback about my field work; α = .95), 

as well as the on-site instructor (Field Instructor, 6 items, e.g., My field instructor 

assigned me tasks related to my educational goals; α = .95). In the Follow-up SSI, graduates 

assessed their perceptions of their Social Work Education (see Auerbach, McGowan, and 

Laporte, 2008; 8 items, e.g., My BSW/MSW fieldwork was relevant to my current work; α = 

.89).  

Child welfare competency self-assessment.  In the SSIs, students were asked to complete 

the Child Welfare Competencies scale (58 items, Baseline whole-scale α = .97, Annual 

whole-scale α = .97, Follow-up whole-scale α = .98), which was developed to address 10 topic 

areas related to child welfare practice. The competencies were developed collaboratively 

and represent competencies from several models used by other universities and accepted as 

practice standards for the field. All items were measured on a 6-point agreement scale.  

Results from exploratory factor analysis (EFA) using principal axis factoring and Direct 

Oblimin rotation and parallel analysis on data from the Annual SSI sample (N =212) 

indicated a 5-factor solution for competencies that were subsequently labeled: Human 

Services Structure and Policy [12 items, e.g., I have a working knowledge of the Indian 

Child Welfare Act (ICWA, 1978);  = .90]; Safety and Risk Indicators (8 items, e.g., I 

have a working knowledge of indicators of physical abuse;  = .92); Child Welfare Service 

Delivery (13 items, e.g., I understand the difference between Safety and Risk Assessment;  

= .92); Child Welfare Practice Skills (18 items, e.g., I understand and can apply a 

strengths-based, family-focused approach;  = .96); and Ethical and Culturally 

Competent Practice (5 items, e.g., I have working knowledge about the impact of race, 

ethnicity, and culture on individual and family functioning;  = .84). 

Child welfare work perceptions. The Annual and Follow-up SSIs included several 

measures asking students to assess their readiness for and commitment to child welfare 
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work. All items were rated on an agreement scale from 1=Strongly Disagree to 6=Strongly 

Agree, unless otherwise stated: Readiness for Child Welfare Work (5 items, e.g., I have 

the necessary knowledge and skills to be a successful child welfare professional; Annual α = 

.87); Public Perceptions of Child Welfare Work (see Auerbach, Zeitlin, Augsberger, 

McGowan, Claiborne, & Lawrence, 2014; 14 items, e.g. Child welfare workers are held in 

high esteem; Annual α = .70, Follow-up α = .71); Intent to Stay (6 items; e.g., I am actively 

seeking other employment, or plan to do so at the end of my repayment period; Follow-up α = 

.86); and Commitment (a categorical item that asked respondents how many years they 

expect to stay in child welfare (1 = Less than 1 year, 2 = 1 to 3 years, 3 = 4 to 6 years, 4 = 7 to 

10 years, 5= More than 10 years, 6 = The rest of my career, and an I don’t know option). 

Organizational climate and culture. In the Follow-up SSI, several measures were included 

to assess graduated students’ perceptions of the organizational climate and culture where 

they work. All items were rated on an agreement scale from 1=Strongly Disagree to 

6=Strongly Agree, except for the supervisor scales, which were rated on a 5-point agreement 

scale.  Individual-level scales included: Job Satisfaction (adapted by authors; 6 items, 

e.g., My job fits my career goals; α = .91); Self-Efficacy (see Lehman, Greener, and 

Simpson, 2002; 5 items, e.g., I have the skills that I need to do my job effectively; α = .91); 

and Time Pressure (5 items, e.g., I don’t have enough time to do my job effectively; α = .93). 

Supervisor-level scales:  Supervision scale that had 18 items (α = .96) across 3 

subscales: Supervisor Knowledge (6 items, e.g., My supervisor knows the causes of child 

maltreatment; α = .96); Supervisor Support (6 items, e.g., My supervisor genuinely cares 

about me; α = .95); and Supervisor Skills (6 items, e.g., My supervisor helps me apply 

clinical knowledge to cases; α = .96). Unit/Organizational-level scales included:  

Professional Sharing and Support (see Ellett, 2003; 6 items, e.g., Co-workers in my unit 

accept support from their colleagues; α = .96); Shared Vision (6 items, e.g., Co-workers in 

my unit are proud to work in child welfare; α = .93); Agency Leadership (9 items, e.g., Our 

leaders treat staff with respect; α = .96); Inclusivity (4 items, e.g., At my agency, we use 

procedures that enhance inclusivity in decision-making; α = .94); and Professional 

Development (7 items, e.g., Trainings that are offered will teach me skills that I need to do 

my job better; α = .90). 

Impact of Child Welfare Work. Also in the Follow-up SSI, several measures assessed the 

effects of child welfare work on participants and their self-care strategies. The measures 

were:  Job Stress (see Lehman, Greener, and Simpson, 2002; 5 items, e.g., I feel a lot of 

stress here; α = .90); Vicarious Trauma (5 items, e.g., My work leaves me feeling 

emotionally numb; α = .93); Secondary Traumatic Stress Scale (see Bride, 2007; 17 

items, e.g., I thought about my work with clients when I didn’t intend to; 1=Never to 5=Very 

Often; α = .96); Coping Strategies (14 items, e.g., I participate in activities or hobbies that 

restore my energy; 1=Strongly Disagree to 6=Strongly Agree; α = .88); and Peer Support 

(see Hardiman, 2002; 16 mixed multiple-choice and open-ended items, e.g., How likely 

would you be to talk to a peer about stress you are feeling related to your job?). Three of these 
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measures were also included in the Annual SSI for working students only (Secondary 

Traumatic Stress Scale, Coping Strategies, and Peer Support). 

Interviews with Current and Graduated Students 

In addition to the SSI, qualitative data were collected through interviews with a small 

sample of participants. Each year of the study, current students and graduates were 

randomly selected (using SPSS) and invited to participate in a 30-60 minute telephone 

interview for which they received compensation of a $20 gift card. Interview protocols 

included questions about program and field placement strengths and challenges, 

preparation for the job, peer support, and general perceptions about child welfare. 

Data from interview transcripts with 48 students (17 BSW, 31 MSW) and 39 graduates (14 

BSW, 25 MSW), as well as all Annual and Follow-up SSI surveys’ open-ended questions 

were organized and coded in Atlas.ti 7.5.2 software. Data were selectively coded by themes 

within questions as well as open-coded using a modified grounded theory approach to 

identify emerging salient themes outside of the structure of the interview protocol (Glaser, 

1978; Strauss, 1987; Hubberman & Miles, 1994; Strauss & Corbin, 1990). After data were 

coded, themes were examined separately by degree program and across both groups.  

Traineeship Participants 

From 2009 to 2013, a total of 521 BSW and MSW students across five annual cohorts 

enrolled in 45 social work programs across 18 states received child welfare stipends from 

the NCWWI (N = 340) and CWP (N = 181); data continued to be collected until 2014. Both 

the NCWWI and CWP traineeship programs experienced relatively low attrition rates 

among student trainees. Of the 521 combined traineeship participants, 9% left their 

programs as students or defaulted on their employment obligation (8% for CWP trainees, 

9% for NCWWI trainees).  

Demographics  

Traineeship Participants 

Most traineeship participants, 85% were female (85% for NCWWI and 86% for CWP). 

Figures below show other demographics of traineeship students. 

Figure 2:  NCWWI and CWP Students’ Degree Programs 

 

31% 34%

16%
19%

BSW MSW

NCWWI

CWP
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Figure 3:  NCWWI and CWP Students’ Ethnicities 

 

 

Figure 4:  Average Age of CWP and NCWWI Students  

 

Figure 5:  Average Years of Previous Child Welfare Experience 

 

Working Students 

Out of 388 Annual SSI respondents across all cohorts (33% CWP, 66% NCWWI 

respondents), 36% of students worked during their traineeship, most of whom (84%) were 

enrolled in MSW programs. Students worked in public, private, tribal, and federal agencies. 

White, 

38%

Black, 

33%

American 

Indian, 

11%

Latino/a, 

16%

Asian, 

0.6%

Other, 

0.9%

NCWWI Ethnicities

White, 

51%
Black, 

26%

American 

Indian, 

13%

Latino/a, 

4%

Asian, 

0.6%

Other, 

6%

CWP Ethnicities

33.9

34.9

NCWWI

CWP

Age

4.74

4.75

NCWWI

CWP

Years
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Of the working students, 28% were supervisors and 52% reported carrying an average 

caseload of 14 families.  

Employed Graduates 

Of the 232 traineeship graduates who completed a Follow-up SSI (23% CWP, 77% NCWWI 

respondents), 76% were working in a child welfare agency and 11% were working in other 

human service agencies. As their primary role, graduates worked in Ongoing Child 

Protection Services (37%), Foster Care (23%), Adolescents (22%), and Family Preservation 

(21%). 

Of the working graduates, 19% indicated they were supervisors (only two of whom were 

BSW graduates). On average, they supervised about 11 workers.  

 63% carried cases (BSW N = 65, MSW N = 80), averaging 16 families in a caseload  

 60% felt their current caseload was about right; 33% felt their current caseload was 

too high 

 57% had an annual salary ≤ $40,000; 22% earned $40,001 to $50,000; 21% earned ≥ 

$50,001 

Preliminary analyses testing for differences between CWP and NCWWI students on key 

student-level and graduate-level outcomes revealed no significant differences aside from 

one finding indicating that, among program graduates who were working in child welfare or 

a related job, NCWWI graduates reported greater use of coping strategies than did CWP 

graduates, t(123) = 2.62, p = .01 (Ms = 4.63 and 4.24, respectively). Because students in the 

two groups were so similar, responses from traineeship participants for both CWP and 

NCWWI were aggregated over the five years, unless otherwise specified. 

 

Evaluation Results  

1. Program Innovation 

All NCWWI Traineeship programs implemented innovative instructional strategies that 

expanded child welfare curriculum and developed new courses as described in their initial 

proposals for funding. Implementation successes and challenges were tracked through 

semi-annual narrative reports submitted by the project PIs, annual interviews with the PIs, 

and regular meetings with the NCWWI Traineeship team. In addition, the traineeship 

programs met annually in Chicago to share program experiences through formal 

presentations and posters. Program innovations and artifacts (curricula, materials, etc.) 

were catalogued by the NCWWI team and disseminated among the traineeship programs. 

Further, the university partners developed a series of legacy documents about lessons 

learned on varied topics such as rural child welfare, Tribal child welfare, and improving 

BSW programs. These documents are available via www.ncwwi.org.   

http://www.ncwwi.org/
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Traineeship Program Satisfaction 

Across all schools and students, satisfaction with the traineeship programs was very high. 

Using independent samples t-tests to assess differences between BSW and MSW students 

in program and field placement variables, we found that compared to MSW students, 

BSW students had significantly higher satisfaction with their program 

instructors, field placement fit, and faculty field liaisons (p < .05, see Figure 6). 

Figure 6:  Mean Scores across Educational Program and Field Experience Scales by Degree 

Type* 

 

     
*Instructional Content and Instructors scales were measured on a 6-point scale; all others were measured on 5-
point scales. t-test values in bold indicate significant differences. 
 

After graduation, traineeship participants still showed a high appreciation for their Social 

Work Education, with a mean score of 5.23 (SD = 0.70, n = 187). Of the 8 items in the scale, 

graduates most strongly agreed that their BSW/MSW program stimulated [their] desire for 

continued professional development (M = 5.44, SD = 0.72) and that their BSW/MSW 

fieldwork was relevant to [their] current work (M = 5.41, SD = 0.87). However, graduates 

endorsed less strongly that their [job] position after completing the degree lived up to [their] 

expectations (M = 4.76, SD = 1.26). 

Qualitative Findings: Traineeship Program Strengths and Challenges 

Key areas of program strength identified by students included: program faculty and staff, 

instructional content, preparation, and faculty support. Students also appreciated topics and 

preparation that allowed them to apply what they learned to their internships and/or jobs.  

4.29

4.17

BSW students

(n = 128)

MSW students

(n = 193)

General Program Satisfaction

t = 1.53

5.27 5.46

5.11
5.28

Instructional Content Instructors

BSW students (n = 128)

t = 1.77 t = 2.14

4.48
4.37 4.39

4.25

3.97

4.33

Field Placement
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Faculty Field

Liaison

Field Instructor

BSW students (n = 128) MSW students (n = 193)

t = 2.56 t = 3.99 t = 0.71
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“The BSW program helped 

me to build a solid foundation 

consisting of theories, 

perspectives, knowledge, and 

skills that allowed me to apply 

what I learned in the 

classroom to the internship.” 

“I have come to this school with 

a great many skills and I feel 

that that is not always taken 

into consideration. There should 

be a better way to see the value 

that comes to the program with 

people who have been in the 

field for a while.” 

“My experience as a child welfare trainee was 

exceptional. It allowed me to not only use my 

practice skills, but also trained me on areas 

that are relevant in an urban community. It 

allowed me to put an actual face to the things 

I was learning in the classroom into real world 

practice.” 

Another key theme for students was peer support; 

specifically, strong cohesion among students in the 

classroom and field placements. In referring to classmates 

she had known for three years, one student reported, “We 

are like family, open to issues.”  

The stipend played a key role in students’ program 

completion and in choosing a child welfare career. One 

student said, “The stipend allowed me to step away from 

work and focus on school, [and] supplemented time away. 

While I saw [school] as a real value, I may not have done it if [the] stipend wasn’t available.” 

Another MSW student said, “[The stipend] influenced me to want to stay in child welfare 

and not give up.”  Most NCWWI tribal students noted 

that without the stipend, they would not be able to 

attend school.  

Students also identified areas of improvement for their 

programs: 

 Greater variety of activities and hands-on 

experience in their programs and field 

placements  

 Better accommodations for employed students 

and scheduling flexibility for field placement 

requirements, class times, and elective opportunities 

 Specialized instruction for experienced child welfare staff returning to school  

 Planned activities to foster connections among students within and across 

traineeship programs  

 Better communication and guidelines regarding traineeship requirements (e.g., 

which jobs qualify for repayment after graduation) 

 More time and support allotted for webinars, conferences, and other networking 

opportunities 

2. Local Child Welfare Issues Addressed 

Narrative data from the semi-annual reports 

indicated that most NCWWI traineeship PIs 

were actively engaged with public and 

private agency partners. In addition to 

collaborating around traineeship projects, it 

was evident that across the programs, PIs 

continued to be responsive to systemic and 

leadership changes at their partner agencies. 

Detailed narratives of these efforts were 
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“I think it has prepared me very well. 

I had already been in the field for 

about 12 years and I wondered what 

else they can teach me.  I really 

learned a lot about direct practice, 

motivational interviewing and how to 

use that approach when working 

with families.”   

“They are trying to be a support system so that the 

minority students can succeed in school. By helping 

us succeed in school, we will go back to our 

communities to work with our cultures. I plan to 

work with the urban natives. So I think it helps 

prepare up and coming leaders to actually work with 

our groups—in terms of support and networking—

resources to help us stay in school, be connected, not 

fail and drop out. Native Americans have the lowest 

graduation and retention rates out of all the various 

minorities.” 

collected throughout the implementation process, and the NCWWI Traineeship Team 

facilitated a community of practice among the traineeship sites to share successes and 

challenges as well as specific strategies and approaches. Although this was not an area 

emphasized in the Traineeship objectives as some of the other proposal requirements, most 

of the PIs responded to the urgent need to reach out and connect with agency partners in 

order to better prepare the workforce and to help foster supportive and positive work 

environments for their students and graduates. 

3. Recruitment of Qualified and Diverse Applicants 

Most NCWWI Traineeship programs focused on recruiting and preparing a diverse 

workforce: one program was a Historically Black College; one program was designed for 

bilingual Spanish-speaking MSW 

students, with some instruction in 

Spanish; and several of the programs 

primarily served American Indian 

students. Some CWP programs also 

focused on diversity issues: one 

program recruited students who were 

or would be working with Spanish-

speaking populations, and one 

program partnered with a school that 

recruited American Indian students. 

Programs that supported American 

Indian students offered specialized 

curricula on Tribal child welfare 

issues as well as support and networking opportunities for students. 

As evidenced by demographic data (58% of stipend students were students of color) and the 

high student retention rate (about 90%), programs 

were successful in achieving the goal of 

recruiting and retaining qualified and diverse 

applicants. Further, qualitative and quantitative 

data gathered from surveys and student interviews 

indicated that students felt supported in their 

programs and that the traineeship programs were 

successful in fostering a climate of inclusivity (at least 

within the school of social work). American Indian 

students mentioned specific ways their programs 

could better support them, including offering more courses and practice experiences specific 

to Tribal child welfare, and better communication about the stipend and other financial 

support structures.  
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The traineeship programs recruited a number of students who were experienced child 

welfare professionals returning to school for their MSW degree. Through interviews and 

survey responses these students provided feedback that traineeship programs need to have 

a more advanced track that addresses the needs of experienced students. Returning 

students wished for more advanced content and flexible schedules that could accommodate 

their families and jobs.  

4. Student Preparation 

Child Welfare Competencies 

Using the 58-item child welfare competencies measure, we examined students’ self-assessed 

competency change from baseline to annual, testing for differences between BSW and MSW 

students. Using factorial repeated measures ANOVA, we found significant main effects of 

time, indicating that students’ average child welfare competency increased from 

baseline to annual, F(1, 225) = 121.43, p ≤ .001, η2 = .35. We also found a significant main 

effect of degree program and a time x degree program interaction, F(1, 225) = 8.82, p = .003, 

η2 = .04 and F(1, 225) = 12.85, p ≤ .001, η2 = .05, respectively. Follow-up t-tests showed that 

on average, BSW students reported significantly lower child welfare competency 

at baseline than did MSW students, but matched MSW students’ competency 

within a year of participating in the traineeship program (see Figure 7). 

Figure 7:  Students’ Mean Competency Score Gains over Time by Degree Program 

 

 

Instructors’ Ratings of Student Competencies  

Near the end of students’ traineeship experience, students’ faculty field advisors and field 

instructors were also asked to rate students’ competency levels on the same measure. 

Intraclass correlation coefficients (ICCs) were computed to compare the level of absolute, or 

perfect, agreement on average scores reported between: a) students, their field instructors, 

and their faculty field advisors; b) students and their field instructors; and c) students and 
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their faculty field advisors. Because ICCs are a measure of reliability, values of .70 and 

higher are indicative of strong agreement (similar to internal consistency guidelines). 

Results showed low agreement among raters, ranging from .02 to .58. Mean score trends 

indicated that faculty field advisors tended to rate students much higher than 

students rated themselves. Students’ lower ratings may indicate less confidence or more 

awareness of their own knowledge gaps, whereas field supervisors’ higher ratings may 

indicate actual student progress and competence or may be somewhat inflated because 

there is no clear standard against which they can compare students. The low inter-rater 

agreement findings also point to two possible measurement issues that can be addressed in 

the future: 1) the need to provide faculty advisors and field instructors with clearer 

indicators or markers of student competency; and 2) the need to make adjustments to 

instrument content that help ensure that the measure works similarly for instructors who 

interact with students in a classroom setting and instructors who work with students in a 

field setting.  

Students’ Readiness and Commitment  

In addition to self-assessing their capabilities for child welfare practice through 

competencies, students assessed their readiness and suitability for the job (Readiness for 

Child Welfare Work) and their perception of positive societal views toward child welfare 

work (Perceptions of Child Welfare). Results indicated that traineeship students felt 

prepared and ready to work in child welfare, BSW M(121) = 5.55; MSW M(188) = 

5.47. For students without previous child welfare work experience, 84% agreed or strongly 

agreed that their traineeship program would effectively prepare them for a career in child 

welfare. Of the Readiness for CW Work items, the statement most strongly endorsed by 

students was, I am committed to serving vulnerable children and families, M(373) = 5.69, 

SD = 0.60. Despite students’ own readiness for child welfare work, their views about how 

the public perceives child welfare work were relatively low, BSW M(121) = 3.75; 

MSW M(188) = 3.73.  

To further explore predictors of BSW and MSW students’ readiness for child welfare 

practice, regression analyses were conducted, with predictors entered sequentially for each 

sample of students in the following order: field experience variables (Field Placement Fit, 

Field Instructors) followed by educational program variables (Instructional Content and 

Instructors) and finally Public Perceptions of Child Welfare and Child Welfare 

Competencies.  

 For BSW students, significant predictors of readiness were public perceptions of 

child welfare and child welfare competencies, explaining 35% of the variance 

in job readiness, F(6, 120) = 10.09, p ≤ .001.  

 

 For MSW students, significant predictors of readiness were satisfaction with 

field instructors, satisfaction with program instructors, public perceptions 
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of child welfare, and child welfare competencies, explaining 48% of the 

variance in job readiness, F(6, 187) = 27.51, p ≤ .001.  

Pratt Index scores were calculated to indicate the relative proportion of the total variance 

explained accounted for by each predictor variable in the regression model (35% for BSW 

students and 48% for MSW students). For BSW students, Child Welfare Competencies 

contributed the most to the variance explained at 87% while Public Perceptions of Child 

Welfare, although it was a significant predictor, only contributed 10% (see Figure 8).  

Figure 8:  Pratt Index Scores for Predictors of Readiness for Child Welfare for BSW 

Students* 

 
*Dark colored boxes indicate statistically significant predictors for each regression model 

 

For MSW students, Child Welfare Competencies was likewise the strongest predictor, 

explaining 50% of the shared variance, while Program Instructors contributed 24% (see 

Figure 9). 

Figure 9:  Pratt Index Scores for Predictors of Readiness for Child Welfare for MSW 

Students* 

 
*Dark colored boxes indicate statistically significant predictors for each regression model 

 
In qualitative interviews, students reported that their traineeship programs were 

adequately preparing them for work in child welfare, and some hoped to use their training 

to move into higher-level positions. As one student commented, “It has given me the 

knowledge to move past front-line work. I’ve been doing it for six years, [but I] don’t think I’m 
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“I believe I developed a new outlook 

on the social work profession as a 

whole. My traineeship experience 

has provided me with the basic tools 

I need to begin a successful social 

work career.” 

“My traineeship allowed me to circulate 

through different agencies and begin to 

understand the connectedness between 

all child welfare agencies, at multiple 

levels. It also helped me understand 

how critical it is that all systems work 

together for the greater good of children 

and their families.” 

quite done yet with this level.”  However, some participants who had been in the workforce 

for quite a while before returning to school felt that their program did not quite meet their 

needs. As one participant reported, “For students like me, because I have been in child 

welfare for seventeen years, at times it felt like the program was geared towards newer child 

welfare staff which it should be, but I think there should be an element for those students 

who have been in child welfare and decided to go back to school.”  

5. Transfer of Knowledge and Skills to Workplace 

Continued Competency Development 

To examine the extent to which students maintained 

their child welfare competency gains after they had 

been working for at least one year post-graduation 

in their child welfare or related positions, we used a 

repeated measures test with the small sample of 

students (n = 77) who had completed a baseline, 

annual, and follow-up survey. We found a 

statistically 

significant main effect of time, F(2, 150) = 150, p ≤ 

.001, η2 = .35, but no main effect of degree or time 

x degree interaction. Follow-up tests indicated that 

traineeship graduates not only significantly 

increased their competency from baseline to 

annual, F(1, 75) = 31.00, p ≤ .001, η2 = .29, but also 

significantly increased from annual to follow-up, 

F(1, 75) = 63.91, p ≤ .001, η2 = .46 (see Figure 10). 

These results suggest that both BSW and MSW 

traineeship participants increased their 

child welfare competency from baseline to 

annual and continued to make gains after at least one year on the job.  

Figure 10:  Traineeship Participants’ Overall Competency Gains from Baseline to Post-

Graduation by Degree Program 
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6. Factors Influencing Job Retention 

Organizational Culture and Climate 

To best determine what factors influence graduates’ decision to remain in child welfare or 

related jobs beyond the obligated stipend repayment period, we measured graduates’ 

perceptions about their current job’s organizational culture and climate, including 

individual-level factors (Job Satisfaction, Self-Efficacy, Time Pressure, and Public 

Perceptions of CW Work), and unit/agency factors (Supervision, Professional Sharing, 

Shared Vision, Agency Leadership, Inclusivity, and Professional Development). To examine 

differences between BSW and MSW graduates’ perceptions of their jobs and organizations, 

we conducted t-tests and found (see also Figure 11): 

 BSW graduates reported significantly higher job satisfaction than did MSW 

graduates, t(151) = 2.12, p < .05 

 BSW graduates reported significantly less time pressure in their jobs than did MSW 

graduates, t(151) = 2.06, p < .05 

 BSW and MSW graduates had similar perceptions regarding their ability to do their 

job effectively 

 BSW graduates had generally more favorable perceptions of their supervisors, their 

units, and their organizations’ climate and culture 

 There were no significant differences on perceptions of agency culture and climate 

variables between first and second year traineeship graduates (those who had been 

working one versus two years) 

Figure 11:  Mean Scores across Job Perception Scales between BSW and MSW Graduates* 

 

*Supervision scale was measured on a 5-point scale. All others were measured on a 6-point scale. 
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“I am beyond overworked. On 

average, I work 60 hours a 

week. I don't have time to tend 

to myself. There used to be 

times when I enjoyed my work 

but those times are now few and 

far between. I feel like I've lost 

myself.” 

Expected Commitment to Child Welfare 

Traineeship students were asked at annual and follow-up to indicate about how long they 

expected to remain in child welfare, with response options ranging from less than 1 year to 

more than 10 years to I don’t know. Figure 12 shows that, as students, about half the 

respondents expected to stay in child welfare for 11 years or more. However, after one year 

on the job, responses were nearly evenly divided among three responses, with 24% 

reporting that they would remain in the field for less than 3 years, 30% choosing 11+ years, 

and 27% did not know. After 2 or more years in child welfare practice, the greatest number 

of graduates indicated that they would stay in child welfare for 11 years or longer (31%).  

These data suggest that the first year after students graduate from their 

traineeship programs is a critical time where students may be inclined to change 

their minds about a career in child welfare.  

Figure 12:  Estimated Length of Commitment to Child Welfare Practice for Students and 

Graduates 

 

Impact of Child Welfare Work on Stipend Students 

The impact of child welfare work on working traineeship students’ well-being was assessed 

through a measure of Coping Strategies and the 

Secondary Traumatic Stress Scale (STSS; physical 

and socio-emotional symptoms experienced as a result 

of working with traumatized children and families). 

For traineeship students, STSS scores ranged from 17 

to 79 with an average score of 33.7. In comparison, 

Bride’s 2007 study with a sample of 282 licensed 

social workers reported a mean score of 29.7, 

indicating that, on average, traineeship students 

reported more secondary traumatic stress than was 

found in a norming sample. Not surprisingly, 

correlation analyses indicated that increased use of 

coping skills was associated with lower STSS (r = -.55, p ≤ .001).  
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“Feeling anxious all the time about 

children's safety especially when there 

is nothing the department can do. 

Feeling horrible for families that have 

inter-generation trauma or financial 

issues that the agency does not have 

the resources to address. Being 

constantly worried that if something 

happens it would be my fault.” 

Impact of Child Welfare Work on Graduates 

For graduates, the impact of child welfare work was measured by Coping Strategies and the 

Secondary Traumatic Stress Scale as well as Job Stress (perception of general stressors in 

the job), and Vicarious Trauma (perception of trauma due to nature of the job). Working 

graduates’ STSS scores ranged from 17 to 70 with a mean of 35.7. There were no significant 

differences between BSW graduates’ mean STSS scores, M(75) = 35.77, SD = 12.71, and 

MSW graduates’ scores, M(105) = 38.77, SD = 12.25. 

Predictors of Secondary Traumatic Stress 

To better understand graduates’ experience of secondary traumatic stress, we regressed 

STSS on individual-level factors that are both theoretically associated with STSS and 

showed strong bivariate associations (see Table 3). STSS was significantly correlated with 

Time Pressure (.43), Supervision (-.23), Job Stress (.46), and Coping Strategies (-.27). 

 For the whole sample of graduates, higher levels of STSS were associated with 

greater time pressure and job stress. 

 For BSW graduates (n = 65), higher levels 

of STSS were associated with greater 

time pressure and less favorable 

perceptions of their supervisors. Job 

stress was a trend-level predictor. These 

variables explained 41% of the variance 

in BSW graduates’ STSS. 

 For MSW graduates (n = 87), lower levels 

of STSS were associated with greater use 

of coping strategies and less job stress. 

These variables explained only 18% of the 

variance in MSW graduates’ STSS. 

 

Table 3 Predictors of Secondary Traumatic Stress for Graduates 

Variable B SE B β 

Time Pressure .16 0.07 .21* 

Supervision -.09 0.09 -.08 

Job Stress .21 0.08 .26** 

Coping Strategies -.13 0.09 -.11 

R2 .26 

F 12.99** 

N = 153; †p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01 
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“I love this job and the 

people but the low salary 

and high caseloads make it 

difficult for me to imagine 

being able to stay for a long 

period of time.” 

Predictors of Intent to Stay   

To further explore working graduates’ intent to stay in their child welfare or related jobs, 

variables that are theoretically meaningful (and showed strong bivariate associations) were 

included in a regression model predicting Intent to Stay (see Table 4): Job Satisfaction (.49), 

Time Pressure (-.31), Supervision (.29), Professional Development (.25), Job Stress (-.33), 

STSS (-.27). 

 For the whole sample of graduates, greater job satisfaction was the strongest 

predictor of working graduates’ intent to stay in their jobs. The availability 

of opportunities for professional development was a 

trend-level predictor.  

 For BSW graduates, greater job satisfaction was 

the only significant predictor of intent to stay. 

Together, the variables in the model accounted for 

only 19% of the variance in BSW graduates’ intent 

to stay in their jobs. 

 For MSW graduates, greater job satisfaction was a 

significant predictor of intent to stay, while 

supervision was trend level. The variables in this 

model explained 43% of the variance in MSW graduates’ intent to stay in their jobs. 

 

Table 4 Predictors of Working Graduates' Intent to Stay 

Variable B SE B β 

Job Satisfaction .60 0.11 .46** 

Time Pressure -.12 0.10 -.11 

Supervision .24 0.15 .15 

Professional Development -.21 0.13 -.16† 

Job Stress -.07 0.11 -.06 

Secondary Traumatic Stress -.06 0.12 -.04 

R2 .31 

F 11.04** 

N = 151; †p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01 

 

  



NCWWI | Traineeship Programs: Final Evaluation Report 2008-2014 | April 2015 

 

                              A Service of the Children’s Bureau 
22 

“People that are working in my unit are 

passionate and engaged in the work, 

but they are tired and overworked. We 

are understaffed and retention is 

horrible. They love the work, but the 

pressure is crushing.” 

Predictors of Job Satisfaction 

To further explore graduates’ job satisfaction, variables that showed strong bivariate 

associations and are theoretically meaningful for understanding graduates’ satisfaction 

with their child welfare or related job were included in the regression model (see Table 5): 

Social Work Education (.50), Time Pressure (-.25), Supervision (.51), Agency Leadership 

(.53), and Job Stress (-.38). 

 For the whole sample, greater job satisfaction was predicted by graduates’ 

positive perceptions of their social work education, their supervisors, and 

agency leadership, as well as lower levels of job stress. 

 For BSW graduates, positive perceptions 

of their social work education and agency 

leadership were associated with greater 

job satisfaction, explaining 47% of the 

variance.  

 For MSW graduates, greater job 

satisfaction was associated with positive 

perceptions of their social work education, 

their supervisor, and agency leadership as well as lower levels of job stress. The 

variables in this model explained 54% of the variance in MSW graduates’ job 

satisfaction. 

 

Table 5 Predictors of Working Graduates' Job Satisfaction 

Variable B SE B β 

Social Work Education .53 0.08 .39** 

Time Pressure -.04 0.06 -.05 

Supervision .26 0.09 .21** 

Agency Leadership .20 0.07 .21** 

Job Stress -.18 0.07 -.20* 

R2 .50 

F 29.18** 

N = 152; †p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01 
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A Visual Model of the Relationship Between Working Graduates’ STSS, Job 

Satisfaction, and Intent to Stay 

As noted in the findings above, predictors of working graduates’ STSS, job satisfaction, and 

intent to stay in their jobs vary somewhat by degree program (BSW or MSW), though there 

are more similarities than differences. Figure 13 summarizes the previous findings, 

indicating that when taken as a whole, the most robust predictors of STSS were high 

time pressure and high agency-related job stress. Low job stress, on the other 

hand, predicted job satisfaction, along with positive perceptions of: supervisors, 

agency leadership, and their social work education. Job satisfaction was the 

strongest predictor of graduates’ intent to stay in their jobs.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Qualitative Findings: Experience of Working Graduates 

A common theme from the interviews and open-ended questions on the survey was the 

experience of job stress and related coping mechanisms. Although many graduates 

indicated that they were motivated to stay in child welfare, they were highly impacted by 

the stress of the job due to the intensity of the work, the amount of work, the feeling that 

they had too little time to do the work effectively and the challenges of working in a 

bureaucratic agency.  

Of the graduate participants who were interviewed, about half reported strong positive 

support from supervisors. Some of the supervisor support they described related directly to 

practice improvement and skills development. The majority of graduated participants we 

interviewed reported that that their peers were a strong source of support and helped 

provide a buffer against the stress of the job.  

Job 

Satisfaction 

Intent to 

Stay 

STSS 

Perception 

of SW 

Program 

Job Stress 

Agency 

Leaders 

Supervisor 

Time 

Pressure 

Figure 13 Predictors of Graduates' Intent to Stay 



NCWWI | Traineeship Programs: Final Evaluation Report 2008-2014 | April 2015 

 

                              A Service of the Children’s Bureau 
24 

Summary 

In sum, the cross-site evaluation of the NCWWI traineeship programs indicated that the 

NCWWI was successful in developing and implementing a stipend program for 

qualified and diverse BSW and MSW students and promoted innovative child 

welfare curricula and field education that effectively prepared new child welfare 

practitioners. In addition, peer learning among social work programs was promoted 

through the cataloguing and dissemination of program innovations, artifacts (curricula, 

materials, etc.), and legacy documents.  

Both BSW and MSW students were highly satisfied with their programs, although BSW 

students expressed significantly higher satisfaction with their program instructors, field 

placement fit, and faculty field liaisons than did MSW students. Students with more 

experience in child welfare expressed lower satisfaction with their programs, particularly 

the lack of advanced instruction and flexible scheduling. Tribal students were also very 

satisfied with their programs but would have liked to have more learning that was specific 

to tribal child welfare practice.  

Students significantly increased their child welfare knowledge and skills within one year in 

their programs and continued to develop competencies after they graduated. For both BSW 

and MSW students, child welfare competency and their beliefs about the public’s 

perceptions of child welfare were significant factors in their readiness for the job, as were 

their field placement experiences and program instruction. After graduating, traineeship 

participants continued to feel well-prepared for a career in child welfare. Upon graduation, 

most students believed that they would practice child welfare for the long-term (more than 

10 years), however, one year after graduation, when asked again to predict how long they 

would stay in child welfare, fewer graduates believed they stay in child welfare that long. 

These data suggest that the first year of transition from school to work is a critical time for 

both schools and agencies to support graduates in managing the expectations, workload, 

and stress associated with the job.  

Working in child welfare or a related job had important implications for graduates’ personal 

and professional well-being. Stress related to the job (agency bureaucracy time pressure, 

workload) was a predictor of secondary traumatic stress for graduates. Not surprisingly, 

greater job satisfaction was the strongest predictor of graduates’ intent to stay in their jobs, 

while the greatest predictors of job satisfaction included positive views of their social work 

education but also several agency climate factors such as supervision, leadership, and low 

job-related stress. This suggests that professional social work education and supportive 

work environments are critical factors for preparing and sustaining a strong child welfare 

workforce.  

Conducting a multi-site, multi-informant, longitudinal, mixed methods evaluation of this 

scope (over 500 students across 17 subgrantees and their partners) was a valuable and 
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unique experience that presented many challenges and opportunities. Primary challenges 

included:  

 Logistics and resources required to obtain appropriate school-specific permissions for 

data collection from their Institutional Review Boards, then collecting data three 

times per year while accommodating each program’s academic calendar 

 Providing meaningful results for each program and across sites 

 Decreased response rates from graduates over the years of the study 

 Study design does not allow us to compare workforce outcomes for traineeship and 

non-traineeship students 

Strengths of this evaluation included: 

 The ability to use standardized measures to gather data from traineeship students 

across multiple programs  

 The participatory and collaborative nature of the evaluation, whereby program PIs 

were involved in measure development  

 The flexibility of the evaluation to allow partnering schools to add their own 

program measures   

 The longitudinal design that allowed a closer look at students experiences while in 

their programs and as they transitioned to their jobs  

 Mixed-methods design that gathered survey data as well as qualitative data to 

provide context about students’ traineeship experience 

 The use of technology such as Qualtrics Research Suite, Atlas.ti, and webinars in 

collecting, analyzing, and disseminating data and findings 

Highlights of the evaluation include the development of numerous useful tools for 

measuring student outcomes; the strong NCWWI, program PI, and evaluator partnerships; 

and the opportunity to engage with and learn from traineeship students who have accepted 

the challenge of serving the nation’s children and families.  
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Appendix 

Table 6:  Descriptives and Reliabilities for Variables Used in the Evaluation 

Variables N M SD Min-Max  
Baseline SSI 

Child Welfare Competencies 267 4.89 0.60 2.79 – 6.00 .97 

Annual SSI 

Child Welfare Competencies 376 5.32 0.46 3.34 – 6.00 .97 

General Program Satisfaction 382 4.22 0.66 1.83 – 5.00 .91 

Instructional Content 381 5.17 0.79 1.00 – 6.00 .91 

Instructors 378 5.34 0.77 1.00 – 6.00 .95 

Field Placement Fit 326 4.34 0.79 1.00 – 5.00 .93 

Faculty Field Liaison 330 4.12 0.90 1.00 – 5.00 .95 

Field Instructors 327 4.34 0.81 1.00 – 5.00 .95 

Readiness for Child Welfare Work 374 5.49 0.62 1.40 – 6.00 .87 

Public Perceptions of Child Welfare 374 3.74 0.57 2.29 – 6.00 .70 

Coping Strategies 137 4.54 0.75 2.21 – 6.00 .89 

Secondary Traumatic Stress Scale 144 1.96 0.68 1.00 – 4.65 .94 

Follow-up SSI 

Child Welfare Competencies 184 5.44 0.46 2.55 – 6.00 .98 

Social Work Education 187 5.23 0.70 1.50 – 6.00 .89 

Public Perceptions of Child Welfare 154 3.65 0.55 1.79 – 4.86 .71 

Intent to Stay 181 4.40 1.29 1.00 – 6.00 .86 

Job Satisfaction 159 4.83 0.98 1.33 – 6.00 .91 

Self-Efficacy 159 5.26 0.68 1.00 – 6.00 .91 

Time Pressure 159 4.39 1.22 1.00 – 6.00 .93 

Supervision 185 4.04 0.81 1.61 – 5.00 .96 

Supervisor Knowledge (subscale) 185 4.35 0.80 1.00 – 5.00 .96 

Supervisor Support (subscale) 185 3.91 0.95 1.00 – 5.00 .95 

Supervisor Skills (subscale) 185 3.86 1.02 1.00 – 5.00 .96 

Professional Sharing & Support 182 5.13 0.87 1.00 – 6.00 .96 

Shared Vision 182 4.63 1.04 1.00 – 6.00 .93 

Agency Leadership 183 4.54 1.11 1.00 – 6.00 .96 

Inclusivity 182 4.64 1.05 1.00 – 6.00 .94 

Professional Development 182 4.73 0.97 1.00 – 6.00 .90 

Job Stress 153 4.42 1.13 1.00 – 6.00 .90 

Vicarious Trauma 179 2.99 1.37 1.00 – 6.00 .93 

Coping Strategies 153 4.57 0.75 2.46 – 6.00 .88 

Secondary Traumatic Stress Scale 179 2.22 0.90 1.00 – 5.00 .96 

 

 

 

 


