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Introduction

The Bachelor of Social Work (BSW) degree (annual enrollment 225 students) prepares students as beginning-level generalist social work practitioners.  The program offers students the values, knowledge, and skills necessary to meet human needs and improve the social conditions in which persons grow and develop.  For students majoring in other fields or preparing for graduate study, social work offers a basic understanding of the social welfare system as it addresses current social concerns.  The social work core prepares students for practice in diverse settings and varied roles in child welfare, public welfare, health, mental health, community organizations, developmental disabilities, rehabilitation, aging, criminal justice, and other areas of human service practice.
Our mission is to prepare and engage students in generalist social work practice that will promote health and human well-being, social and economic justice, and equality within a diverse learning environment. We are committed to generating scholarship and promoting collaboration with lay and professional communities to ensure an effective quality of life for all people in Northeast Ohio, nationally, and internationally.  This mission is accomplished through the School’s Program Goals and subsequent Program Competencies.

SCHOOL of SOCIAL WORK PROGRAM GOALS

1.  Provide a coherent integrated curriculum within a diverse urban environment, grounded in an interdisciplinary liberal arts perspective that supports the professional foundation and exhibits student competency in social work knowledge, skills, values, and ethics.
2.  Advocate for all policies that impact the service delivery systems to ensure that at-risk and vulnerable populations receive social and economic justice, both locally and globally.
3.  Establish linkages with public and private entities to improve health and human services that will enhance the quality of life for Northeast Ohio residents, and will maintain applied learning experiences for students.
4.  Stay abreast of research that informs practice and prepares graduates to engage in scientific inquiry and life-long learning to ensure ongoing professional development and best practice.
BSW PROGRAM COMPETENCIES (PC)

PC1.  Practice professional use of self, acquired through engaged learning of core knowledge, skills, and values which prepares them to use supervision and consultation to advocate for client services and commit themselves to lifelong learning.

PC2. Assess ethical dilemmas through understanding and incorporating personal and societal values in addressing client values within the domain of the NASW professional code of ethics, and apply strategies within the context of  trends in Northeast Ohio in order to make principled decisions.

PC3. Apply critical and reflective thinking in written and oral communication and professional judgments, displaying the ability to integrate information from a multitude of sources to examine a range of assessment, prevention, intervention, and evaluation models.

PC4. Utilize critical consciousness in interacting and engaging diverse populations and differences recognizing the importance of the intersectionality of cultural groups, and subpopulations of client systems and stakeholders, that may be considered as possible sources of oppression, alienation, and societal marginalization. 

PC5. Further basic human rights, and social and economic justice to ensure access to health and human well-being to enhance the quality of life for all persons by being knowledgeable of global oppression and develop strategies to promote and advocate for human and civil rights; that will be applied within all practice contexts.

PC6. Engage in practice that is mutually informed by research to   enhance knowledge of evidence-based interventions and self-evaluation of practice approaches, and apply research findings to improve practice, policy, and social and human service delivery.

PC7. Accentuate and critically analyze conceptual frameworks of the life span and the impact of national and international social, political, economic, and environmental trends in Northeast Ohio to effectively work with client systems in completing assessments, interventions, and evaluation.

PC8. Develop an awareness of how the Ohio Revised Code, as well as national and international laws, frames social work practice, know how to formulate and  analyze policies, and establish linkages with community stakeholders to advocate for effective health and human services.

PC9. Respond proactively to the needs of client systems from an ever changing contextual perspective to advance seamless transparent service delivery that addresses current trends, to solidify best practices.

PC10. Evaluate her/his own practice ability to assure that problem-solving with client systems follows the generalist planned change process; and interact with client systems possessing professional knowledge, skills, and values to change the clients’ human condition, and empower them to achieve social and economic justice and equality, and reach their potential.

Each of these Program Competencies can next be found in the Program Evaluation Matrix (Excel spreadsheet; Column one).  These competencies were further measured via their specific practice behaviors that the Program has set as necessary for students to learn and apply.
 Evaluation Plan  
The Program Evaluation Matrix contains a column outlining each of the ten Program Competencies which correlate directly with CSWE’s (accreditation body) Core Competencies (column one), their corresponding operationalized Practice Behaviors (column two), the instruments used to measure each of the Practice Behaviors (column three), the procedures used to implement those measures (column four), the standard benchmark identified by the Evaluation Committee and endorsed by the full faculty which is used to evaluate program outcomes (column five), the data analysis procedure(s) employed (column six), and the assessment results (column seven).  
Four measures have been utilized to operationalize the Program’s Practice Behaviors during this re-affirmation period: 1) the Baccalaureate Education Assessment Package (BEAP); 2) alumni surveys; 3) pre- and post-field student placement surveys; and, 4) course assignments and exams (embedded measures).  
The first instrument is the Baccalaureate Education Assessment Package (BEAP). While the BEAP is not officially recommended by CSWE, it is recognized by Schools of Social Work as an appropriate tool for capturing important data on their BSW programs (Buchan, Rodenhiser, Hull, Smith, Rogers, Pike, & Ray, 2004).
  The Program began using this measurement tool in the fall term of 2004 after a comprehensive search in the spring of that year for appropriate standardized and non-standardized program assessment measures. Use of this instrument continues to this date. Three BEAP instruments have been used to measure knowledge, skills, values, and ethics of social work students. The BEAP instruments used by CSU include: (a) The BEAP Social Work Values Inventory (at entrance and exit); (b) The BEAP Entrance and Exit Survey; and, (c) The BEAP Alumni/ae Survey. Each of these BEAP surveys will be described.                                              

The BEAP Social Work Values Inventory (SWVI) is a 50-item survey designed to measure social work values. This survey is administered as a pre-test to social work majors in the first semester of their junior year, and is administered as a post-test to social work majors in the last month of their last semester before graduation. This instrument has three subscales which measure confidentiality, social justice, and self-determination on a seven-point scale. The benchmark CSU uses for these three subscales is an average 5 point gain in students’ pre-test to post-test scores. 










The BEAP Entrance and Exit Survey measures areas of preparation by the BSW Program regarding knowledge, skills, values, and ethics of social work. Assessed curriculum areas include self-determination, social justice, confidentiality, diversity, practice interventions development, competency, and research on practice (Buchan, et al., 2004). Like the BEAP SWVI, this instrument is administered to first semester juniors and to seniors in their last month before graduation. Thirty-five areas are evaluated on an 11-point scale ranging from 0 (very poor) to 10 (superb). The benchmark CSU uses for these items is a median score of 6 (“good”) or higher.    

The BEAP Alumni survey is similar in terms of content to the BEAP Entrance and Exit Survey. Both surveys measure the same 35 areas of preparation by the BSW Program regarding knowledge, skills, values, and ethics of social work, and both surveys measure responses on an 11-point scale ranging from 0 (very poor) to 10 (superb). The BEAP Alumni Survey is distributed to BSW alumni two years post-graduation and gathers feedback on how well particular social work skills were taught/learned in the social work program. The response rate for the BEAP survey was low (10 percent).                                                                                   

Another alumni survey, called the CSU Alumni Survey, has been used to collect similar information as the BEAP survey. The main difference of this survey is the data source. Whereas the BEAP has targeted alumni two years post-graduation, the CSU Alumni Survey has targeted alumni who have graduated more than two years prior. The CSU Alumni Survey has also experienced a low, though comparatively better, response rate (39 percent). Since these surveys capture virtually identical content, and both surveys have had lower than desired response rates, the information gathered from these two surveys has been combined. Both alumni surveys measure the same 35 content areas assessed in the BEAP Entrance Exit Survey, and both surveys measure responses on an 11-point scale ranging from 0 (very poor) to 10 (superb). The benchmark used for the alumni survey is a median score of 6 (“good”) or higher.  

It should be noted that CSU attempted to collect data using the BEAP Employer Survey, but the response rate was too low to include for reliability and generalizability reasons. One implication of these poor alumni/employer response rates is ongoing changes within the School (and University) to more effectively track alumni and their employers.  
Another class of measurements used to measure Program Competencies and Practice Behaviors are Pre-and Post-field Placement Surveys. This 68-item survey has been used in the BSW program to help assess students’ social work skills, knowledge, and values development with interventions, practice techniques with various at-risk populations, research on practice, and organization/agency integration. Pre-test data has been collected since 2003 until the present.  Post-test data has been collected from 2006 until the present. Since the fall term of 2006 each BSW student (declared major) entering field placement completes their pre-test and at the end of the two-semester placement their post-test placement survey. While the Program’s pre-test measurement for field placements began at the end of 2003, data from the first two years is not included in this report because of the lack of post-test comparison data. Use of this measurement tool is ongoing. Theoretical response choices on this survey range from “never” to “frequently.”  The benchmark CSU utilizes for all questions on this survey is that 75 percent of students will indicate “frequently” or “sometimes.”
A final measure used to evaluate the Practice Behaviors is course work (13 separate assignments from eight core courses). Course work is an integral part of the assessment process and includes average student grades on select mid-term and final objective exams, in-class presentations, service learning assignments, field placement reflection papers, needs assessment projects, practice case studies, grant proposal writing, community assessments, family-in-community papers, research proposals, qualitative research reports, and role play interview assignments. The benchmark CSU uses to evaluate Practice Behaviors measured using course work is 80 percent of students must have earned a grade of “B” or higher on the assignment. In the Program Evaluation Matrix the “Assessment Results” column indicates the percentage of students who earned a “B” or higher on that assignment, aggregated for at least the prior academic year (with only one exception), though it should be noted that many of these aggregate scores are reported for the last two, three, or even four academic years.

Additional data used by the Program to track progress is Ohio licensure exam passage rates for graduates (Ohio Licensed Social Worker Exam). Indeed, CSU first-time-test-taker and repeat-test-taker data is also compared to national norms. Although this data is not used to measure any particular Practice Behaviors because passage rates are not available for specific topic sections but only as an aggregate, this is important professional development and student outcome data that the Program has been tracking since 2000.  

 Evidence of on-going Data Collection and Analysis  
Ongoing Data Collection
Collecting data to measure Program outcomes has been an ongoing endeavor. As described above, four classes of measures have been used to measure Practice Behaviors including BEAP inventories, pre/post internship surveys, alumni surveys, and course assignments. The BEAP SWVI and the BEAP Entrance/Exit Survey have been distributed annually since 2003. To clarify, the field placement pre-tests were first distributed in 2003, the post-tests were first distributed in 2006. The BEAP Alumni Survey and the CSU Alumni Survey have been distributed every two to three years, most recently in 2007 (response rate from the 2002 survey was unacceptably low for data inclusion). Trends regarding average course assignment grades have been tracked annually since 2007 for most courses. Also, Ohio licensure passage rates have been tracked annually since 2000. These ongoing data collection and analysis activities have been used to both affirm and change the explicit and implicit curriculum.  
Findings from these instruments are shared with relevant stakeholders to assist in developing implications and recommendations for change. For example, assessment data are provided as they become available to the full faculty and student representatives of the BSW program at BSW faculty meetings. The findings are also shared with the Alumni and Field Education Committees who are asked to provide feedback and suggestions. Specific BSW faculty committees (which contain student representatives) such as the Curriculum, Academic Standards, and Evaluation Committees, also meet to develop recommendations for the implicit and explicit curriculum based on the findings. Finally, each sequence (Human Behavior and the Social Environment, Policy, Research, and the Practice/Field) has used the aggregate and specific data findings to evaluate and, when indicated, change the sequence and course work to strengthen the explicit and implicit curriculum.  
Results Assessment & Analysis
To assess these evaluation results and to determine whether the Program attained or satisfied its Program Competencies, the following assessment criteria were utilized: 1. if all measures of a Competency’s Practice Behavior benchmarks were met, the Competency was determined to be satisfied; 2. if one or two of a Competency’s Practice Behavior benchmarks were not met, a review and discussion by the Evaluation and Curriculum Committees as to the relative importance of these measures took place and determined what corrective steps were necessary; 3. if three of more measures of a Competency’s Practice Behavior benchmarks were not met, the Competency was determined not to be satisfied; or, 4) if all of the benchmarks for one specific Practice Behavior were not met, the Practice Behavior, and subsequently the Competency, was determined not to be satisfied (see “Assessment Action” in Table 1, noted correspondingly as “1”, “2”, “3”, or “4”). 

	
	
	
	

	Competency
	Practice Behavior
	Results
	Assessment Action

	2.1.1
	“Use supervision”
	4/4 benchmarks met
	1 (satisfied)

	
	“Practice professional use of self”
	5/5 benchmarks met
	1 (satisfied)

	2.1.2
	“Understand and incorporate”
	3/3 benchmarks met
	1 (satisfied)

	
	“Apply strategies”
	3/3 benchmarks met
	1 (satisfied)

	2.1.3
	“Apply critical thinking skills”
	3/3 benchmarks met
	1 (satisfied)

	
	“Display ability to integrate”
	3/4 benchmarks met
	2 (corrective steps taken)

	2.1.4
	“Utilize critical consciousness”
	4/4 benchmarks met
	1 (satisfied)

	
	“Recognize significance of oppression”
	3/3 benchmarks met
	1 (satisfied)

	2.1.5
	“Become knowledgeable of global oppression”
	3/4 benchmarks met
	2 (corrective steps taken)

	
	“Advocate for basic human and social justice”
	2/2 benchmarks met
	1 (satisfied)

	2.1.6
	“Enhance knowledge of EBP”
	3/3 benchmarks met
	1 (satisfied)

	
	“Evaluate practice approaches”
	3/3 benchmarks met
	1 (satisfied)

	
	“Apply research findings”
	3/3 benchmarks met
	1 (satisfied)

	2.1.7
	“Integrate knowledge”
	3/3 benchmarks met
	1 (satisfied)

	
	“Effectively work with client systems”
	3/3 benchmarks met
	1 (satisfied)

	2.1.8
	“Develop an awareness of ORC and laws”
	2/2 benchmarks met
	1 (satisfied)

	
	“Know how to formulate and analyze policies”
	3/3 benchmarks met
	1 (satisfied)

	
	“Establish linkages with community”
	2/3 benchmarks met
	2 (corrective steps taken)

	2.1.9
	“Advance seamless service delivery”
	4/4 benchmarks met
	1 (satisfied)

	2.1.10
	“Assess client strengths and limitations”
	5/5 benchmarks met
	1 (satisfied)


Table 1 – Program Assessment & Analysis
As reviewed, seven of the ten Program Competencies were fully satisfied (2.1.1; 2.1.2; 2.1.4; 2.1.6; 2.1.7; 2.1.9, & 2.1.10), by meeting all the Practice Behavior benchmarks (and overall, 64 of the 67 total Program Benchmarks were met). These satisfied Competencies include a large number of are very important components to the Program, providing learning transfer of necessary knowledge, skills, and values to the students. These areas include professional development, application and incorporation of ethical principles, critical thinking skills, engaging diversity in practice, advocating for basic human rights and social justice, research on social work practice, developing assessment and intervention skills, policy analysis, service delivery using best practices, and implementing interventions to meet client goals. 
The remaining three Competencies were partially satisfied. Specifically, it was one benchmark for each of only three Practice Behaviors across these Competencies that were not met. In other words, ten of 11 benchmarks (2.1.3), five of six benchmarks (2.1.5), and seven of eight benchmarks (2.1.8) were met. These overall findings show that the Program is significantly successful in students’ acquisition of these Practice Behaviors, and the subsequent knowledge, skills, and values.

However, the three unmet benchmark findings triggered an investigation, review, and corrective step(s) for the three Program Competencies (2.1.3; 2.1.5; & 2.1.8). These Program and curricular changes are discussed in Section 4.0.3, 2008 Education Policy and Accreditation Standards. 
The four sequences and faculty regularly review and utilize the assessment data findings. For example, each sequence has met numerous times over the last two semesters to discuss these findings. Assigned readings and course assignments, the structure of the exams, advisement (as measured within the “practice professional use of self” Practice Behavior) have been evaluated in terms of assuring that each Program Competency is appropriately addressed within the curriculum. Since the particular Program Competencies and Practice Behaviors evaluated in this report are newly articulated in the 2008 EPAS guidelines, it is obvious that CSU has only been able to track performance of these particular Practice Behaviors and make appropriate curricular modifications since the updated 2008 Standards. Although specific language regarding these particular Program Competencies and Practice Behaviors is new, as is demonstrated above, evaluation and corresponding modification to the explicit and implicit curriculum has been ongoing throughout the reaffirmation time period.  
Data results are used in important ways to both affirm and change the explicit curriculum. Data are evaluated in many ways. Stakeholders including students, faculty, staff, administrators, alumni, and field agency personnel participate in a dynamic process of program evaluation. Data is discussed and evaluated in terms of recent and historical trends. For example, discussions include the contextual factors which may shape outcomes such as the national recession, technological advances and difficulties, poverty in Northeast Ohio, subsequent agency changes and impacts, and other important and related areas.
Based on this Data how were Implicit and Explicit Curriculum changes made?  
New guidelines and standards has helped modify the Program’s evaluation around ten core Competencies, and further clarified our students’ outcomes with twenty separate and inter-related Practice Behaviors. These operationalized measures now allow the ongoing data collection that has been occurring in the Program over time to have a more focused and nuanced outcomes assessment. This more recent Program assessment, focused on data and findings within this revised EPAS guidelines time period, found seven of the ten Program Competencies were fully satisfied, and only three (of 67) individual benchmarks, one each for three separate Practice Behaviors, were not met. As reviewed and noted in the previous Results Assessment & Analysis section, a review by stakeholders was called for in assessing these three Practice Behaviors, with the following Program changes and modifications that have taken place or that are in process.
The first Practice Behavior, “Display ability to integrate information from multiple sources to examine a range of assessment, prevention, intervention, and evaluation models,” was measured using the SWK 302 Midterm Exam, the SWK 485 Grant Proposal, and the field placement “Interviewing” and “Assessment” experiences scores. Although the Program did not meet the benchmark of an average score of 80 percent or higher on the SWK 302 Midterm Exam, the Program did meet the benchmark of an average score of 80 percent or higher on the SWK 485 Grant Proposal assignment and the field internship experiences ratings of 75 percent. Many stakeholders met to discuss how to strengthen this important Practice Behavior. Based on these findings for this Practice Behavior, and a general move to strengthen the explicit and implicit curriculum for students around these important knowledge skills, and values, a recommendation was made to add a Capstone Course and to expand the scope (and credit hours) for three courses.
A new Capstone Course is slated for establishment in the fall 2011 term and will ask students to coordinate learnings across the curriculum during the senior year. The establishment of the Capstone Course is being implemented to achieve improved learning transfer and integration of sequence area curriculum. In addition, SWK 300, SWK 303, & SWK 350 will each be expanding (in the Fall 2010 term) from three credit hours to four credit hours to emphasize the necessary content in the assessment, prevention, intervention, and evaluation areas. These course credit hour increases, and subsequent course material coverage increases, are being introduced to improve students’ knowledge, skills, and values transfer and preparation for field placement. For example, SWK 350 has increasingly emphasized improvement of students’ critical and reflective thinking through additional in-class presentations focused on their client population and problem areas of interest. These changes also support the BSW Program’s (and Educational Standards) movement toward making field education the signature pedagogy.
The second Practice Behavior, “become knowledgeable of global oppression,” was measured by two BEAP scores, the SWK 303 “Family/Community Assessment” assignment, and the BEAP SWVI Social Justice subscale. While meeting three of the four benchmarks of this Practice Behavior, important discussions took place among faculty, staff, students, and other stakeholders to discuss the deficit indicated by the SWVI subscale. Possible changes to the implicit and explicit curriculum were reviewed, though complete resolution to this was not attained. Further review and decision-making is in process, with recommendations forthcoming. It should also be noted, that the BEAP publisher has recently reported that these SWVI subscales are going to be discontinued or revised as part of this standardized data collection. This is one factor that is being evaluated as the Program determines how to measure and successfully transfer and actualize this Practice Behavior. 
However, one change to the implicit curriculum has been initiated. Several faculty members have widely recognized expertise pertaining to global oppression. Indeed, two faculty members are Fulbright scholars who have studied internationally, and several others concentrate their research on global oppression. In order to share this knowledge with students, a new seminar series has been instituted. Faculty members rotate hosting a weekly/monthly brown bag session which is a time for faculty to share their research experiences with students. Many of these sessions have focused on global oppression. 
The third Practice Behavior, “Establish linkages with community stakeholders to advocate for effective health and human services,” was measured in three ways - via the Service Learning course assignment in SWK 350, and also via two subscales within the field placement survey. This benchmark was satisfied according to the SWK 350 Service Learning assignment and one of the subscales within the field placement survey “involvement with individuals, families, and groups” measure, but the benchmark of 75 percent of students indicating “frequently” or “sometimes” on the “Advocacy for Policies” section of the field placement survey was not met. This finding was discussed in multiple venues with stakeholders to gain an understanding of the possible deficit and to identify where changes can be made in the implicit and explicit curriculum to strengthen this Practice Behavior. After review, the following change to the Program was made to strengthen students’ ability to establish these linkages with community stakeholders to advocate for health and human services. Within the Policy Sequence, policy briefs were (and are) being introduced to provide additional policy analysis experience to help students better identify the linkages from the policies that impact a particular area of social work practice. These policy briefs require a student to choose a law, regulation, or other government policy and determine the links from the policy and research knowledge to the specific client population services and/or programs. Students have the opportunity to see and understand the direct connections between the federal, state, or local entities and the health and/or human services. The skills and knowledge acquired are then available for students to use and apply in their subsequent field placement work. 

Overall Program Assessment 
In addition to the progress outlined above, three additional Program changes were instituted based on the overall Program Assessment. First, in consultation with the Field Education Committee, students, faculty, alumni, and field instructors, a decision was made to improve the measurement of the Practice Behaviors related to the individual students’ field placements. In future academic years, this revised field placement evaluation instrument will be used to measure students’ progress. This evaluation instrument will measure each student’s personal field placement learning goals, tied in with course work competencies (knowledge, skills, and values). These course competencies are coordinated with and support the attainment of the Program’s Competencies. Future assessments will be able to use these individualized assessments in aggregate formats as an additional Program Evaluation measurement tool.
Second, the Field Education Committee, which is comprised of field instructors from local agencies, identified the need for students to acquire increased professional skills, in particular, extra guidance regarding professional behaviors. This information was evaluated in context - a large percentage of our students are first generation college students. In discussion with relevant stakeholders, a brown bag series was instituted which focuses on professional development. These seminars educate students about topics such as cell phone etiquette in the workplace, resume writing and interviewing, and other related topics.
Third, the Program has increased the use of objective examinations in the research (SWK 304 & SWK 305), policy (SWK 201), and practice sequences (SWK 350), and implemented a thorough social work license preparation course open to all BSW students. This course teaches the students about the licensure exam’s format, subject material, and areas of emphasis. In addition, the Program has purchased all available resources and practice exams that are available for students to utilize as part of their preparation. These actions were taken to ensure continued improvement of and to stay ahead of national licensure passage rates – giving students the chance to practice and become familiar with this objective testing licensure format. These licensure passage rates are not reflected in the Evaluation Matrix as a measurement of the Program Competencies (nor Practice Behaviors) because the results released annually from the Ohio Social Worker and Counselor Board only provide the overall passage rates for graduates, and this does not allow a direct correlation to specific Practice Behaviors. Program graduates’ licensure passage rates have improved significantly over the past eight years (see Appendix data). As can be seen, the Program graduates have passed the exam the first time at a significantly higher rate than the national norm during the past three years (2006 to 2008), and in an important turnaround from prior years, also for repeat exam takers (2007 to 2008).  

How does the Program make Constituents aware of the Assessment Outcomes?  
The Program makes constituents aware of these assessment outcomes in numerous ways.  Each year, over the past eight years, the methodological rigor of the evaluation has improved and expanded to include not just the standardized BEAP outcomes and alumni surveys, but also the pre- and post-test field placement data, licensure exam results, course curriculum assignments, and most recently the Course Competencies’ Practice Behaviors measured with multiple assessment tools (triangulation). With each step in the evaluation process stakeholders, including BSW program administrators, faculty, students, alumni, and field agency personnel have been kept informed of the outcomes through the following activities:

 
1. Dissemination of assessment findings to all BSW program administrators and faculty members has occurred as new data becomes available. Summary statistics including frequency data are sent via email to all faculty members; also, paper copies are distributed at faculty meetings. Assessment data includes (but is not limited to) BEAP scores, field placement surveys, and alumni surveys. Other data that are tracked, which are not used to measure Practice Behaviors, are the licensure passage rates. These data are evaluated and compared to annually released state (and some national) level data regarding licensure passage rates. Time is devoted during regularly scheduled faculty meetings to discuss, evaluate, and develop implications and proposed Program changes based on the data. Also, specific committees, such as the Curriculum Committee may be charged with making recommendations based on their in-depth review of the data.  
 
2. Full-time faculty serve on at least one of the Program sequence committees. There are four sequence committees--Human Behavior and the Social Environment (HBSE), Policy, Research, and the Practice/Field. The committees meet as needed to discuss the continued relevance and utility of various course assignments as well as student progress on those assignments. The sequences also discuss other evaluation data that has particular relevance to the courses in that sequence. For example, lower scores on the BEAP SWVI Social Justice subscale was discussed by the Policy and HBSE Sequences. Sequence committee members then discussed possible modifications to the course assignments or syllabi, or other necessary changes to the implicit or explicit curriculum.  
Regarding the revised 2008 EPAS, results of the multiple-measures assessing the Program’s Practice Behaviors, including the course assignments, was made available to all faculty. This was the first opportunity to allow a full-faculty assessment of the modified Program Practice Behaviors with one year or more of data outcomes available on all measures (aggregate course assignment data) – although the BEAP, field placement survey, alumni survey, and licensure passage rate outcomes have been available for numerous years.  
3. Findings from the student field placement surveys are disseminated annually and are utilized by the faculty, the Field Education Committee, Field Education Coordinators, field liaisons, and agency field supervisors. These stakeholders are involved in developing implications for the data and proposing and implementing changes to the implicit and explicit curriculum. 
 
4. Findings from the assessments have been made available to the student advocacy organizations within the Program. For example, the Social Work in Action student group officers are invited to faculty meetings where these findings are discussed and reviewed.   Also, student representatives serve on a majority of standing Program committees.  
 
5. Additionally, certain key findings are planned for dissemination to alumni (post-improvement of the alumni database and contact list) during the 2010-2011 academic year). Relevant information, in aggregate formats, will be made available regarding alumni experiences via the annual Program Newsletter and possibly through individual contact (email) accounts. 
Appendix – Program Data Collection and Findings
Table 1 - BEAP Entrance, Exit, and SWVI Results (Fall 2004 to Spring 2009)

Entrance Survey (n = 301)

	80.9% female

19.1% male

Median age = 26
	Freshman =17.3%

Sophomore = 26.0%

Junior = 48.7%

Senior = 7.9%


	Overall median GPA = 3.0

Months of SW volunteer exp. = 39

Months paid SW experience = 27

Plans to be employed during School = 87.8%

Expected hours/week = 30.0
	Caucasian (not Hispanic) = 46.2%

African descent/Black = 48.6%

Native North American = 7.9%

Other Hispanic/Latino = 2.6%

Puerto Rican = 3.1%

Other = 3.9%


Social Work Values Inventory 

	Entrance Surveys  (n = 301)
	Confidentiality Scale


	Self Determination Scale
	Social Justice Scale
	Total SWVI Score 

	CSU Students
	68.0


	56.0
	85.0
	209.0

	National Norm Comparison


	75.2; st. dev. = 11
	66.5; st. dev. = 11.9
	87.9; st. dev. = 12.7
	208.7; st. dev. = 26.7


	Exit Surveys           (n = 246)
	Confidentiality Scale


	Self Determination Scale
	Social Justice Scale
	Total SWVI Score 

	CSU Students
	74.0


	65.0
	85.0
	219.0

	National Norm Comparison


	Average gain is 5 points from pre-test = 80.0
	Average gain is 5 points from pre-test = 71.5
	Average gain is 5 points from pre-test = 92.9
	Average gain is 5 points from pre-test = 213.7


Exit Surveys (n = 246)
	Basic BSW Graduate Information:

Median age at exit = 28 years

Overall GPA at graduation = 3.49

GPA in SWK Major = 3.70

86.9% are planning on graduate school studies (76.2% plan on MSW degrees – 81% full-time; 14.9% other masters degree; 3.6% Ph.D.)

Worked during BSW program =80.1%

Average hours/week = 25.0 

Current annual social work salary = $15,965 (mean)

          $12,400 (median)

Employment Information:

Currently employed at graduation = 97.6%

with 97.0% working in an urban setting.

50.4% utilizing BSW in employment:

33.3% in generalist practice

25.4% in direct practice

11.0% in training      
6.3% in administration

6.3% in research

Agency Setting: 

36.0% in private nonprofit, non-religious setting

23.0% in public agency setting

15.0% in private, for profit organizations

26.0% in private, nonprofit religious organizations


	Client Population:

6.2% work with preschool/toddler clients

6.2% with elementary school age

26.8% work with adolescent clients

8.2% with young adults

18.6% work with middle-aged clients

15.5% work with senior clients

18.6% work with no typical ages

Specific Client Problem Areas:

6.9% in criminal justice

9.8% in mental/behavioral health

3.8% in adult protective services

9.8% in aging/gerontology

11.8% in substance abuse

13.7% in child welfare

2.0% in crisis intervention

3.9% in education/training

12.7% in youth services

5.9% in MR/DD

2.9% in health/medical care

3.8% in school social work

6.9% in family services

Client System:

74.2% with individual clients

53.6% with family clients

29.9% with group clients

15.5% with community clients

13.4% with organization clients

4.1% with “other” clients

59.2% of all clients lived below poverty line

15.3% of clients lived > poverty and < middle

3.1% of clients were middle income or above

School of SW Assessment
: 

Curriculum planning advising = 6.0

Career planning advising = 6.0

Professional advising = 6.0


	Preparation for further studies = 6.0

Diversity = 7.5

Oppression = 7.0

Social/Economic Justice = 9.0

History of Social Work = 7.0

SW Professional Assoc. = 8.0

Current SW Issues = 7.5

Bio-psycho-social development = 8.0

Family development = 8.0

Group development = 8.0

Organizational development = 8.0

Community development = 8.0

Systems interactions = 8.0

Cultural competence skills = 8.0

Professional use of self = 8.0

Generalist interventions = 8.0

Applying bio-psycho-social = 8.0

Respect client dignity = 10.0

Uphold client confidentiality = 10.0

Respect self-determination = 10.0

Non-judgmental manner = 10.0

Respect diversity = 10.0

Ensure responsibility to clients = 10.0

Promote social justice = 10.0

Maintain professional relationship = 10.0

Impact of social policies = 6.0

Influence or organizational practices = 6.0

Evaluating research studies = 6.0

Applying research findings = 6.0

Utilized research in practice = 2 times

Utilized program evaluation = 2 times

Evaluating my own practice w/supervision = 8.0

Communicate based on diversity/ability = 8.0

Use supervision in practice = 8.0

Function within organization = 8.0

Seek organizational change w/supervision = 8.0




Table 2 - Alumni Surveys (Spring 2007) 

BEAP Alumni Survey (n = 24; 10% response rate)

CSU Alumni Survey (n = 34; 39% response rate) 

	Working in Social Work Field?
	Yes – 72%

If not – why?

22% in MSW program

12% no job options

37% other

90% are licensed

10% are not licensed


	Fulltime = 84%

Part-time = 16%

All working in Ohio

Median salary = $32,000

Private non-profit = 92%

Private religious = 8%



	How well did the BSW program prepare you for social work employment? 

(n = 34)
	Adequate = 16%

Good = 33.3%

Good/Very good = 16.7%

Very Good = 33.3%


	

	Primary practice functions?


	Generalist = 77.8%

Direct practice = 22.2%


	

	Practice role?
	Case manager = 71%

Advocate = 42%

Negotiator = 12%

Teacher/educator = 8%

Fundraising = 14.7%


	Individuals = 45.5%

Families = 26.9%

Groups = 29.3%

Organizations = 7.7%

Communities = 10.5%



	Primary practice field and client age group?
	Health/Medical = 20.5%

Mental/behavioral health = 29.8%

Aging = 14.0%

Child welfare = 15.7%

Criminal justice = 11.1%

Crisis intervention = 14.4%

Housing = 9.0%


	Children/Adolescents = 32.5%

Young adults = 26.0%

Middle-aged adults = 22.2%

Seniors = 30.2%

No typical age = 11.1%


The following table shows responses to how well CSU’s BSW program provided training, knowledge, and skills to the graduates/alumni based on the following scale:

0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Very poor
   Poor

Adequate  
Good
         Very Good    
  Superb

	Topic
	Median
	Mean

	
	
	

	Theories of diversity
	6.0
	6.4

	Oppression & discrimination
	6.5
	6.5

	Social & economic justice
	7.0
	6.5

	History of social work
	7.0
	6.9

	Social work professional associations
	6.5
	6.5

	Current issues in social work practice
	6.0
	6.1

	
	
	

	Bio-psycho-social development
	6.0
	5.9

	Family development
	6.0
	6.9

	Group development
	6.0
	6.6

	Organizational development
	6.0
	6.5

	Community development
	6.0
	6.4

	Interactions between systems
	6.0
	6.3

	
	
	

	Culturally competent interventions
	6.0
	6.5

	Professional use of self
	7.0
	6.5

	Generalist interventions
	6.0
	6.5

	Applying bio-psycho-social knowledge
	6.0
	6.2

	Impact of social policies
	6.0
	6.4

	Influence of organizational policies
	7.0
	6.7

	
	
	

	Evaluating research studies
	6.5
	7.0

	Applying research findings
	7.0
	6.9

	Evaluating my own practice with supervision
	7.0
	6.4

	
	
	

	Communicate based on diversity and ability
	6.0
	5.9

	Use supervision in practice
	6.5
	5.9

	Function within organizational structure & policies
	6.0
	6.6

	Seek organizational change with supervision
	6.0
	6.1

	
	
	

	Respect dignity of clients
	8.0
	7.2

	Uphold client confidentiality
	8.0
	7.5

	Respect client self-determination
	8.0
	7.5

	Non-judgmental manner
	8.0
	7.4

	Respect cultural & social diversity
	8.0
	7.6

	Ensure primary responsibility to client
	7.5
	6.8

	
	
	

	Work with social work colleagues
	7.5
	6.8

	Work with colleagues from other fields
	8.0
	7.3

	Maintain professional relationship
	7.0
	7.1

	Promote social and economic justice
	8.0
	7.6


Table 3 - BSW Pre- & Post-field Placement Survey Findings (Fall 2006 to Spring 2009)

	Organizational Experiences & Opportunities
	Pre %   (n = 189)

“Are You Interested In?”
	Post %   (n = 161)

“Did You Experience in Field Placement?”

	 History, mission, & purpose of Agency
	Strongly agree = 65.6

Agree = 32.8

Disagree = .5

Strongly Disagree = 1.1
	Strongly agree = 73.9
Agree = 25.5

Disagree = 0.6

Strongly Disagree = .6

	Agency programs
	Strongly agree = 78.8

Agree = 21.2
Disagree = 0.0

Strongly Disagree = 0.0
	Strongly agree = 70.8

Agree = 28.0

Disagree = .6

Strongly Disagree = .6

	Agency policies and procedures
	Strongly agree = 77.8

Agree = 21.2

Disagree = .5

Strongly Disagree = .5
	Strongly agree = 65.8

Agree = 32.3

Disagree = 1.2

Strongly Disagree = .6

	Agency funding
	Strongly agree = 47.0

Agree = 41.3

Disagree = 9.1

Strongly Disagree = 0.0
	Strongly agree = 40.4

Agree = 37.9

Disagree = 18.0

Strongly disagree = 2.5

	Agency sources of funding
	Strongly agree = 49.7

Agree = 41.3

Disagree = 7.4

Strongly Disagree = .5
	Strongly agree = 46.6

Agree = 39.1

Disagree = 10.6

Strongly disagree = 1.2

	Understanding my agency role or status
	Strongly agree = 71.4

Agree = 26.5

Disagree = 1.1

Strongly Disagree = .5
	Strongly agree = 65.6

Agree = 28.1

Disagree = 5.0

Strongly Disagree = .6

	Attend staff meetings
	Strongly agree = 55.5

Agree = 42.9

Disagree = 1.1

Strongly Disagree = .5
	Frequently = 62.1

Sometimes = 25.5

Rarely = .57

Never = 4.3

	Attend policy meetings
	Strongly agree = 51.3

Agree = 45.0

Disagree = 2.6

Strongly Disagree = 1.1
	Frequently = 23.1

Sometimes = 26.9

Rarely = 20.6

Never = 28.8

	Participate in agency community meetings
	Strongly agree = 49.2

Agree = 45.0

Disagree = 4.2

Strongly Disagree = 1.6
	Frequently = 32.9

Sometimes = 28.0

Rarely = 17.4

Never = 20.5

	Present agency information in community
	Strongly agree = 34.4

Agree = 51.3

Disagree = 10.1

Strongly Disagree = 3.7
	Frequently = 19.9

Sometimes = 19.9

Rarely = 18.0

Never = 42.2

	Workshop and in-service participation
	Strongly agree = 55.6

Agree = 40.7

Disagree = 3.2

Strongly Disagree = 0.5
	Frequently = 46.0

Sometimes = 31.7

Rarely = 11.2

Never = 11.2

	Direct involvement with individuals
	Strongly agree = 86.2

Agree = 12.7

Disagree = .5

Strongly Disagree = .5
	Frequently = 82.6

Sometimes = 9.3

Rarely = 5.0

Never = 3.1

	Direct involvement with families
	Strongly agree = 74.6

Agree = 20.1

Disagree = 4.8

Strongly Disagree = .5
	Frequently = 51.6

Sometimes = 26.1

Rarely = 6.8

Never = 13.7

	Direct involvement with groups
	Strongly agree = 70.4

Agree = 23.8

Disagree = 4.8

Strongly Disagree = 1.1
	Frequently = 50.3

Sometimes = 26.1

Rarely = 11.2

Never = 11.2

	Direct involvement with communities
	Strongly agree = 62.4

Agree = 28.6

Disagree = 6.3

Strongly Disagree = 2.1
	Frequently = 36.0

Sometimes = 32.3

Rarely = 14.9

Never = 16.8

	*Direct involvement with other organizations
	Strongly agree = 61.4

Agree = 30.7

Disagree = 4.8

Strongly Disagree = 2.1
	Frequently = 41.6

Sometimes = 30.4

Rarely = 13.0

Never = 13.7


	Interventions/Direct Practice Opportunities
	Pre %
	Post %

	Interviewing
	Strongly agree = 77.2

Agree = 20.6

Disagree = 2.1

Strongly Disagree = 0.0
	Frequently = 64.0

Sometimes = 22.4

Rarely = 6.2

Never = 7.5

	Assessment
	Strongly agree = 80.4

Agree = 19.

Disagree = .5

Strongly Disagree = 0.0
	Frequently = 59.0

Sometimes = 23.6

Rarely = 7.5

Never = 9.9

	Crisis intervention
	Strongly agree = 72.3

Agree = 23.9

Disagree = 3.2

Strongly Disagree = 0.5
	Frequently = 32.3

Sometimes = 33.5

Rarely = 17.4

Never = 16.8

	Service coordination
	Strongly agree = 67.6

Agree = 28.7

Disagree = 3.2

Strongly Disagree = 0.5
	Frequently = 42.4

Sometimes = 29.8

Rarely = 16.1

Never = 10.6

	Working with groups
	Strongly agree = 63.0

Agree = 31.2

Disagree = 5.3

Strongly Disagree = 0.5
	Frequently = 46.0

Sometimes = 25.5

Rarely = 15.5

Never = 12.4

	Working with families
	Strongly agree = 63.8

Agree = 29.3

Disagree = 5.9

Strongly Disagree = 1.1
	Frequently = 47.8

Sometimes = 26.7

Rarely = 9.9

Never = 15.5

	Advocacy for individuals
	Strongly agree = 70.1

Agree = 27.8

Disagree = 1.1

Strongly Disagree = 1.1
	Frequently = 56.5

Sometimes = 26.1

Rarely = 8.7

Never = 8.7

	Advocacy for policies and programs
	Strongly agree = 61.3

Agree = 28.7

Disagree = 2.2

Strongly Disagree = 7.7
	Frequently = 35.6  Sometimes = 24.4

Rarely = 12.5

Never = 9.4


	Research and Evaluation Opportunities
	Pre %
	Post %

	Develop outcome measurements understandings
	Strongly agree = 58.0

Agree = 38.3

Disagree = 2.7

Strongly Disagree = .5
	Frequently = 50.9

Sometimes = 35.4

Rarely = 8.1

Never = 5.6

	Learned to evaluate my own practice/performance
	Strongly agree = 64.4

Agree = 29.8

Disagree = 4.3

Strongly disagree = 1.1
	Frequently = 62.7

Sometimes = 31.1

Rarely = 5.0

Never = 1.2

	Participate in agency research
	Strongly agree = 47.3

Agree = 37.2

Disagree = 12.2

Strongly Disagree = 2.1
	Frequently = 28.0

Sometimes = 26.7

Rarely = 18.6

Never = 26.1

	Develop agency evaluation tools knowledge
	Strongly agree = 59.6

Agree = 35.6

Disagree = 2.7

Strongly Disagree = 1.1
	Frequently = 53.4

Sometimes = 29.2

Rarely = 10.6

Never = 6.8


	Professional Growth and Development
	Pre %


	Post %



	Utilize supervision effectively for professional growth
	Strongly agree = 73.9

Agree = 25.5

Disagree = .5

Strongly Disagree = 0.0
	Frequently = 78.3

Sometimes = 16.1

Rarely = 4.3

Never = 1.2

	Integrate social work values and ethics
	Strongly agree = 81.8

Agree = 17.6

Disagree = .5

Strongly Disagree = 0.0
	Frequently = 82.0

Sometimes = 14.9

Rarely = 1.9

Never = 1.2

	Develop competence working with others
	Strongly agree = 79.3

Agree = 19.7

Disagree = .5

Strongly Disagree = .5
	Frequently = 88.8

Sometimes = 10.6

Rarely = 0.6

Never = 0.0

	Develop communication skills awareness
	Strongly agree = 80.9

Agree = 18.1

Disagree = .5

Strongly Disagree = .5
	Frequently = 87.6

Sometimes = 10.6

Rarely = .6

Never = 1.2

	Apply classroom theory of human development
	Strongly agree = 82.4

Agree = 15.2

Disagree = 1.6

Strongly Disagree = 0.0
	Frequently = 62.4

Sometimes = 21.0

Rarely = 13.7

Never = 0.0

	Apply classroom theory of human diversity
	Strongly agree = 79.8

Agree = 19.1

Disagree = 1.1

Strongly Disagree = 0.0
	Frequently = 78.9

Sometimes = 16.1

Rarely = 3.7

Never = 0.6

	Evaluate professional growth/development
	Strongly agree = 81.9

Agree = 17.0

Disagree = 0.5

Strongly Disagree = 0.5
	Frequently = 85.1

Sometimes = 10.6
Rarely = 3.7

Never = 0.6


Table 4 - BSW Course Assignment Aggregate Scores 
	Course
	Assignment
	Time Period & % Students Earning “B” or higher

	SWK 201
	Final Course Exam
	Fall 2007 to Spring 2009 – 88%

	SWK 302
	Mid-term Exam
	Fall 2005 to Summer 2009 – 58% 

	SWK 303
	In-Class Presentation
	Fall 2008 to Spring 2009 – 100% 

	SWK 303
	Family/Community Assessment Paper
	Spring 2009 (commenced) – 81%

	SWK 304
	Research Proposal
	Fall 2005 to Spring 2009 – 87% 

	SWK 304
	Final Exam
	Fall 2008 to Summer 2009 – 82% 

	SWK 305
	Qualitative Research Report
	Fall 2005 to Spring 2009 – 89% 

	SWK 350
	Interview Role Play Assignment
	Fall 2009 to Spring 2009 – 91% 

	SWK 350
	In-Class Presentation
	Spring 2008 to Summer 2009 – 95% 

	SWK 350
	Service Learning Assignment
	Spring 2008 to Summer 2009 – 98% 

	SWK 385
	Case Study
	Spring 2007 to Summer 2009 – 84%

	SWK 485
	Reflection Paper
	Summer 2008 to Summer 2009 – 90% 

	SWK 485
	Grant Proposal Paper
	Summer 2008 to Summer 2009 – 95% 


Table 5 – Ohio Licensure Passage Rates (LSW) - 2000 to 2008
	Exam Year
	CSU –          first time 
	National –      first time
	CSU - repeaters
	National - repeaters

	2008
	82%
	68%
	42%
	29%

	2007
	85%
	78%
	35%
	33%

	2006
	85%
	78%
	20%
	28%

	2005
	75%
	79%
	34%
	29%

	2004
	70%
	81%
	17%
	29%

	2003
	74%
	82%
	24%
	33%

	2002
	73%
	84%
	28%
	38%

	2001
	76%
	84%
	14%
	39%

	2000
	74%
	82%
	38%
	39%


� Buchan, V., Rodenhiser, R., Hull, G., Smith, M., Rogers, J., Pike, C., & Ray, J. (2004). Evaluating an assessment tool for undergraduate social work education: Analysis of the baccalaureate educational assessment package, Journal of Social Work Education, 40(2), 239-248.


� All reported statistics are medians. Students’ entrance scores are all within one standard deviation of the national norm (including over 40 other Schools of Social Work). National norm comparisons total score has a Cronbach’s alpha of .81. This scale compares students’ adherence to professional values in relation to the profession’s population of BSW students. Student exit survey scores are also all within national norms except for social justice values score which dropped during the assessment time frame and is slightly over two standard deviations from the mean.





� 0 = very poor; 2 = poor; 4 = adequate; 6 = good; 8 = very good; 10 = superb
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