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Executive Summarytc \l1 "Executive Summary
The Inter-University Consortium (IUC) is a collaboration among the Los Angeles County Department of Children and Family Services (DCFS) and the four social work schools in Los Angeles County - the School of Social Work at the University of Southern California (USC), The Department of Social Welfare at the University of California at Los Angeles, and the Depart​ments of Social Work at California State Universities at Long Beach and at Los Angeles. The IUC uses Title IV-E funds to provide educational stipends for MSW students in exchange for a commitment to work at DCFS for one year after graduation. While in school, the students have a one-year field placement with DCFS and they receive specialized training in public child welfare. The program has successfully achieved the goal of attracting professional social workers to the field of public child welfare. 

However, while more social workers with graduate training have entered the DCFS work force as a result of this effort, the high turn-over rate of such workers has posed yet another challenge - that of retention. From 40% to 50% of the IUC graduates leave the job with DCFS after their one-year commitment. This turnover rate has been fairly consistent among schools and over the years of the program. Indeed, this rate is roughly similar to that of all new DCFS caseworkers. It is clear that the retention of graduates by DCFS is directly related to the success of the IUC program. The Retention Study at the USC Center On Child Welfare was designed to better understand this issue of retention in public child welfare. Over the course of four years, all of the IUC interns of the USC program were systematically interviewed, many of them repeat​edly. Conclusions were derived from content analysis of the interview data, as well as from a statistical analysis of quantified interview data. The basic issue addressed by the project is the commitment of the interns to careers in public child welfare. The extent to which interns are committed to these careers, the ways in which this commitment has been shaped by their personal and professional lives prior to beginning graduate social work education, and the ways in which this commitment is shaped by the training program and by their subsequent careers as caseworkers in DCFS were explored. Factors which interns bring with them to the placement, as well as factors inherent to the DCFS job, which enhance or reduce this commitment to public child welfare were identified.


Method

The original design for the study called for annual interviews with all USC IUC graduates at each point of their transition through the internship and subsequent employment with DCFS - upon arriving at the internship, when graduating and beginning work with DCFS, upon their one-year anniversary when they are faced with the choice of continuing employment past the one-year commitment, and annually thereafter whether or not they remain with DCFS.

The first internship year was 1991; the interviews began in 1994. Thus, many interns were first interviewed at later stages of their transition. Seventy-four students were interviewed, for a total of 125 interviews completed. Three cohorts were followed from the time they began the internship until their one-year anniversary with DCFS - those students who began employ​ment with DCFS in 1995, 1996, and 1997. 

The primary theme of the interviews is preparation for a career in public child welfare. For new interns, this means a focus on family, community, work, and educational experiences prior to coming to social work school. For graduates on the job, this entails a shift to assessing the usefulness of the internship, the MSW education, and sources of training and support on the job.

In addition to the qualitative analysis of the interview data, a quantitative analysis was undertaken of those concepts where data were available.

These data are from three sources:

1) Basic demographics, including gender, ethnicity, and the decision to stay or leave, were part of each interview.

2) Each of the interviews contained a number of scaled questions addressing such topics as job satisfaction, the relative importance of the stipend in choosing the intern​ship, and commitment to public child welfare. This was done in order to focus the interviews, to develop quantitative descriptive data, and to test items for an eventual survey questionnaire.

3) The analysis of the qualitative interview data derived a number of concepts and categories. After all the interviews had been analyzed, and after these categories were specified, the interviews were coded in terms of the new variable categories. In this way, the qualitative data were quantified. 

As this approach is an interpretation of narrative data, the validity of these conclusions remains provisional. Rather it is the intention to generate theories which are grounded in the experiences and narra​tives of these graduates. The accep​tance of these observa​tions as fact, and of these proposals as valid theories, awaits hypothesis-testing research with a larger group of work​ers.


Demographic Characteristics

There were 74 USC interns who were interviewed at least once for this study, and there were 68 subjects in the pool for quantitative analysis. Of these, as of August, 1999, 32 (47%) had left DCFS, while 36 (53%) had remained. There is no difference in retention rate for first and second year interns. Cohorts consisted of groups of interns that began work at DCFS together. Thus, for example, the 1993 cohort consists of students who had their first year internship in 1991-92 and second year interns from 1992-93. While there is some interesting variation in retention by cohort year, these differences are not statistically significant.

Most (88%) of the graduates were female. Males and females are equally likely to leave the job. There is considerable ethnic diversity in this group of graduates. While 38% of the graduates are Caucasian, 21% are Latino, 33% are African-American, and 8% are Asian. Though there are no statistically significant differences by ethnicity in retention, it appears that Asians may be more likely to remain on the job.

There is no difference in mean age between the two groups. Though the differences are not statistically significant, examining age by category indicates that older graduates may be more likely to remain on the job. This confirms the impression from the qualitative data that second career social workers are more likely to remain on the job with DCFS.


The Path to Public Child Welfare

When questioned about what in their lives had prepared them for this job, interns referred primarily to the personal values and skills that they were bringing with them to the job, and secondarily to work and volunteer experience prior to entering graduate school. Personal skills and attributes were developed in family, community, and cultural settings. Almost all interns identified a concern for helping others as the most important value that they bring with them to this career, though the emphasis and the language varied.

Professional skills were obtained from previous work or volunteer experience, or from the first year placement. These work experiences have given interns realistic expecta​tions about this kind of work, as well as some specific skills necessary for the job - skills such as counseling and knowledge about substance abuse problems. Interestingly, previous education was not brought up as a source of preparation for this job. 

The data reveal the presence of a universal path to social work as a profession. Each of these interns followed the below general path into the profession, but with interesting variations.

1) The interns began their paths toward the social work profession by perceiving a need in their environments that concerned them personally. This perception was either direct - through personal, family, or community problems that were experienced by the intern or by those personally close to the intern, or indirect - through work or volunteer experience.

2) The next step was to become directly involved with the relief of these needs. These experiences may have been direct personal or family responses to problems, or they may have been involvement in business activity, volunteer work, or paid human services work. It is these experiences of grappling with specific social problems that led to the decision to enter social work, because of both gratification at achieving some success in addressing the problems and a desire to achieve more. 

3) During the process of responding to these needs social work was compared to other professions. These were considered as alternate paths to the same goal - effectively addressing the perceived needs. Alternate paths considered include law school, medical school, psychology, public health, and teaching. Social work appeared to be the best method of approaching these needs because of its variety and flexibility, its ability to bridge individual and community needs, and its direct application.

Pervasive throughout these interviews is the influence of family, and, for many, the influence of the neighborhoods in which they grew up. In the context of the above description of the path to social work, early family and community experiences were analyzed in terms of the process of exposure to social problems that the interns went through. The first distinction to emerge was between direct and indirect experiences of social problems. Direct exposure means that a serious personal or social problem occurred to the intern or to others personally connected to the intern. These experiences were categorized into personal problems - those which occurred directly to the subjects, family problems - those which occurred within the families of the subjects, and community problems - those which occurred in he communities in which the subjects grew up.

The quantitative data suggest that those who experience problems during their childhood are more likely to remain on the job than are those who do not experience these problems. While the differences here are not statistically significant, there is a clear pattern. Sixty-one per cent of those reporting no total problems have left the job, and only 30% of those with three or more total reported problems have left the job. There is a statistically significant relationship between community problems in particular and retention. Fifty-four per cent of those reporting no community problems have left the job, while only 28% of those reporting the presence of childhood community problems left the job with DCFS. 

To understand this relationship between early personal and family problems and job retention, it is necessary to carefully examine the path to public child welfare taken from the time of childhood to the decision to remain at the job at DCFS. It is hypothesized here that these early childhood experiences, among individuals that choose social work as a career, leads to the development of particular coping skills that are useful for thriving in the bureaucratic atmosphere of public child welfare settings.

By contrast with the direct experience of personal problems, indirect exposure refers to experiencing a social problem in a volunteer or work setting. Though these experiences did have a direct emotional impact on interns, the problems were occurring to individuals not intimately connected to them.. A second dimension is that of when in the interns( lives these experiences occurred. Whereas most of the interns date these experiences from their early childhood, there is a subgroup of interns who turned to social work as a profession following events occurring in their lives as adults. These interns are approaching social work as a second career. They are older than the others, and may be more likely to remain on the job with DCFS.


Responses to Social and Personal Problems

The responses of the interns to these personal and family problems reflect different coping styles and buffering agents. Nevertheless, a common feature to all interns who experi​enced family problems in childhood is that they did something about it. While the interns( exposure to family problems and traumatic experiences was profound and extensive, being exposed to family problems as a child did not result in a state of powerlessness or victimization for the interns. Rather, they learned to cope in a variety of positive ways. Eventually, they sought help, received it, and developed a commitment to helping others.

All of the interns who experienced personal problems - domestic violence, sexual abuse, and/or alcoholic or absent fathers - participated in personal therapy. In addition, most of those who were exposed to personal problems in their families sought out community support through their churches. The interns( remarks regarding the responses of their families to social problems reflect opposite poles - from pro-active involvement to denial. On one hand, a majority of the interns reported their families responding in a positive manner. According to these interns, their families became stronger, made courageous decisions in search of a better future, viewed problems as temporary, and were role models. Mothers as role models emerged from these data as an important protective factor, one common to each of the problem exposure categories. On the other hand, a number of interns indicated that their families reacted in negative ways - remained in denial of the problems, remained unwilling to address them, or sought to be accommodating to others as a means of gaining acceptance. A number of respondents indicated that the community in which they grew up was both supportive and responsive in addressing social problems and meeting the needs of others. In looking at the role of families, a positive family response to problems is present only in families with community problems, and is present in all of them. That is to say, none of the interns who were exposed to personal problems in their childhoods reported a positive family response to these problems. The interns reporting positive community responses are found only among those who were exposed to family and community problems. This analysis demonstrates associations among types of problem exposure in child​hood, responses to those problems, and, possibly in the long run, turnover and retention in public child welfare. 


Deciding On Social Work As A Career 

The majority of interns made their decision to enter into the field of social work while completing their undergraduate college studies or shortly after graduation. Nearly all interns expressed that other professionals helped influence their choice to enter the social work profes​sion. Importantly, social workers were the principal source of this influence. Interest in children and a desire to work with them is a primary factor that brought these interns into social work. The foundation for the decision to pursue social work as a profession develops during early family and community experiences, but the actual decision is made in the context of specific work and volunteer experiences. For a group of individuals so young, there is an astonishing wealth of social work related experience. All of these interns have taken the initiative during their undergraduate years, or during their work years before returning to graduate school, to place themselves in helping situations through volunteer work, or paid part-time and summer work. The extent of volunteer work in particular is striking. The importance of these experiences for career development cannot be overestimated.

From the qualitative data, it appeared that those with a medium amount of work experi​ence in their backgrounds left DCFS or intended to leave, compared with both those who were new to the job market and with those with extensive work histories. It was concluded that some graduates may simply be more used to and accepting of frequent job change, and therefore naturally more ready to move on when opportunities arise. In addition, the older graduates who are entering public child welfare as a second career seem more willing to stay on the job past the year commitment. From the quantitative data, there are no statistically significant differences in retention by length of work history, but the direction of these data tend to support the impressions from the qualitative data. 

Most of the interns were psychology, social work or human development majors, but many other majors were represented as well, including sociology, psychology, literature, business, and political science. Undergraduate education was seldom volunteered as of signifi​cance in preparing interns for this career. Generally, these graduates spoke positively about the MSW program at USC, though with some fascinating differences between those who stayed and those who left. The graduates who left found the value of the MSW program in learning about issues pertaining to professional social work values, and identity, and they were more likely to value highly the training in cultural diversity issues. Those who valued their graduate education were more likely to remain on the job.

One or two graduates from each year disliked the placement, but others generally look back on the internship positively. Those who were satisfied with the placement expressed positive things about the supervision, about peers, and about DCFS colleagues. There are contradictory judgements about the preparatory value of the internship, often from the same interns. On one hand, the internship failed to prepare them for the job. Though many of them emphasized that nothing could prepare one for this job, a few were quite adamant that the internship was a failure in this regard. On the other hand, it was often stated that the internship did prepare them for the job. Generally, there was a reported mismatch between the internship and actually working at DCFS. The internship provided better and more supportive supervision, more camaraderie, fewer cases, and the opportunity to work in depth with these few cases. However, it neglected the reality of the actual work, in terms of caseloads, forms, audits, court reports, and the like. This mismatch represents a dilemma for the graduates - some of them emphasize that they appreciate the opportunity to prepare in this environ​ment, while acknowl​edging its unreality. Others resent the fact that the setting did not prepare them for the reality of the job, while acknowledging the benefits of the support in the internship. It is an open question whether the placement should be more like (the reality of working in DCFS( by sacrificing the value of working in depth with a few cases. The quantitative data show that those who found the internship useful on the job are more likely to remain on the job than are those who found it not useful.


Looking Ahead - DCFS and Beyond

Prior to beginning work with DCFS, there is a certain degree of specificity about career goals that is fairly consistent across the interviews. These interns have distinct directions in which they intend their careers to go, e.g., administration, activism, clinical work. But beyond that sense of direction, there is not much specificity about details or timelines. The focus of these planned careers is on these particular activities, not on the issue of remaining with DCFS. Most of these interns are waiting to see whether they are able to pursue their career goals within DCFS. In general, these interns do not intend to stay at DCFS as a caseworker for very long. They are very open to remaining at DCFS for a long time, but only if DCFS meets their needs to achieve more ambitious goals. 

To some extent, stated intentions at the time of the internship can predict future retention. Those who left the job were more likely to agree that they would try other jobs, and that they would not work at DCFS for more than three years. It is the exceptions, however, that seem most interesting here. Consistent with the overall wait and see attitude of the interns about remaining at DCFS, it seems best not to rely too much on stated intentions regarding staying on the job.

There are no differences in the degree of commitment to the field of public child welfare between those who remained on the job and those who left. It is important to emphasize that a lack of commitment to child welfare is not among the reasons for which graduates choose to leave DCFS. Rather, it is that they do not regard DCFS as the best environment in which to pursue the goals of child welfare.


Working at DCFS

The descriptions of working for DCFS contained in the interviews are easy to summarize: the work is interesting and challenging, but very demanding; there is too much of it; and there is too little support from the organization. Caseloads are high, and many of the clients have overwhelming problems. The work can be physically dangerous. There is too much paperwork, the (system( is confusing, and relations with the courts are difficult. At the same time, consistent direction from within DCFS is scarce. The graduates said they often feel as one unimportant worker in a mass of co-workers that was constantly changing. Workers often left the agency or were being relocated while new workers arrived.

All of the respondents indicated that the job (gets to you(. Some are personally over​whelmed by the problems of the clients, and by their role as social workers in dealing with those problems. Others described being overwhelmed by the inadequacy of the system in which they are working. And others were overwhelmed merely by the sheer volume of the work. All of the graduates still on the job had concerns about the negative impact of this job on their personal lives. All reported that they have to take the work home with them, and that this job requires more of their time than 40 hours per week.

The problems of working for DCFS were synthesized into two dilemmas, one of goal confusion and one of role confusion. The goal dilemma reported by these graduates is the contradiction between the need to see families and the need to complete paperwork. Of bureau​cratic necessity, completing the paperwork comes first, resulting in the perceived neglect of clients. Children are visited, as is mandated by regulation, but too briefly. The second dilemma is between the professional social work role which they are seeking, and the reality of being a caseworker for DCFS. These young workers, who have just come out of graduate school, still have a fresh and vivid memory of how social workers should serve their clients. In child protective agencies, they face high caseloads, an extensive amount of paper work and a physical setting that does not resemble a counseling setting. Some workers questioned whether public child welfare is a suitable setting for practicing social work, given the current conditions. Most workers in this study, however, were more concerned with searching for ways of performing child protective services in a manner that would be in line with their standards of professional social work. They believed that working with children and families is an important part of doing social work. Their difficulties were those of trying to maintain the high workload while not compromising the standards of the social work profession as they perceived it.

The positive part of the job is the opportunity to help families and children. This was universally reported as the primary source of satisfaction from the job, though those who stay naturally report more satisfaction with the job than those who left. A strong asset of this job is the flexibility and the freedom of the job. And there are many different types of jobs and projects within DCFS. Those who stay report more satisfaction with the pay, and with the benefits, than did those who left. Most important, however, is that those who stay report that, in spite of all of these problems, they are in fact helping their clients. Those who remain on the job are more likely to consider themselves effective with both clients and the courts than are those who left the job. Eighty per cent of those who left felt they were not effective with clients, and 100% of those who left felt they were not effective with the courts.

From the interviews, DCFS supervisors were categorized into three types: Positive supervisors, negative supervisors, and absent supervisors. Good supervisors are emotionally supportive in that they allow their workers to vent, and they know when to intervene with support. They know their staff as individuals, and modify their supervision to meet their individual needs. They are available as needed, and they are knowledgeable about the work. In contrast, worker contact with negative supervisors makes their jobs harder. Not only do these supervisors fail to provide the guidance and support of the positive supervisors, they actually at times make the job more difficult by intruding unnecessarily into the daily work of the interview​ees. Absent supervisors don(t do anything with workers unless approached. 

Examining the patterns of supervision among the graduates in the qualitative data reveals that type of supervisor may be an important factor in the decision to leave DCFS. Those who left all had negative supervisors at the time they decided to leave. Two of these experienced only negative supervisors while at DCFS, but five of them had one or more positive supervisors followed by a negative supervisor. This latter pattern may have been particularly demoralizing for these workers. In contrast, among those who stayed, there were a number of absent supervi​sors but no negative supervisors. However, the quantitative data do not confirm these conclu​sions. 

The quantitative data do, however, support the importance of obtaining supervision for licensure. Clinical supervision for licensure appears to be difficult to obtain at DCFS. While less than half of the respondents received clinical supervision for licensure, 67% of those receiving supervision for the LCSW remain on the job, compared with 49% of those who did not receive this supervision.


Staying at DCFS

Remaining on the job as a caseworker at DCFS, and doing so in a manner which is professionally and personally satisfying depends on achieving a balance in the work, a balance between the workers( opposing goals of doing paperwork vs. spending time with clients, and a balance between the ideal role of a professional social worker and the real role of a DCFS worker. Most important is that the workers who have stayed, especially those who anticipate remaining on the job for the foreseeable future, have resolved the dilemma between the ideal and the real. They have developed a clinical style which they believe is effective in meeting the needs of the clients, meets the demands of DCFS, and is professionally satisfying. This is in stark contrast with the graduates who left - and with those who remain, but are frustrated and unsatis​fied with the work. This clinical style is characterized by a balance among the roles of clients, workers, and the courts, and a respect for the varying authority and responsibility of each.

In an examination of adjustment to the work, four related components of adjustment were identified. Together these four components enable the worker to do child protective work as one individual in a community of colleagues that are all familiar with the organization(s culture, ideology, and practices. 

1) Learning new skills was required to adjust to the job, and some workers specifically pointed to these processes of learning and improving skills as the component that contributed most to their adjustment. Workers learned to become more efficient by changing their working habits. 

2) Developing a wide social network in the work place is an important component of the adjustment process. Such a network provides avenues to access information that is vital for doing child protective work. Information such as the availability of community resources, successful techniques for working with clients, or work habits that promote efficiency, cannot be found in books or in agency manuals. 

3) The workers( perceptions of self, the agency, the clients and the services are shaped and reshaped over time as the new workers attempt to understand their reality at the agency. New experiences and new meanings develop until the workers reach some sort of familiarity, stability and predictability of their world in the agency. When workers reach that stage they already have a coherent view about themselves as workers, the process of adjustment, the agency and the nature of their work. The workers( attempts to understand and accept the reality in which they work is the focus of this third, internal component of adjustment. 

4) While these new workers looked for rationalizations for accepting the reality at the agency, they still did not give up on trying to change this reality into something that they believed is better. They got involved in the union and in committees. New workers talked about trying to change their supervisors to become more reflective and helpful to them.

Quantitative data tends to confirm that those who successfully adjusted to work at DCFS were willing to learn new skills. 


Leaving DCFS

Of the 68 subjects, at the time of data collection, 32 (47%) had left DCFS, while 36 (53%) had remained. The graduates who leave DCFS do so when their committed time is lapsed, i.e., on, or shortly after, their first year anniversary. For the most part, graduates who left DCFS did so between 12 and 18 months after beginning their employment.

Those who left DCFS did so because of the problems with the job identified above. The stated reasons for leaving include a difficult bureaucratic system, high caseloads, too much paperwork, and not enough time to spend with clients. It is important to emphasize the conditions of the job that are factors in the departure of these interns. Regardless of recruitment and selection issues, fewer workers would leave DCFS if the agency were able to respond to some of these problems. A number of the interns in this study who left reported that they likely would have remained working for DCFS if the caseloads were smaller, the workload more reasonable, and the supervisors more helpful.

The only important distinction to emerge from the qualitative data between the two groups in terms of their organizational experiences has to do with supervision. Those who left were more likely to have had negative supervisors, frequently following positive supervisors. In spite of our conclusions about supervisors above, our impression from the interviewees was that having a bad supervisor constituted a (last straw( for those who left, rather than the primary reason for leaving. The second supervisory issue pertains to the availability of clinical licensure, an important issue for all professional social workers. DCFS could go some distance toward retaining MSWs through the provision of on-the-job supervision for licensure.

Here is a summary of the differences between USC IUC graduates who have remained on the job and those who have left, from the qualitative data, the quantitative data, or from both.

Interns with a fair amount of previous work experience were more likely to leave DCFS than graduates with very little work experience.

Older graduates who chose child welfare as a second career for the most part have remained at DCFS.

Interns with indirect initial experiences with personal and social problems were likely to leave DCFS, while those who directly experienced such problems early in their lives were likely to stay.

Interns who stayed were more concerned about both the stipend and the guarantee of a job, when choosing this internship.

Those who have stayed tend to be more satisfied with the pay and the benefits of the job than those who left.

While all of the graduates describe the job as overwhelming, those who stayed have achieved ways of buffering themselves from the overwhelmingness of the job. The most important way for those who stayed to achieve the necessary balance is through a certain kind of relationship with clients. 

Those who left were surprised at how unprepared they were for the job initially, while those who stayed accepted the need to become prepared through job experience. Those staying on the job were more willing than those who left to learn new job manage​ment, survival, and administrative skills.

Those who have stayed see themselves as more effective on the job.

Those who remained on the job were more likely to find their graduate education, and the internship as useful on the job than were those who left.

Those who left valued the professional identity parts of their graduate education at USC, and they criticized DCFS for ignoring their professional identity and values, while those who stayed valued the skill and practical knowledge aspect of the MSW education, and tended to criticize USC for not providing enough of that.

Those who left the job were more likely to have expressed their intention to do so at the time of the internship than were those who remain.

Based on these data, the graduates who have chosen to remain at DCFS seem to be concerned about practical matters, while those who left may be described as more idealistic. The (idealism( consists of clear ideas about their profession, their values, their careers, and about DCFS and what it would be like to work there. When confronted with a clear mismatch between their ideals and the reality of work within DCFS, they chose to pursue their ideals elsewhere rather than compromise by adapting to that reality.

The (practicality( of those who stayed is demonstrated by the fact that they were more concerned about the stipend, and, especially, about the guaranteed job, upon entering the placement; they are more satisfied with the pay and benefits at DCFS; and they are less con​cerned with issues of professional values and identity than are the graduates who left. Though they have remained on the job, they were tentative about DCFS when they entered the internship, and in fact, they continue to remain tentative about their careers. Many of them have come from families where they had direct experiences of personal or social problems, or from previous careers where they had direct experiences with the difficulties and dissatisfactions of the working world.

Because they bring a (wait and see( attitude to the job, they have been less overwhelmed by the job itself. They have been more willing to accept the reality of working for DCFS, and more willing to learn on the job. They have been more able to apply the lessons of their education and internship to the job. In sum, they have been able to achieve the balance necessary to obtain professional satisfaction while minimizing the effect of bureaucratic obstacles.

An overall conclusion to emerge at various points from the qualitative data, and con​firmed at times by the quantitative data, is that those workers who remain on the job have been, and continue to be, more actively (engaged( in the process of defining themselves as public child welfare professionals. This internal process of engagement consists of actively and continually relating their experiences, personal and professional, to the placement and to the responsibilities of the job. This process of engagement is one that has begun at least as soon as the beginning of the internship and continues throughout a successful career as a child welfare worker.

With few exceptions, the graduates who left DCFS went into jobs working with children or adolescents, mostly in private settings. They are reporting greater satisfaction with their new positions, with better supervision, clinical supervision for professional licensure, and more opportunities for counseling. Those who left described having less stress, a general lessening in job intensity, more time for friends and family, greater administrative support in the new organization, and more opportunities for growth.
Each graduate that left reported that working for DCFS was a very valuable experience and a positive step in their careers. They all use knowledge obtained at the DCFS job on their current jobs. Each of them pointed to the knowledge of the (system( as of crucial importance, especially in terms of being better able to understand and help the clients with whom they are currently working. And some graduates reported valuable experience in working with certain types of clients, such as abused children and substance abusing adults. A few graduates spoke about the experience in terms of learning more about themselves, their limits, and their profes​sional preferences.

As many interns, both those who left, and those who stayed, pointed out during the interviews, there is not necessarily a relationship between remaining at DCFS and being committed to a career in public child welfare, and this conclusion is confirmed by the quantita​tive analysis. Those few interviewees who remain at DCFS, but intend to leave, and those who have left DCFS for jobs outside of public child welfare, do not report a high commitment to a career in public child welfare, but all of the other interns, inside or outside of DCFS, do report a high commitment to public child welfare.


A Model for Explaining Retention in Public Child Welfare

Though the conclusions for this study are tentative, it is possible at this point to outline a model for further study of retention among child welfare workers. Such a model would relate worker and agency characteristics to the decision to remain on the job, and would embody a chronological framework from childhood experiences to career decisions. Characteristics of workers include past personal, family, and community problems; personality traits; attitudes toward work and the agency; and ways of adjusting to the job. Issues of supervision and licensure have been identified as important agency factors relating to retention. Commitment to the agency and to the field of child welfare are important outcomes, in addition to retention.

THE RETENTION OF STIPENDED UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 

MSW GRADUATES 

IN THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY DEPARTMENT 

OF CHILDREN AND FAMILY SERVICES

Introductiontc \l1 "Introduction
The Inter-University Consortium (IUC) is a collaboration between the four graduate programs of social work at the University of Southern California (USC), the University of California at Los Angeles, California State University at Long Beach, and California State University at Los Angeles; and the Los Angeles Department of Children and Family Services (DCFS). The IUC uses Title IV-E funds to provide educational stipends for MSW students in exchange for a commitment to work at DCFS for one year after graduation. While in school, the students have a one-year field placement with DCFS and they receive specialized training in child welfare. The program has successfully achieved the goal of attracting professional social workers to the field of public child welfare. 

However, while more social workers with graduate training have entered the DCFS work force as a result of this effort, the high turn-over rate of such workers has posed yet another challenge - that of retention. From 40% to 50% of the IUC graduates leave the job with DCFS after their one-year commitment. This turnover rate has been fairly consistent among schools and over the years of the program. Indeed, this rate is roughly similar to that of all new DCFS caseworkers. This raises a number of important issues about the value of the IUC stipend program, and of other similar programs. In comparing the costs - the stipend and the training costs for new hires - with the benefits of the program, how does one calculate the benefits in terms of period of service? The contract between DCFS and graduate calls for one year of service, yet the goal of the IUC program is often said to be the retention of graduates past the one year of service. Is the departure from DCFS of a new MSW after one year of service to be counted as a failure? During that year, DCFS benefitted from the enhanced education and training of that graduate. Also, as this study shows, when graduates leave DCFS they usually remain in the field of child welfare, and they count their time at DCFS as invaluable experience which they rely on greatly in their new jobs. So there is a benefit of the IUC program to the field of child welfare beyond the immediate value to DCFS. 

In any case, it is clear that the retention of graduates by DCFS is directly related to the success of the IUC program. The Retention Study at the USC Center On Child Welfare was designed to better understand this issue of retention in public child welfare. Over the course of four years, all of the IUC interns of the USC program were systematically interviewed, many of them repeatedly. Conclusions were derived from content analysis of the interview data, as well as from a statistical analysis of quantified interview data. The basic issue addressed by the project is the commitment of the interns to careers in public child welfare. Researchers explored the extent to which interns are committed to these careers, the ways in which this commitment had been shaped by their personal and professional lives prior to beginning social work school, and the ways in which this commitment was shaped by the training program and by their subsequent careers as caseworkers in DCFS. Factors which interns bring with them to the placement were identified, as were factors inherent to the DCFS job which enhanced or reduced this commitment to public child welfare. This study takes simple longevity as a proximate indicator of commit​ment, thus beginning with the issue of retention as basic to commitment. 

Eight reports were produced during the course of the evaluation project. This report is taken from those eight reports, and constitutes a final summary of the conclusions of the research project. The structure of the report is roughly chronological. After a description of the method of the study, and a presentation of the demographics of the sample, there is a description of the early childhood family and community experiences which shaped the decision to enter social work as a career, followed by a presentation of findings regarding the influence of previous educational experiences and the role of the internship itself. The next section is a discussion of career commitment and plans among the interns at the time just before beginning work with DCFS. Then there is an extensive discussion of the nature of the work at DCFS as described and experienced by these graduates, followed by a description of ways in which those graduates who remained on the job successfully adapted to the challenges of the job. The issue of retention is carried through each of these sections, as the conclusions of each are related to the issue of remaining on the job. Finally, there is a summary of the conclusions which pertain directly to retention, and an outline of a model for understanding retention in public child welfare.


Methodtc \l1 "Method
Sampletc \l2 "Sample
The original design for the study called for annual interviews with all USC IUC graduates at each point of their transition through the internship and subsequent employment with DCFS - upon arriving at the internship, when graduating and beginning work with DCFS, upon their one-year anniversary when they are faced with the choice of continuing employment past the one-year commitment, and annually thereafter whether or not they remain with DCFS.

The first internship year was 1991; the interviews began in 1994. Thus, many interns were first interviewed at later stages of their transition. Seventy-four students were interviewed, for a total of 125 interviews completed. Three cohorts were followed from the time they began the internship until their one-year anniversary with DCFS - those students who began employ​ment with DCFS in 1995, 1996, and 1997. Data on retention were taken from the DCFS personnel records accessed through the Inter-University Consortium, and reflect employment as of August, 1999. These records show that six of the 74 interns did not begin employment with DCFS; thus, there are 68 cases in the quantitative analysis. (While it is known that a number of graduates did not begin employment with DCFS, these six cases may also include a few graduates whose names changed subsequent to marriage.)

Interview Guidetc \l2 "Interview Guide
Though different versions of the interview guide were used for graduates at different points in the process of coming to the internship and moving through their first year of employ​ment at DCFS, and though the guide was revised somewhat over time to incorporate new interests, such as adjustment to working at DCFS, all versions of the questionnaire focused on a few primary concepts. The primary theme of the questionnaire is preparation for a career in public child welfare. For new interns, this means a focus on family, community, work, and educational experiences prior to coming to social work school. For graduates on the job, this entails a shift to assessing the usefulness of the internship, the MSW education, and sources of training and support on the job. The primary difference between versions of the guide was that the version used for incoming interns focused more on life before graduate school, while the version used for those who were already working focused more on working in DCFS. In addition, there are sections on career plans, commitment to child welfare, and the relationship of personal values to a career in public child welfare. Attached in the Appendix are the two main versions of the interview guide.

Qualitative Data Analysistc \l2 "Qualitative Data Analysis
In analyzing the interviews, the text of the interviews was coded according to content. These codes for the most part reflected the questions in the interview guide, but were not limited to them, as researchers were alert to other emerging categories. Then all coded text was moved to separate files per code. This text was reduced to derive a summary of each substantive category. This resulted in a thorough analysis of each category of information, independent of the other categories. Catego​ries across respondents were then examined to derive patterns of responses for individual subjects.

Because the questions asked evolved over time, and because different cohorts were at different points in the process of moving through the internship and through DCFS, different sets of conclusions are based on different subsets of the interviews. For example, the conclusions regarding adjustment are based on interviews only with those who remained on the job. Also, the conclusions regarding interns( responses to personal, family, and community are based on interviews with one cohort. Generally, conclusions derived from one set of interviews were verified and expanded upon with subsequent cohorts.

As this approach is an interpretation of narrative data, the validity of these conclusions remains provisional. It is the intention of this analysis to generate theories which are grounded in the experiences and narra​tives of these graduates. The accep​tance of these observa​tions as fact, and of these proposals as valid theories, awaits hypothesis-testing research with a larger group of work​ers.

Quantitative Datatc \l2 "Quantitative Data
In addition to the qualitative analysis of the interview data, a quantitative analysis was undertaken of those concepts where data were available.

These data are from three sources:

1) Basic demographics, including gender, ethnicity, and the decision to stay or leave, were part of each interview.

2) Each of the interviews contained a number of scaled questions addressing such topics as job satisfaction, the relative importance of the stipend in choosing the intern​ship, and commitment to public child welfare. This was done in order to focus the interviews, to develop quantitative descriptive data, and to test items for an eventual survey questionnaire.

3) The analysis of the qualitative interview data derived a number of concepts and categories. After all the interviews had been analyzed, and after these categories were specified, the original interviews were then coded in terms of the new variable categories. In this way, the qualitative interview data were quantified. 

In each case the statistical analysis consists of comparing those graduates who remain on the job with those who left on the variable of interest. Usually this is through cross tabulation, with the Chi-Square as a measure of statistical significance; occasionally the means of the two groups are compared using the t-test.

There are serious limitations to this method. The most important concerns the validity and reliability of variables derived in this manner from the qualitative data. Both the derivation of the categories and the subsequent coding of the qualitative material was a subjective process resulting in items with unknown validity and reliability. Many of the categories of interest were not the result of a direct question; rather they emerged from the data. Therefore, there are three categories of response - positive, negative, or not mentioned. On some variables, such as effectiveness with clients and courts, report positive and negative responses are reported, while excluding cases which did not mention the issue. On other variables, such as problems during childhood, there are only positive responses, or no responses (subjects did not report not having specific problems), so no cases are excluded.

A related issue is the timing of the questions. All USC IUC graduates were interviewed, most of them repeatedly. But these interviews were conducted while interviewees were at different points in the process of moving through the internship, their first year at DCFS, and their subsequent years at DCFS or at another job. As a result, some of these items are prospec​tive, and some are retrospective. In the presentation of results, this difference is clarified where it is relevant, but the timing of the original data collection remains a threat to the reliability of these items.

Because of the above issues, it is important to note the N in each of the individual analyses below. Cases may be missing for three reasons: 1) It is simply missing, as in ethnicity, 2) The question was not asked of some cohorts, as in the case of the number and quality of supervisors, or 3) No direct question was asked, and there was no positive or negative response. At the same time, a number of items with no missing cases count no response as a negative response.  

Though there are clearly validity problems with this method, the fact that there is a fairly large number of respondents enabled researchers to arrive at some preliminary judgements about the relationships among these variables. These are of particular interest where they confirm the conclusions from the qualitative analysis. However, it is important to note that these quantitative results, like those from the qualitative analysis, at this point are merely suggestive. In particular, it is important to note that these findings are based on data from the interns of only one social work school, and therefore cannot be generalized to other public child welfare workers.


Demographic Characteristicstc \l1 "Demographic Characteristics
There were 74 USC interns who were interviewed at least once for this study, and there were 68 subjects in the pool for quantitative analysis. Of these 68 subjects, as of August, 1999, 32(47%) had left DCFS, while 36 (53%) remained. Forty-two of these had been first year interns, and 26 had been second year interns. There is no difference in retention rate for first and second year interns (Table 1). 

Cohorts consisted of groups of interns that began work at DCFS together. Thus, for example, the 1993 cohort consists of students who had their first year internship in 1991-92 and second year interns from 1992-93. As expected, there has been less turnover with recent cohorts simply because they have been at work for less time, and there is some interesting variation in retention by cohort year, but none of these differences are statistically significant (Table 1).

Table 1 - Per cent of retention by internship years.
	
	Left Job
	Still On Job
	Total

	Year Of Internship
	
	
	

	   First Year
	21 

(50%)
	21

(50%)
	42

	   Second Year
	11

(42%)
	15

(58%)
	26

	   Total
	32

(47%)
	36

(53%)
	68

	Year Began Work At DCFS
	
	
	

	   1993
	11

(73%)
	4

(27%)
	15

	   1994
	2

(22%)
	7

(78%)
	 9

	   1995
	9

(50%)
	 9

(50%)
	18

	   1996
	6

(50%)
	6

(50%)
	12

	   1997
	2

(25%)
	6

(75%)
	8

	   1998
	2

(33%)
	4

(67%)
	6

	   Total
	32

(47%)
	36

(53%)
	68




Most (88%) of the graduates were female. As shown in Table 2, males and females are equally likely to leave the job. There is considerable ethnic diversity in this group of graduates. While 38% of the graduates are Caucasian, 21% are Latino, 33% are African-American, and 8% are Asian. Though there are no statistically significant differences by ethnicity in retention, it appears that Asians may be more likely to remain on the job. Four of the five Asians remain on the job (Table 2). 

Table 2 - Per cent of retention by gender and ethnicity.
	
	   Left Job 
	  Still On Job
	  Total

	Gender
	
	
	

	   Female 
	       29

      (48%)
	           31

          (52%)
	     60

	   Male
	         3

      (38%)
	            5

         (62%)
	       8

	   Total
	       32

      (47%)
	          36

         (53%)
	     68



	Ethnicity   
	
	
	

	   Latino
	         6

      (43%)
	            8

         (57%)
	     14

	   African-American
	         9

      (43%)
	          12

        (57%)
	21

	   Caucasian
	
14 

      (58%)
	10

(42%)
	24

	   Asian
	1

(20%)
	4

( 80%)
	5

	   Total
	30

(47%)
	34

(53%)
	64


There is no difference in mean age between the two groups (29 at the time they entered DCFS). Though the differences are not statistically significant, examining age by category (Table 3) indicates that both younger and older graduates may be more likely to remain on the job. This confirms the impression from the qualitative data that second career social workers are more likely to remain on the job with DCFS.

Table 3 - Per cent of retention by age categories.
	
	   Left Job 
	 Still On Job
	 Total

	Age
	
	
	

	   Under 26
	7

(37%)
	12

(63%)
	19

	   26 to 30
	16

(53%)
	14

(47%)
	30

	   31 to 35
	4

(50%)
	4

(50%)
	8

	   Over 35
	3

(38%)
	5

(62%)
	8

	   Total
	30

(46%)
	35

(54%)
	65


The Path to Public Child Welfaretc \l1 "The Path to Public Child Welfare
Preparationtc \l2 "Preparation
The primary theme of the interviews, especially with interns beginning the internship, was preparation for a career in public child welfare. When questioned about what in their lives had prepared them for this job, interns referred primarily to the personal values and skills that they were bringing with them to the job, and secondarily to work and volunteer experience prior to entering graduate school. Based on these responses our analysis turned to early childhood experiences, the ways in which interns and their families responded to these experiences, and then to how work and volunteer settings added to these experiences in ways which led to a choice of a career in public child welfare.

Personal skills and attributes were developed in family, community, and cultural settings. Almost all interns identified a concern for helping others as the most important value that they bring with them to this career, though the emphasis and the language varied. Several spoke simply of (caring about people,( others described their (empathy and respect( for the (dignity( of people, while some referred to their (obligation( to help others. The personal skills mentioned were leadership, organization, and, especially, the ability to get along with people.

Professional skills were obtained from previous work or volunteer experience, or from the first year placement. These work experiences gave interns realistic expecta​tions about this kind of work, as well as some specific skills necessary for the job - skills such as counseling and knowledge about substance abuse problems. Interestingly, previous education was not brought up by interviewees as a source of preparation for this job. 

The data reveal the presence of a universal path to social work as a profession. Each of these interns followed the below general path into the profession, but with interesting variations.

1) The interns began their paths toward the social work profession by perceiving a need in their environments that concerned them personally. This perception was either direct - through personal, family, or community problems that were experienced by the intern or by those personally close to the intern, or indirect - through work or volunteer experience.

2) The next step was to become directly involved with the relief of these needs. These experiences may have been direct personal or family responses to problems, or they may have been involvement in business activity, volunteer work, or paid human services work. It is these experiences of grappling with specific social problems that led to the decision to enter social work, because of both gratification at achieving some success in addressing the problems and a desire to achieve more. 

3) During the process of responding to these needs social work was compared to other professions. These were considered as alternate paths to the same goal - effectively addressing the perceived needs. Alternate paths considered include law school, medical school, psychology, public health, and teaching. Social work appeared to be the best method of approaching these needs because of its variety and flexibility, its ability to bridge individual and community needs, and its direct application. Those interns who chose social work comparatively early in the process were those who were supported in this choice by their families. In addition, the decision process can be helped by contact with other social workers during volunteer or work experience. 

Family And Community Experiencestc \l2 "Family And Community Experiences
Pervasive throughout these interviews is the influence of family, and, for many, the influence of the neighborhoods in which they grew up. In the context of the above description of the path to social work, early family and community experiences were analyzed in terms of the process of exposure to social problems that the interns went through. These conclusions emerged from the first set of interviews with 16 new first and second year interns, and were verified and expanded upon in the subsequent interviews. In addition, the quantitative analysis applied these categories to the entire set of interviews.

The first distinction to emerge was between direct and indirect experiences of social problems. Direct exposure means that a serious personal or social problem occurred to the intern or to others personally connected to the intern. These experiences were categorized into personal problems - those which occurred directly to the subjects, family problems - those which occurred within the families of the subjects, and community problems - those which occurred in he communities in which the subjects grew up. Tables 4,5, and 6 list the problems and the number of times which they were reported by subjects. (These items were derived from the qualitative data, i.e., there were not specific questions addressing these issues. (No( response indicates that the issue was not mentioned by subjects, not necessarily that they asserted that the problem did not occur. This way of measurement has under-counted the incidence of these problems within the graduates.)

Personal problems.

The first category is that of personal problems. A number of interns had direct, personal experiences of abuse, including physical, sexual, and emotional abuse, and neglect. 

Table 4 - Number of personal problems - events that occurred to the graduates themselves.
	
	   Yes
	   No

	Problem
	
	

	   Alcoholism or drug addiction
	      3
	    65

	   Divorce
	      4
	    64

	   Domestic violence
	      1
	    67

	   Adopted a child, or been a foster parent
	      2
	    66

	   Was adopted, or was in foster care as a child
	      2
	    66

	   Problems in school or work
	      2
	    66

	   Problems related to sexual orientation
	      1
	    67

	   Problems associated with immigration
	      1
	    67

	   Sexual abuse
	      2
	    66

	   Physical abuse
	      1
	    67

	   Emotional abuse and/or neglect
	      3
	    65

	   Teen parenthood
	      1
	    67

	   Obesity 
	      1
	    67

	   Serious relationship problems
	      2
	    66

	   Emotional problems
	      4
	    64

	   Death of a loved one
	      1
	    67

	   Other personal problems
	      5
	    63


Family problems.

A number of  interns reported direct contact with personal problems in their families of origin, including witnessing violence in the home and in the community, losing a close family member, or living with an alcoholic father. They reported that their problematic family back​grounds prepared them for the reality and the chaos of working in DCFS. (Personally, I came from a family of chaos. An alcoholic family. Chaos is not foreign to me. I deal with it because of my back​ground. I know about substance abuse. How it can impact a family. Most of my [clients] are substance abusers.(
Table 5 - Number of family problems - problems that occurred within the families of origin of the graduates.
	
	   Yes
	    No

	Problem
	
	

	  Alcoholism or drug addiction
	    15
	     53

	   Parents unhappily married
	      1
	     67

	   Parents separated or divorced
	      6 
	     62

	   Problems associated with immigration
	      7
	     61

	   Abuse or neglect
	      4
	     64

	   Domestic violence
	      4
	     64

	   Mental illness
	      3
	     65

	   Death of a parent, brother, or sister
	      2
	     66

	   Serious or life-threatening illness within the family
	      3
	     65

	   Serious criminal activity
	      1
	     67

	   Poverty
	      4
	     64

	   Other family problems
	      6
	     62


Community problems.

Other interns described formative experiences from their childhoods in their communi​ties, but without the accompanying problems within their own families. (It is related to the fact that I think people abuse children. Children have no rights. I was always sensitive to that. I saw people mistreat their children in the neighborhood, in the street.( A number of interns had direct experience with community problems as a result of acculturation experiences. (It was hard. I had to help a lot. First I learned the language and then I helped in translation and in finding services and filling out forms and contacting people. I did that because my parents couldn(t communicate well. They speak Spanish. But I was more mature because of that and more independent as an adolescent.(
Table 6 - Number of community problems - problems that occurred within the community of origin of the graduates.
	
	   Yes
	     No

	Problem
	
	

	   Poverty
	     8
	     60

	   Violence
	     4
	     64

	   Racial discrimination
	     6
	     62

	   Substance abuse
	     1
	     67

	   Other community problems
	     7
	     61


Combination of problems.

Of course, there is considerable overlap among the categories, as many graduates experienced problems from more than one category. Some interns reported direct experiences from earliest childhood of social problems within both their families and their communities. A number of interns are direct immigrants to the United States, while others are children or grandchildren of parents who immigrated to this country. Among these immigrants, there is a particularly high prevalence of exposure to family and personal trauma. The combination of immigration with personal problems within the family suggests that the stresses involved in being an immigrant, such as discrimination and language barriers, tax the coping ability of families and may contribute to the emergence of family difficulties or problems. One intern described her career as (... the result of things that I experienced because my parents were immigrants and had many difficulties. My father was an alcoholic. So I know how difficult it can be for the children.(
Some interns suffered a combination of community problems such as immigration and poverty along with disruption of the family structure, but without personal problems in the family. These interns lived in either single parent households with absent fathers, or in merged families as a result of adoption or previous divorces.

Indirect exposure to problems.

By contrast with the direct experience of personal problems, indirect exposure refers to experiencing a social problem in a volunteer or work setting. Though these experiences did have a direct emotional impact on interns, the problems were occurring to individuals not intimately connected to them. Interns fitting this pattern did not discuss social problems occurring to them or to those close to them; they did not report problems in their families of origin; and they did not talk about their communities at all. They had families who were personally supportive and taught them from an early age the importance of helping others. It was this work, encouraged by their families, which constitutes their exposure to social problems. As one intern expressed, (This is something I grew up with. My parents always emphasized that we should give to the less fortunate. Both of my parents came from very poor families....  They always were active in volunteer work, so this is something that was clear to me.( Another said, (It(s the family and it is the school and the religious value of sharing. I always remember that I collected things and sold them to provide money for charity. Community service is an important value.(
As part of the example set by these families, experiences during volunteer work often had a lasting effect on these interns. (I felt that I was very fortunate to have a supportive family and I felt that I should help others who are less fortunate than I was. I always did volunteer work when I was at school.( Some interns without early personal experiences spoke of the impact of working directly with children with serious problems. (These kids were left alone. No one would touch or hold them. As volunteers, we were able to help them.( Another talked about (The eyes of these children.... I felt I can be meaningful for them. They liked me and I wanted to work with them.(
Second Careertc \l2 "Second Career
A second dimension is that of when in the interns( lives these experiences occurred. Whereas most of the interns date these experiences from their early childhood, there is a subgroup of interns who turned to social work as a profession following events occurring in their lives as adults. These interns are approaching social work as a second career. This career choice was precipitated in each case by the direct experience of personal or social problems, but these experiences occurred later in life, not during childhood in their original families and communi​ties. These graduates are older than the others, and, as is shown in Table 3, may be more likely to remain on the job with DCFS.

Ethnicity And Immigrationtc \l2 "Ethnicity And Immigration
These categories of problem exposure are not directly related to ethnicity - there are ethnic minorities in each category - except in the ways in which ethnicity in our society interacts with socioeconomic factors. More than half of these interns were exposed to the problems of racism, immigration, and minority status through their early childhood experiences. Those interns who described their childhood communities as the context for early exposure to social problems were describing poor, ethnically-defined, neighborhoods. Experiences in these communities were both positive and negative. For example, some interns described Latino communities as supportive of strong families, while others viewed these communities as impoverished. An example of cultural influence is the way that interns from Latino families and communities strongly expressed concern for their rights, and the rights of others, as an important value. In addition, multicultural experiences led to language skills and people skills, especially in terms of getting along with people from diverse backgrounds. Being bilingual is an additional important skill that comes from a multicultural background.

Many of these interns are immigrants, or the sons and daughters of immigrants, and issues of cultural transition are prominent as these interns struggled to make connections between their families and communities and the society as a whole. They described the problems of being new immigrants, including the way in which language and the cultural barriers contributed to their political awareness of the needs of the less fortunate. Many encountered rejection by others and an intolerance on the part of others due to their status as foreigners. Many of them were in helper roles early as family translators and cultural facilitators. Others revealed that their immigrant experiences influenced their career choices and made them more sensitive to cultural issues or to the intolerance of diverse people. As one intern expressed it, (I think my career choice is related to my family background, coming from an immigrant family. I saw all what my parents went through. I think my family felt unwanted here.(
Retention And Problem Exposuretc \l2 "Retention And Problem Exposure
The data suggest that those who experience problems during their childhood are more likely to remain on the job than are those who do not experience these problems. While the differences here (Table 7) are not statistically significant, there is a clear pattern. While 61% of those reporting no problems have left the job, only 30% of those with three or more reported problems have left the job. 

Table 7 - Per cent of retention by total problems.
	
	Left job
	Still on job
	Total

	Number of problems
	
	
	

	   No problems
	14

      (61%)   
	 9

    (39%)
	23



	   One or two problems
	   12

    (48%)
	 13

    (52%)
	 25



	   Three or more problems
	   6

     (30%)
	 14

    (70%)
	 20



	   Total
	 32

     (47%)
	  36

      (53%)
	68




The relationship between retention and personal problems (Table 8) is similar to that with total problems - there is a pattern which is not statistically significant. There is no such discern​ible pattern in regards to family problems (Table 9), while there is a statistically significant relationship between community problems and retention (Table 10). Fifty-four per cent of those reporting no community problems have left the job, while only 28% of those reporting the presence of childhood community problems left the job with DCFS.

Table 8 - Per cent of retention by personal problems.
	
	Left job
	   Still on job
	 Total

	Number of problems
	
	
	

	   No personal problems 
	 24

    (56%)
	19

    (46%)
	43



	   One personal problem
	   5

      (31%)
	 11

     (69%)
	16



	   Two or more personal problems 
	  3

     (33%)
	   6

    ( 67%)
	  9  

	Total
	32

    (47%)
	  36

     (53%)
	68 


Table 9 - Per cent of retention by family problems.
	
	 Left job
	 Still on job
	Total

	Number of problems  
	
	
	

	   No family problems
	 17

    (49%)
	18

   (51%)
	  35    

	   One family problem 
	   9

      (47%)
	 10

    (53%)
	    19      

	   Two or more family problems
	   6

      (43%)  
	   8

    (57%)
	14  

	   Total 
	 32

    (47%)
	    36

      (53%)
	68  


Table 10 - Per cent of retention by community problems.
	
	Left job
	Still on job
	Total

	Number of problems*
	
	
	

	   No community problems
	        27            (54%)
	 23

   (46%)
	50



	   One or more community problems
	  5

   (28%)
	  13

    (72%)
	18



	   Total
	 32

     (47%)
	 36

    (53%)
	 68




* Chi-Square significant at p<.05

To understand this relationship between early personal and family problems and job retention, it is necessary to carefully examine the path to public child welfare taken from the time of childhood to the decision to remain at the job at DCFS. It is hypothesized here that these early childhood experiences, among individuals that choose social work as a career, leads to the development of particular coping skills that are useful for thriving in the bureaucratic atmosphere of public child welfare settings.


Responses to Social and Personal Problemstc \l1 "Responses to Social and Personal Problems
While the above framework of early exposure to personal and social problems was derived from the first set of interviews with new interns, during subsequent interviews there was an expansion of the focus to include responses to these problems. Thus, the conclusions of this section are primarily based on the second set of interviews with 11 new first and second year interns, and amplified in subsequent interviews and in the quantitative analysis. This cohort does not include all categories in the above typology of problem exposure. The categories of early problem exposure that were found among this group of interns are personal, a combination of personal and community, and a combination of family and community. Community problems in this instance refers almost entirely to problems associated with immigration. There were no interns in this cohort who were exclusively in the category of indirect exposure, i.e., through volunteer and work experience.

Interns( Responsestc \l2 "Interns Responses
The responses of the interns to these personal and family problems reflect different coping styles and buffering agents. Nevertheless, a common feature to all interns who experi​enced family problems in childhood is that they did something about it. While the interns( exposure to family problems and traumatic experiences was profound and extensive, being exposed to family problems as a child did not result in a state of powerlessness or victimization for the interns. Rather, they learned to cope in a variety of positive ways. Eventually, they sought help, received it, and developed a commitment to helping others. These interns sought personal or family therapy, found solace in religion, and turned to positive family role models as ways of responding to early childhood problems.

All of the interns who experienced personal problems - domestic violence, sexual abuse, and/or alcoholic or absent fathers - participated in personal therapy. In fact, therapy was exclusively a response to personal problems, as every intern with exposure to personal problems has had therapy, and none of the other interns sought help in the form of individual therapy. The mere fact that these interns sought and participated in therapy highlights their strength to move beyond painful and harmful life experiences. Those who participated in therapy benefitted in several ways. They gained an awareness of self, a sense of hope, and a sense of connection and sensitivity with others. One intern said, (I think it(s great that I(ve grown and developed a voice for myself and I(m at a place where I can help children and not fight my battles through them. To be in that position and be able to help them.( And another, (And knowing how much courage it takes to confront your pain helps me to understand what others are going through.( Another respondent reported that, (You know from your own experience that there is hope in professional counseling. It also helped me being sensitive for things that children say and for what they experience.(
In addition, most of those who were exposed to personal problems in their families sought out community support through their churches. Thus, spirituality was another important protective factor for a number of interns who experienced personal problems within their families of origin. Church involvement provided a sense of connectedness through a support network; a spiritual foundation provided an understanding of the need of people to feel loved and engendered a desire to share God(s love and healing with others. These respondents reported that spirituality continues through life-long commitments as members of religious communities, and through its influence in fulfilling their responsibilities as social workers. Though the social support aspect of spirituality and church membership was acknowledged by these interns, spirituality did not emerge as a factor in the lives of those interns who did not experience personal problems in their families, therefore it seems that the beneficial connection is between personal pain and the solace of spirituality. 

Responses of Familiestc \l2 "Responses of Families
The interns( remarks regarding the responses of their families to social problems reflect opposite poles - from pro-active involvement to denial. On one hand, a majority of the interns reported their families responding in a positive manner. According to these interns, their families became stronger, made courageous decisions in search of a better future, viewed problems as temporary, and were role models. As one intern put it, (Being in a single parent family - that is a social problem, but my family reacted by becoming strong, motivated. We became a lot more dependent on each other and supportive.( Another reported, (Well, it was regarded as temporary difficulties. I was always proud of my parents that they had the courage to go far away to look for a better future for us.( Several families responded actively to social problems by becoming directly engaged in community activities to help others. (I was always aware of social problems because my mother took us to church, so there was always something going on, helping elderly or poor and collecting money for the schools or other things.(
Mothers as role models emerged from these data as an important protective factor, one common to each of the problem exposure categories. A number of these interns( mothers engaged in community service activities. This served as a positive example for the interns and fostered an openness to participate in a variety of volunteer activities themselves. Many interns in fact followed the example of their mothers and engaged in community service activities. These volunteer experiences provided opportunities to respond in some way to social problems and to care for other people - not only their own families, but the larger community as well.

A related observation is the positive feelings toward children engendered by some of these families. (I(ve always been the oldest child. I have three younger brothers. I(m close to them. I(m a kid at heart.( These kinds of families were reported by Latinos and African-Ameri​cans. (I come from a very large family, a very family-oriented situation. I(ve always been around children. Children are important. Especial​ly in my culture.(
On the other hand, a number of interns indicated that their families reacted in negative ways - remained in denial of the problems, remained unwilling to address them, or sought to be accommodating to others as a means of gaining acceptance. An intern said that, (For my parents it was more about being accepted rather than rocking the boat.( And for another intern, ([My father] wouldn(t think of getting help. He says, (I am not going to change.(( One intern said about her mother, (I called her and told her that I need her help, that I want her to meet my therapist and listen to what I have to say, but she said that the abuse never happened and she didn't want to come.(
Responses of Communitiestc \l2 "Responses of Communities
A number of respondents indicated that the community in which they grew up was both supportive and responsive in addressing social problems and meeting the needs of others. For one intern, (The community was there when the family couldn(t be.( For another, (I was raised in a community that was very family oriented, and there I had lots and lots of extended family. Whenever someone would have a particular problem, the community would step in to assist in whatever way necessary. I think that that experience has formed my ideas about family preserva​tion.( A principal way that the community responded to social problems was to give direct assistance to the poor. An intern said, (I do remember that we helped the poor, I helped collect​ing food and things like that.(
A few interns reported that they were not aware of any community response to social problems. (I don(t remember that the community really reacted to drug and alcohol problems.( Also, a few reported that the community ignored social problems or was disinterested in them. (I didn(t see any positive reaction at all. I saw lots of people pretending like it wasn(t there, and they weren(t interested, from what I saw, in trying to do something to resolve the problem at all.( 

Problems and Responsestc \l2 "Problems and Responses
Therapy is exclusively a response to personal problems, whether or not associated with community problems. Every intern with personal problems has had therapy, and none of the others have. This is a strong finding - that therapy is an important, perhaps the main response to personal problems, among people who go on to become child welfare workers. Church atten​dance and the solace of spirituality also seem to be associated with personal problems. 

In looking at the role of families, a positive family response to problems is present only in families with community problems, and is present in all of them. That is to say, none of the interns who were exposed to personal problems in their childhoods reported a positive family response to these problems. The interns reporting positive community responses are found only among those who were exposed to family and community problems. Table 11 summarizes the responses to types of problems among this particular cohort. 

Table 11 - Differences in response to problems, values, reasons for coming to the place​ment, and employment attitudes by type of early problem exposure.
	
	Personal
	Personal/

Community
	Family/

Community

	Response to Problems
	
	
	

	 Church membership and spirituality.
	High
	Low
	Low

	 Individual therapy.
	All
	High
	None

	 Family response to problems was positive.
	None
	Low
	All

	 Community response to problems was posi​tive.
	None
	None
	Low

	Values
	
	
	

	 Family reported as source of values.
	None
	Low
	All

	 Emphasized family values.
	Low
	High
	High

	 Emphasized individual values.
	Low
	Low
	High

	Coming to the IUC placement
	
	
	

	 Value the stipend.
	All
	High
	Low

	 Value a guaranteed job.
	All
	High
	Low

	 Value the opportunity to develop skills.
	High
	High
	Low

	Employment
	
	
	

	 Volunteer activity.
	Low
	High
	High

	 Value flexibility on the job.
	Low
	All
	High

	 Value autonomy on the job.
	All
	High
	Low


Table 11 presents other evidence from the analysis of data with this cohort which supports the hypothesis that early childhood experiences can lead to ways of relating to profes​sional and career issues that may ultimately effect the decision to remain with DCFS. The inculcation of values is one of the ways in which families effect their children, and was one of the items addressed in this analysis. Families were reported as the source of personal values only among those whose families responded positively to problems. It was among these same families that stronger, values, especially family values, were expressed. It is interesting to note that the family problems described here all refer to a family disruption of some sort, either divorce, or living for a long time in a household with an absent father. It is gratifying that these are the families that were able to respond positively and to develop strong family values in their children.

Differences are striking among problem categories in their reasons for coming to the placement. Interns from the third category, family/community, were unconcerned about the factors that pertain to them as individuals - the stipend, having a guaranteed job, and developing professional skills. These interns also had much more volunteer experience in their pasts, as did those in the other community category. That is, only the interns with only personal problem exposure did not do a great deal of volunteering.

Type of early problem exposure is also associated among this group of interns with the way they regard jobs and employment. In general, the interns look for three principal characteris​tics in a job - flexibility, autonomy, and freedom. Job flexibility and variety is valued highly by the family/community category, and not by the personal category. Freedom and independence is valued highly by those from the personal category, but not by those from the third category. Those in the second category, personal/community value both flexibility and autonomy.

This analysis demonstrates associations among types of problem exposure in childhood, responses to those problems, attitudes toward the meaning and value of work, and, possibly in the long run, turnover and retention in public child welfare. Those interns who were exposed to personal problems only did not experience positive family responses to these problems, and so responded through individualistic methods of therapy and church attendance. In this process they did not seem to develop value orientations as strong as those of other interns. In approaching the internship, they focused on those elements which pertained most directly to themselves - the stipend, the guaranteed job, and the opportunity to develop professional skills. In looking at jobs generally, they tend to value freedom and independence highly. The picture is clear - experienc​ing personal problems in the context of a family that does not provide effective responses to those problems leads to individual responses to these problems, and in turn, this approach leads to individualistic stances in employment contexts.

The third category, a combination of family and community problems affords the clearest contrast with the first category. These individuals experienced positive family responses to these problems, which resulted in the development of strong values, especially values which focus on the family. In their employment settings this has led to an outward focus, in contrast to the individualistic focus of the first category, manifested in their high amount of volunteering and their relative disregard for the stipend, the guaranteed job, and the development of professional skills. 


Deciding On Social Work As A Careertc \l1 "Deciding On Social Work As A Career 

The majority of interns made their decision to enter the field of social work while completing their undergraduate college studies or shortly after graduation. Only one intern indicated making the decision for social work at an early age. Nearly all interns expressed that other professionals helped influence their choice to enter the social work profession. Importantly, social workers were the principal source of this influence. For example, one intern remarked, (While I was there I met a couple of LCSWs who took me under their wings... and I noticed that there was just a big difference in the way they looked at the kid, and the file, and the family. They looked at it from just all aspects of the community, from the family, not just from the kid, and that allowed me to realize that you need to take so many other things into consideration. So that(s where I went.( Contact with these professionals stemmed principally from job experience and work-related interactions prior to entering the MSW program. Contact with other social workers provided valuable information and knowledge about the profession.

Interest in children and a desire to work with them is a primary factor that brought these interns into social work. With one exception, all the first year interns were drawn into social work due in part to their interest in working with children. Painful family experiences, including abuse and neglect, were cited as reasons for drawing interns into social work. Other interns cited positive family experiences. Some interns revealed that the family(s status as immigrants influenced their choice. For several other interns, their educational experience was instrumental in the selection of social work as a profession. Several interns noted other contributing factors including the variability of options within the social work profession, the goodness of fit of the profession with the individual, and the opportunity to gain more knowledge. Also influential in bringing interns into social work was the marketability of the degree. Value-laden factors also contributed to the interns( decisions for social work. The purpose and broad perspective of the profession, the parental value of education, the value to give children a voice, to be an advocate, to preserve the family, the desire to be a positive role model for children, and the opportunity to look inward were each cited as influencing the choice of social work as the intern's profession.

Deciding on Child Welfare tc \l2 "Deciding on Child Welfare 
The choice of a career in social work is not necessarily the same as a choice for the specific field of child welfare, and the decision for social work does not necessarily coincide with the decision to work in the child welfare arena. As one intern expressed it, (I knew I wanted to work with children, young adults, and their families before I knew about wanting to study social work.( As in the case of the decision for the profession of social work, the choice to work in the field of child welfare was made recently by the interns.

The interns stated that they chose the field of child welfare for a variety of reasons, including a desire to work with children; a desire to gain important skills; a willingness to respond to the needs of children; the influence of one(s family; identification with childhood issues of abandonment and an alcoholic father; the desire to be a role model, mentor, or advocate; interest in family preservation; the desire to restore communities; and the desire to work with specific child populations, including minority and sexually abused children. It is evident that child-related interests were dominant and strongly influential among this group of interns. One intern expressed the importance to her of  (...wanting to give children a voice - being an advocate.( Several interns were drawn into the field of child welfare by their keen interest to work with specific populations, including children who are sexually abused, children in Catholic schools, minority and low income children, and family preservation clients. 

Work And Volunteer Experiencetc \l2 "Work And Volunteer Experience
The foundation for the decision to pursue social work as a profession develops during early family and community experiences, but the actual decision is made in the context of specific work and volunteer experiences. Most of these interns have gone through school and into graduate school without much time off for work. Some of them have taken short breaks of one to three years to work full-time, either after high school or after college, and a few of them with more extensive work histories are coming to social work as a second career. However, for a group of individuals so young, there is an astonishing wealth of social work related experience. All of these interns have taken the initiative during their undergraduate years, or during their work years before returning to graduate school, to place themselves in helping situations through volunteer work, or paid part-time and summer work. The extent of volunteer work in particular is striking. The importance of these experiences for career development cannot be overestimated. 

Many things were learned from these formative human service experiences. Specific social work skills such as cultural sensitivity, counseling, substance abuse interventions, and group work were learned from past work and volunteer experience. Perhaps more important are general job skills such as communication, writing, and organization. And it was during these early work and volunteer experiences that the interns directly learned the value of working with children. Besides these positive experiences, many of these interns also learned on these jobs what they do not want to pursue professionally. Some of these dislikes​ were bureaucracies, office politics, business activity, working with certain populations, and using certain interventions. 

Perhaps the most important universal experience was that of seeing that interventions work - that there can be success in alleviating the social problems that brought them to the work or volunteer setting. It is the experience of success in addressing problems that propelled these interns into pursuing social work as a career. These experiences in helping others actively shaped their perceptions of themselves as equipped with the skills and the abilities required in a social work position. Most got positive responses about their work and integrated that into their perception of themselves as fitting the job of a social worker. It is this process of helping others, seeing change in others, and relating the change to their own work efforts and skills that forms within an individual a commitment to helping others. 

The more that previous work and volunteer experience was seen as similar to being a caseworker for DCFS, the more prepared the interns felt. The correspondences between experience and future work at DCFS were in terms of settings, populations, and interventions. Some interns related their experiences working in settings such as residential care, group-homes, or MacLaren Children's Center. A history of working with populations similar to that of DCFS, such as children, youth, or at-risk families led to feeling more prepared for a career with DCFS. Another aspect of experience is that of using interventions that are similar to those used in DCFS. These might include group work, counseling, case management, and coordinating activities. For some, having the experience of observing, or working with, other social workers in these settings was also an influential factor in preparation for working at DCFS. In addition, some interns pointed to their past bureaucratic professional experiences as preparing them for dealing with the anticipated paperwork load at DCFS.

Retention and work history.

From the qualitative data, it appeared that those with a medium amount of work experi​ence in their backgrounds left DCFS or intended to leave, compared with both those who were new to the job market and with those with extensive work histories. It was concluded that some graduates may simply be more used to and accepting of frequent job change, and therefore naturally more ready to move on when opportunities arise. In addition, the older graduates who are entering public child welfare as a second career seem more willing to stay on the job past the year commitment. 

From the quantitative data, there are no statistically significant differences in retention by length of work history (Table 12), but the direction of these data tend to support the impression that those with little work history may be reluctant to leave the job out of insecurity, and those with considerable work history are likely to stay because they have settled on a career, while those with a moderate amount of work history may both still be looking for a career and have the confidence that comes from having had multiple jobs. These results parallel those of the relation​ship between age an retention, as shown in Table 3.

Table 12 - Per cent of retention by length of work history.
	
	Left Job
	Still On Job
	Total

	Length Of Work History
	
	
	

	   Less than 2 years
	5

(28%)
	13

(72%)
	18

	   Between 2 and 5 years
	17

(57%)
	13

(43%)
	30

	   More than 5 years
	7

(41%)
	10

(58%)
	17

	   Total
	29

(45%)
	36

(55%)
	65


Undergraduate Educationtc \l2 "Undergraduate Education
Most of the interns were psychology, social work or human development majors, but many other majors were represented as well, including sociology, psychology, literature, business, and political science. Undergraduate education was seldom volunteered as of signifi​cance in preparing interns for this career. When asked about the influence of undergraduate education, responses were in three categories: many interns felt that it is not useful, some described it as somewhat useful, and a few found it to be very useful. There was no perceptible relationship between major and perceived usefulness - some with undergraduate backgrounds in social work found their education useless, while others found usefulness in business education. 

Those who felt that their undergraduate education was not useful described it as theoreti​cal and abstract, and therefore not directly applicable to the problems that interested them. Those who found it somewhat useful tended to point to a few particular classes as particularly produc​tive. (It helped a lot. I had a social welfare internship in the BA. I worked with the elderly so I had experience in assessment and in treatment through all my studies.( Those who found their undergraduate education very useful stated that it forms a (background( or (foundation( for the job. As one intern stated, (All information is power. You integrate it. Even if I knew I was going into social work, I would have had an undergraduate education other than social work.( It helped provide a knowledge base, both for graduate school and for the profession; it gave insight, or an ability to see and understand what is going on with clients and with systems; and it provided experience with certain populations, treatments, and treatment systems. Analysis of the quantita​tive data (Table 13) revealed no relationship between the value of undergraduate education and retention.

Coming To The Internshiptc \l2 "Coming To The Internship
Most of the graduates came to this placement because they liked the idea of working with children, or they were not interested in doing purely clinical work. One graduate said, (I always wanted to work with children and especially abused children.( And another, (After my first year, I knew I didn't want to do clinical work. I was interested in casework and maybe administration later. This was the only placement with casework.(
This placement differs from other placements available to MSW students in that there is a stipend attached to it, as well as the accompanying commitment to work in public child welfare for at least one year. The stipend is a strong factor in choosing this internship, but there is a range of responses to this issue. These responses can be understood in terms of the extent to which the placement is seen as congruent with previous plans, and in terms of how definite these plans were. It is a matter of how much compromising with preexisting plans needs to be done in accepting the demands of the placement.

1) Most of the interns would have come to this placement without the stipend (not that the stipend was not important). These interns talked about both the quality of the placement, and their own enthusiasm for working with children. They had fairly specific goals for a placement, and this placement was seen as meeting those goals.

2) Many interns were ambivalent, but were swayed considerably by the stipend, which allowed some to quit working and concentrate on their education, possibly moving from being a part-time student to full-time. Interns in this group have less certain plans for the future, and so are open to many career possibilities. (Well it was the stipend. But it is not that I am not interested in helping families and children.(
3) Some interns reported to interviewers that they would not have come to this placement without the stipend. (It is the most important thing. Without it I wouldn(t come.( These interns reported no other reasons for coming to this placement, and in fact may see the DCFS obligation as interfering with their preferred plans. (Mainly it is the scholarship. Without it I would probably not come. I wanted to work with families and children, so in that respect, it fit my interests. But I am more interested in a setting where I am able to do more things independently.(
In addition, having a job available upon graduation is a powerful incentive to choose this internship. (The money. I needed the money and I thought it is good having a job at the end of school. I probably wouldn(t consider it without the stipend and the job.( This can also be seen as a disadvantage, however, certainly for those who do not wish to go into DCFS, and possibly for those who are not certain about their plans. For the most part, however, interns saw the one year obligation as a good start on their careers. There is a good salary and good benefits, as well as valuable experience, including hours for licensure. Even if they do not stay at DCFS it is easier to begin there and later look for another job.

Retention and coming to the internship.

As described above (Table 11) the degree to which graduates value the stipend and/or the guaranteed job in coming to the internship varies according to the types of personal problems experienced during childhood. In terms of retention, analysis of the qualitative data indicated that those who stayed on the job were more likely to value both the stipend and the guaranteed job than were those who left, as part of a general profile of (practicality(. Those remaining on the job also reported more satisfaction with the pay and benefits of the job, and less concern with issues of professional values and identity than did the interns who left the job. The (idealism( of those leaving the job consists of clear ideas about their profession, their values, their careers, and about DCFS and what it should be like to work there. When confronted with a clear mismatch between their ideals and the reality of work within DCFS, they chose to pursue their ideals elsewhere rather than compromise by adapting to that reality. There is no evidence (Table 14) for this in the quantitative data, which show no differences by retention in valuing either the stipend or the guaranteed job.

The Internshiptc \l2 "The Internship
One or two graduates from each year disliked the placement, but others generally look back on the internship positively. Those who were satisfied with the placement expressed positive things about the supervision, about peers, and about DCFS colleagues. A typical comment was, (I think in the internship I got a very good experience. I think the internship was good, but DCFS is a dysfunctional organization and it was an overwhelming environment for me and for other graduates too.( Many report feeling much more positive about it in retrospect than they did at the time. As one graduate described it, (Now that its been two years, I(m more positive about it. At the time, it was total hatred. I had a caseload of 14, which was overwhelm​ing, but now I almost wish they had given me more.(
There are contradictory judgements about the preparatory value of the internship, often from the same interns. As one graduate described the placement, (We had two cases. This is totally unrealistic. We could go totally into these cases, and do things we never have time to do here. They shouldn(t change the placement, though, because we learned a lot about DCFS, the politics.( On one hand, the internship failed to prepare them for the job. Though many of them emphasized that nothing could prepare one for this job, a few were quite adamant that the internship was a failure in this regard. (But still we were not prepared for the reality of the work.( On the other hand, it was often stated that the internship did prepare them for the job. Frequently they made this judgement by comparing their preparation when beginning the job with other new staff who came directly off the street. One worker described the placement as, (Critical. Valuable. It really made a difference in dealing with the reality at DCFS. Since I(ve been here, I(ve seen those without the program go straight into the field. I was able to learn things at a much slower pace at the internship, so when I came here and had 50 children, I didn(t flip out. It would be a good idea for everyone to do it.( To summarize these contradictory views: the internship went some distance toward job preparation, at least to the extent that they were better off than those without it, but not far enough. Though the internship could have done better, it is felt that the internship could possibly never adequately prepare them for the job.

Generally, there was a reported mismatch between the internship and actually working at DCFS. The internship provided better and more supportive supervision, more camaraderie, fewer cases, and the opportunity to work in depth with these few cases. However, it neglected the reality of the actual work, in terms of caseloads, forms, audits, court reports, and the like. This mismatch represents a dilemma for the graduates - some of them emphasize that they appreciate the opportunity to prepare in this environ​ment, while acknowledging its unreality. Others resent the fact that the setting did not prepare them for the reality of the job, while acknowledging the benefits of the support in the internship. It is an open question whether the placement should be more like (the reality of working in DCFS( by sacrificing the value of working in depth with a few cases. 

The internship and retention.

When asked about previous preparation for the job, nearly all of the graduates felt that they began the job without being adequately prepared because of the lack of exposure to the reality of the job on the internship. However, those who subsequently left described the experi​ence very differently than did those who stayed. A majority of those who left said that they felt prepared until the job started. At that time their lack of preparation became apparent to them. It was regarded as a serious problem for them, and for some, a source of anger and resentment against the internship. (When I went to DCFS, I was shocked at what I didn(t know... and angry.( By contrast, those who have remained on the job tended to report that nothing can prepare one for this job, and they simply needed to become prepared by learning on the job. (I(m doing it. I(ve learned along the way. This is a job you learn by doing. Like driving.( None of these reported that the internship had failed them.

The quantitative data (Table 13) show that those who found the internship useful on the job are more likely to remain on the job (69%) than are those who found it not useful (43%).

Table 13 - Per cent of retention by usefulness of previous education.

	
	Left Job
	Still On Job
	Total

	Usefulness Of Undergraduate Education  
	
	
	

	   Not Useful
	1

(25%)
	3

(75%)
	4

	   Somewhat Useful
	9

(53%)
	8

(47%)
	17

	   Useful
	15

(46%)
	18

(54%)
	33

	   Total
	25

(56%)
	29

(54%)
	54

	Usefulness of Graduate Education*
	
	
	

	   Not Useful
	2

(67%)
	1

(33%)
	3

	   Somewhat Useful
	11

(85%)
	2

(15%)
	13

	   Useful
	11

(34%)
	21

(66%)
	32

	   Total
	25

(50%)
	24

(50%)
	48

	Usefulness Of Internship*
	
	
	

	   Not useful
	4

(57%)
	3

(43%)
	7

	   Somewhat Useful
	14

(67%)
	7  

(33%)
	21

	   Useful
	 8

(31%)
	18

(69%)
	26

	   Total
	26

(48%)
	28

(52%)
	55


* Chi-Square significant at p<.05
The MSW Program And Retentiontc \l2 "Table 13 - Per cent of retention by usefulness of previous education.Left JobStill On JobTotalUsefulness Of Undergraduate Education     Not Useful1(25%)3(75%)4   Somewhat Useful9(53%)8(47%)17   Useful15(46%)18(54%)33   Total25(56%)29(54%)54Usefulness of Graduate Education*   Not Useful2(67%)1(33%)3   Somewhat Useful11(85%)2(15%)13   Useful11(34%)21(66%)32   Total25(50%)24(50%)48Usefulness Of Internship*   Not useful4(57%)3(43%)7   Somewhat Useful14(67%)7  (33%)21   Useful 8(31%)18(69%)26   Total26(48%)28(52%)55* Chi-Square significant at p<.05The MSW Program And Retention
Generally, these graduates spoke positively about the MSW program at USC, though with some fascinating differences between those who stayed and those who left. The graduates who left found the value of the MSW program in learning about issues pertaining to professional social work values, and identity, and they were more likely to value highly the training in cultural diversity issues. One example from a graduate who left is, (I think in terms of understanding the ethics, values and obligations to the profession, it was very important. It was an opportunity to shape my identity as a professional social worker. I think it makes a lot of difference.( The graduates who stayed were more likely to describe the value of the MSW program in terms of the acquisition of practical skills and knowledge. (My training has given me a knowledge on how to assess children and their needs. And as far as child development is concerned. I studied every​thing from theory to.... If I see something, I know where to find out about it.(
As in discussing the internship itself, both groups of graduates expressed a mismatch between their education and the reality of the job at DCFS, i.e., what they learned in school is not used on the job. However, those who left tended to express this mismatch by saying that DCFS did not appreciate their skills, in fact did not respect the professional values and identity which they developed in part at USC, while those who stayed tended to express the mismatch by reporting that USC should have done more to teach them the basics of the job. So those who left felt that USC did a good job of developing in them a sense of professional pride and identity, but that this professional sense is incompatible with working in DCFS. (The problem is the clash in the philosophy between what you learn and what you are supposed to do in DCFS.( Those who stayed pointed toward USC rather than DCFS as the source of the mismatch, and pointed toward a lack of practical training as the problem. (I think that we lack the overall picture. There was too much attention to the family but very little to policy and community and overall social prob​lems.(
Many graduates spoke highly of specific areas of learning at the MSW program, which they also sometimes reported that they did not use on the job. Some graduates pointed to some areas as particularly useful, such as family dynamics, policy and even research, while others brought up the same areas as not useful. Most graduates reported that the theory learned in school was not useful, but some felt that it likely formed a backdrop to their practice of which they were not conscious on a daily basis. Specific skills which were mentioned as useful were diversity training, assessment, handling difficult clients, working with child abuse, understanding substance abuse, and writing, while they could have benefitted from more knowledge about case management, child welfare, and policy.

When comparing workers with MSWs to those without, it was generally felt that workers with MSWs bring both a broader and a deeper perspective to their cases. They are able to go into more depth clinically about cases, and also to better understand the community and policy context of their work with clients. (I think we come to the job with a broader perspective of the human condition. The person in environment - how all systems impact the family.( Those graduates who stayed generally reported a deeper appreciation of the role of the MSW on the job in these terms than did those who left. One graduate who left DCFS said that, (Initially, when getting to the job I felt I had skills that would make my role better, but by the time I left I felt like I was just trying to do the job.(
The data in Table 13 show that those who found their graduate education useful are more likely to remain on the job (66%) than are those who found it not useful at all (33%).


Looking Ahead - DCFS and Beyondtc \l1 "Looking Ahead - DCFS and Beyond
Desirable Job Conditionstc \l2 "Desirable Job Conditions
While addressing past work and volunteer experience, respondents were asked to address their likes and dislikes about their past jobs and about jobs in general, because of its relevance to satisfaction on the job in DCFS. As described above, the experience of success with clients is an important element of jobs. A few interns focused their appreciation of jobs on the opportunity to continue their learning, while many talked about the importance of working in a collaborative rather than an isolated situation. Also frequently mentioned was the importance of both peers and supervisors. Peers should be supportive, and though supervisors should also be supportive, the most salient trait for supervisors is being instructive. 

A certain desirable organizational picture emerges from these data, a picture that is quite pertinent to future satisfaction at DCFS. Interns value flexibility, variety, and autonomy on the job. Simultaneously they prize structure and communication. Some fear disorganization and mis-communication in work settings. A certain balance between structure and freedom is sought, a balance that differs among individuals. In addition, as described above, there is strong evidence in the qualitative data that what is valued in a job setting varies according to early childhood experiences of personal and social problems. Those interns in the personal problem exposure category seem to value autonomy and freedom on the job, while those who experienced family and community problems value flexibility over autonomy on the job (Table 11).

Prospective Views About DCFStc \l2 "Prospective Views About DCFS
There was a series of questions in the interviews designed to get at the ways in which interns are thinking about their upcoming jobs as caseworkers for DCFS. Interns were asked what the job is like, what they are concerned about, what they are looking forward to, and if they foresee value conflicts. Examination of this material revealed that in answering these questions, respondents talked about several interrelated components of the job. They talked about them​selves as workers, about clients, and about DCFS as an organization. With one cohort in particular, these data were analyzed in terms of these interrelationships, in terms of the balance among worker, clients, and organization. 

There are a couple of factors that pertain to all interns, no matter which of these patterns is exhibited. The first is that, for the most part, clients are presented as the resolution of potential conflicts between worker and DCFS, i.e., successfully helping clients will indicate an overcom​ing of the demands of the job. In addition, almost all of the respondents describe the job as a struggle between doing paperwork and seeing clients. Paperwork is universal​ly seen as a distraction from accomplishing something for the clients.

The ways in which interns looked ahead to the job at DCFS varied according to whether or not the interns had experienced direct personal or family problems in their childhoods. Those interns who had experienced personal or family problems tended to see the worker as potentially overwhelmed by the job. In this pattern, the worker has little or no power to change either clients or the organization. DCFS has the upper hand and is seen as a treacherous and hostile environ​ment. The nature of the hostility varies - one intern describes DCFS as Kafkaesque, impossible to understand, (DCFS is amorphous. Things are unclear in terms of what resources are available and what should be done in each case.( Another sees it as chaotic and anarchic, impossible to tame. Being a caseworker for DCFS is described as a (Very stressful job. The social worker really needs to know the resources in the community. This is very important. It is a very stressful job because you have so many clients. So much paperwork. If you want to do the work really well, it can easily become overwhelming.( In all these cases, success on the job is defined as  survival.

By contrast, interns who had experienced personal and social problems only in their communities, or indirectly through work and volunteer experience, while aware of the difficulties that lie ahead, were likely to describe the job in terms of a successful overcoming of those difficulties. Some interns focused on working with clients, (Doing as much as I can for the community, especially new immigrants. Helping children and their families.( Others focused on self-development. The job is described primarily as a source of learning, development, and satisfaction. One intern sees the job as (....a rewarding position in terms of the ability to make a difference in families and in children(s lives.( Another as, (Just a lot of job growth. Doing a lot of learning. Applying what I(ve learned to practice.( Others talk of overcoming the challenge of DCFS, (Very busy, a lot of cases. Lot of pressure to meet deadlines. Very tiring work, but also fun and interesting. Meeting the clients and watching them get better is very good and fulfilling.( 

Thus, those with personal and family problems in their backgrounds - those who are most likely to remain on the job with DCFS - have much lower expectations about the job as they enter DCFS. They are focused on their own ability to survive in what they perceive as a difficult and potentially overwhelming environment. The other interns more optimistically focus on the potential for success with clients or communities, and personal and professional fulfilment.

Plans for the Futuretc \l2 "Plans for the Future
Prior to beginning work with DCFS, there is a certain degree of specificity about career goals that is fairly consistent across the interviews. These interns have distinct directions in which they intend their careers to go, e.g., administration, activism, clinical work. But beyond that sense of direction, there is not much specificity about details or timelines. It would certainly be unexpected to find beginning social workers with very distinct plans. As one interviewee pointed out, coping with the present situation and with the immediate future would be very difficult if one defined one(s career with certainty as staying at DCFS indefinitely. However, the certainty about career direction varies - some are more committed to these career paths than others. 

The focus of these planned careers is on these particular activities, not on the issue of remaining with DCFS. Most of these interns are waiting to see whether they are able to pursue their career goals within DCFS. In general, these interns do not intend to stay at DCFS as a caseworker for very long. They are very open to remaining at DCFS for a long time, but only if DCFS meets their needs to achieve more ambitious goals. Future plans regarding remaining in DCFS fell into four categories:

1) Some interns reported that they intend to leave DCFS as soon as possible. (But as soon as I get there, I will start looking for another job. I am not the type to stay in DCFS.( And, (I will be there a year and then I will move on. It is not a place for me.( It is not clear when this decision to leave DCFS early was reached by these interns.

2) Many interns described DCFS as a stepping stone to other things, and therefore a stay of a few years was anticipated. The durations anticipated at DCFS range from two to seven years. Staying at DCFS is not precluded, and being there is seen as excellent experience, but it is not seen as the place to realize long-term career goals. (The work at DCFS can help me understand clients better. In terms of plans for life, I hope to stay in DCFS for two years and than go to something else. It is a stepping stone for other places in my career.( Subsequent plans include going abroad, getting doctorates, running programs, sampling different professional settings, and moving to more clinical work. (I am hoping to gain more experience. I think I will work there for a few years, and than I want to go for a different agency, something that is more toward counseling.(
3) Other interns will stay at DCFS if doing so meets their career goals. Interns in this category are less certain about their plans regarding DCFS. (I(m not a person to plan that far ahead. I can(t say until I(ve been there doing it.( The point here is more clearly what one is doing, not where one is doing it. (For me DCFS is a vehicle, not a goal. If you can(t help, you find other ways.(
4) Some interns intend to stay in DCFS, with the ambition of moving up into administration and/or policy. One intern put this position this way, (I would like to stay in DCFS, but not as a case manager. I(d like to work with programs in the Latino commu​nity, or with sexually abused children. I would really like to be active and work in shaping social policy, but I don(t know in what job.( And another this way, (Now I see myself at DCFS until I get disillusioned, which may or may not happen. I see myself as working in an agency, not in a private setting.(
Interestingly, short-term goals do not seem to become more specific while at DCFS. In a cohort of those interviewed after the one-year commitment to remain on the job, of those who remained, a few intended to leave, one or two intended to stay forever ((I(m in it for the dura​tion.() but most were ambivalent, expressing vague and contradictory statements about future plans. In particular, these plans do not include specific time frames or places to go. (Basically I was looking for a different job last year. But not any more. I think that I will stay for a while until I will get to the point that I feel that I need to change.(
Plans for the future and retention.

To some extent, stated intentions at the time of the internship predict future retention. The data presented in Table 14 demonstrate that those who left the job were more likely to agree that they would try other jobs, and that they would not work at DCFS for more than three years. (The items in Table 14 were scales included in the original interviews.) It is the exceptions, however, that seem most interesting here. From the qualitative data, an interview with a disillusioned graduate who had intended to remain at DCFS forever, but who left quickly, remains in memory. This intern reported that she (... thought that that is going to be my career.( And that, (I intended to stay there. I was not looking to get out of there.( Consistent with the overall wait and see attitude of the interns about remaining at DCFS, it seems best not to rely too much on stated intentions regarding staying on the job.

Commitment To Child Welfaretc \l2 "Commitment To Child Welfare
 There are no differences in the degree of commitment to the field of public child welfare between those who remained on the job and those who left (Table 14). It is important to emphasize that a lack of commitment to child welfare is not among the reasons for which graduates choose to leave DCFS. Rather, it is that they do not regard DCFS as the best environ​ment in which to pursue the goals of child welfare.

Table 14 - Means of commitment scores at time of internship by retention. (Means are on a scale from 1 to 7.)
	
	Left Job
	Still On Job
	Total
	F

	How important was the financial stipend in choos​ing the placement?
	5.64

(N=25)
	5.47

(N=32)
	5.54

(N=57)
	.16 

	How important was having a job upon gradua​tion in choosing the placement?
	5.38

(N=26)
	5.79

(N=33)
	5.61

(N=59)
	1.13

	How well prepared are you to be an effective worker for DCFS?
	4.70

(N=20)
	5.00

(N=27)
	4.87

(N=47)
	.75



	I think I can be happy with a career in child protective services.
	4.82

(N=22)
	5.69

(N=26)
	5.29

(N=48)
	4.16*



	I am fully committed to public child welfare as a career choice.
	5.19

(N=21)
	5.72

(N=25)
	5.48

(N=46)
	1.53

	I plan to try other jobs as part of my career.
	5.88

(N=17)
	4.92

(N=25)
	5.31

(N=42)
	3.62**

	I will not work at DCFS more than 3 years.
	4.56

(N=16)
	3.00

(N=22)
	3.66

(N=38)
	5.43*


* Significant at p<.05

** Significant at p<.10


Working at DCFStc \l1 "Working at DCFS
The descriptions of working for DCFS contained in the interviews are easy to summarize: the work is interesting and challenging, but very demanding; there is too much of it; and there is too little support from the organization. (I think the work is unbearable. I think the work is so intense emotionally that I still don(t believe the salary is good enough. Its rich in terms of challenges. I(ve enjoyed the cases, and the challenges, and the variety.( It is remarkable that there was consensus on views about the difficulties of working at DCFS among all of the interns, and no noticeable differences between those who stayed and those who left. 

Caseloads are high, and many of the clients have overwhelming problems. The work can be physically dangerous. There is too much paperwork, the (system( is confusing, and relations with the courts are difficult. (The negative sides are that you have so many cases and when you have so many cases you tend to do less quality work. I had an overwhelming caseload. That takes a lot from your ability to provide real help. Basically it means less work with the families themselves. And then it is just the pressure when you have too much paper work. And there was no strong collaboration from court. A lot of negativism from some of the court personnel.( Another graduate adds, (There are a lot of problems in the system. I don't think hiring more people into a dysfunctional system will work. The relation​ship between court and DCFS has to be redone.( Especially, they report that the court system does not regard them as professionals, and does not value their social work insights. One graduate said, (Some of the demands of the court were just ridiculous. It is a misunderstanding of the social work job in DCFS.( And another, (I was writing a kind of report and was told the court wanted something different.( 

At the same time, consistent direction from within DCFS is scarce. As one graduate described it, (All the red tape you have to go through to do things. How can I explain it? It seemed like things were constantly changing. You didn(t even know, but the forms had changed. You(re constantly just learning your job. One supervisor tells you one thing, another something else. Its not really clear what policies were. It depends who you talk to.( And another graduate remarked, (There's not enough unity within DCFS. If you ask different supervi​sors the same question, you get different answers. They(re off the wall with the decisions. These are critical decisions. In DCFS, that(s all they care about is court reports. Then see them every 30 days. Every month its a different issue for them.(
Most workers talked about their dissatisfaction with the way child welfare services were run. They viewed the organization as dysfunctional. The paradox is that while the new workers  struggled to be more organized, supportive and professional with their clients, they perceived their agency as a disorganized and a non-supportive workplace, (I mean everything here is so disorganized. Oh, it(s pervasive disorganization... it(s too dysfunctional... We are just like our families in that sense...( 

The graduates said they often feel as one unimportant worker in a mass of co-workers that was constantly changing. Workers often left the agency or were being relocated while new workers arrived. Workers complained that their needs were not considered and that their achievements were not recognized. In particular, workers expressed anger regarding administra​tion(s decisions to relocate them and the way that they were informed about it. Relocations were, indeed, very common among these new workers. Few graduates stayed the whole time at their first assigned unit. Many were relocated either three or four times. In addition to moving among units, most workers experienced changes in supervisors and some were moved from one desk to another within the same unit. As one put it, (I didn(t want to leave, it really bothered me because I love my unit. Well, first they give you the whole social work speech about change being good... I thought about it all night... and I went to the deputy... he listened to me for two minutes and said, (I am going to let you know my decision(, and then... he just sent one of his staff to bring down a memo, and that really bothered me because of the way it was handled. Because no, you don(t have any control, you don(t have any say in this decision.( Another said, (It(s just... who makes these decisions and why? Why aren(t we involved in the decision making? I think that(s why I am so frustrated. That I am not part of the decision that I am effected by. I feel like a foster kid moving and adjusting and clinging and then moving again.(
The physical work setting presents yet another problem. Workers usually share a wide open space in which they have their desks facing those of other workers. In other cases, they have a little, open cubicle, one of many, in a large room. Both arrangements provide workers with no privacy and hinder, to some extent, their efforts to work effectively. Telephone calls to clients or other professionals cannot be kept confidential. Workers had to make special arrangements in order to carry duty activities that required concentration and accuracy, such as writing court reports, (The whole working place is so noisy and if you are there, things happen all the time and you have to stop and respond. That(s why I take court reports home. Because it is impossible to get work done there, people are constantly talking on the phones and between themselves and you can(t ask for quiet.(As a result of these difficulties, many veteran workers develop negative attitudes and spread low morale. A related problem that some workers complained about is their dependence on staff who had different professional standards and work habits.

Caseworkers are in a situation where they are faced with unpredictability from both clients and their own organization. Cases are likely to (blow up( with no notice, and the ways in which the cases are handled in the system are inconsistent. In this context, caseworkers feel enormous responsibility for clients, and they feel isolated in their responsibility, with little support from the organization. One graduate described it as (...really like being in a pressure-cooker working there. There was constantly a feeling of running, and you knew the day would not end without a new crisis coming up.( And another respondent said, (I work in a very bad area. I(m outnumbered. There(s too many people there, and they(re all very radical. The families are very uncooperative. I(m like very, very overwhelmed. I(m hoping that things can get worked out, and they can lower our caseloads, and get us back to a reasonable job load. I stay here.... Its not unusual for me to be here until 9 or 10:00 at night. And I can(t keep that up forever.(
All of the respondents indicated that the job (gets to you(. Three different ways of describing the pressure emerged. Some are personally overwhelmed by the problems of the clients, and by their role as social workers in dealing with those problems. (It made me feel so bad. And having to remove a child from a home is the worst thing. Just the emotional draining was... And the splitting of the families. Seeing African-American families so split by all the systems - welfare, DCFS. It was very difficult to see.( Others described being overwhelmed by the inadequacy of the system in which they are working. (DCFS is a dysfunctional organization and it was an overwhelming environment for me and for other graduates too. It is a hard place to work. And the organization with the paper work and the administration makes it very hard to work. Very stressful.( And others were overwhelmed merely by the sheer volume of the work. (...its out of control. It effects me personally - I take it home. Not the content, the paperwork. People think its the child abuse that gets to you, but its the paperwork. Its overwhelming.(
All of the graduates still on the job had concerns about the negative impact of this job on their personal lives. All reported that they have to take the work home with them, and that this job requires more of their time than 40 hours per week. (It was stressful. Its like an emotional thing you take home. I was dreading going into work.( At times they take work home, frequently they work overtime at the office and in the field, but, most important, the work has an emotional spillover - they worry about their clients and their respon​sibilities as caseworkers at night, and their moods and relations with people in their lives are effected negatively.

Goal Confusion and Role Confusiontc \l2 "Goal Confusion and Role Confusion
The problems of working for DCFS were synthesized into two dilemmas, one of goal confusion and one of role confusion. The goal dilemma reported by these graduates is the contradiction between the need to see families and the need to complete paperwork. Of bureau​cratic necessity, completing the paperwork comes first, resulting in the perceived neglect of clients. Children are visited, as is mandated by regulation, but too briefly. As one intern described it (...if you want to do the job as DCFS expects, than you cannot provide services to all these families as you really should. So it is a dilemma. You can work for the families but then you can not work in DCFS.( These workers resent the fact that the system prevents them from doing more for their clients, and this dilemma sometimes results in real pain for these workers. (You(re always feeling torn, not feeling you can do what you should.(
The second dilemma is between the professional social work role which they are seeking, and the reality of being a caseworker for DCFS. These young workers, who have just come out of graduate school, still have a fresh and vivid memory of how social workers should serve their clients. In child protective agencies, they face high caseloads, an extensive amount of paper work and a physical setting that does not resemble a counseling setting. They need to make sense of their job as case managers. The terminology used by the graduates in describing these roles is inconsistent. The terms (social work(, (real social work(, (case management(, (clinical work(, and (therapy( are used in describing these roles, but in inconsistent ways. A graduate who left DCFS reported that, (Real social work is not appreci​ated there. They didn(t want my theoretical perspective. I needed to find a place that was appreciative.( And one who has remained says that, (We are not social workers here. When I first came here, I felt schizophrenic. They said we were social workers, and they said we were case managers. It was very confus​ing. I want to be a social worker. But we can not do therapy in the field.( Getting past the terminology, however, the point is that many of these workers feel that their professional education is not being used, in fact is not valued by the Department.

Some workers questioned whether public child welfare is a suitable setting for practicing social work, given the current conditions. Most workers in this study, however, were more concerned with searching for ways of performing child protective services in a manner that would be in line with their standards of professional social work. They believed that working with children and families is an important part of doing social work. Their difficulties were those of trying to maintain the high workload while not compromising the standards of the social work profession as they perceived it. Moreover, they struggled to promote social work standards among others, such as their supervisors. These workers, however, openly expressed concerns regarding the overall quality of services children and families are receiving in child protective services in general. (In good weeks you feel you really help the family and in bad weeks you feel you are just ripping off children from their families and that you are used by a big bureaucracy to re-victimize children... There is no doubt that children are re-victimized in that system.(
The problem is not simply that these workers want to do (clinical( work rather than (case management(. Many of them simply want the opportunity to do more effective case management. Without exception, the respondents reported that, if freed somewhat from the high caseloads and excessive paperwork, they would spend more time with the client families, they would assess more thoroughly what is going on with the families, they would spend more time following up on the referrals which they make, and they would interact more with other professionals involved with the case. One graduate said that, (With lower case​loads we could get in their homes and work more with families.( Another that, (I would like to be able to do other things for them. Just better follow-up. If they(re involved in counseling, have more contact with the therapist. Make more productive house calls. Talk to them. I can(t put too much energy into one fami​ly - there(s no time. Basically better follow-up. Sometimes I talk to them, make notes about what I(m going to do, but then not get to it until later in the month.( It is an important conclusion that these workers, based on their experiences to date, know what more effective casework would consist of, if they were given the opportunity to pursue it.

Satisfaction and Retentiontc \l2 "Satisfaction and Retention
The positive part of the job is the opportunity to help families and children. One graduate summed it up like this, (Working with families - I get a lot of satisfaction from that. I love working with the kids, and the parents too.( This was universally reported as the primary source of satisfaction from the job, though those who stay naturally report more satisfaction with the job than those who left. And there is a subtle difference between those who left and those who stayed in their descriptions of deriving satisfaction from clients. While both groups state that the satisfaction of the job comes from working with clients, those who have stayed describe the satisfaction from clients in more emotional and process-oriented terms. For example, one satisfied worked stated, (I love what I do. I like working with families and children. Its such a creative situation - so many possibilities. Its fascinating, intriguing, challenging. It stretches me every day.( And another found satisfaction (In the families. To see the changes. To learn. Stopping things, waking people up. Getting them a chance to get better.( 

A strong asset of this job is the flexibility and the freedom of the job. And there are many different types of jobs and projects within DCFS. Those who stay report more satisfaction with the pay, and with the benefits, than did those who left. 

Most important, however, is that those who stay report that, in spite of all of these problems, they are in fact helping their clients. One interviewee reported, (I hear from a lot of workers that we(re not making a difference. I think there(s a lot more to it than that. We make a difference. We shouldn(t take it lightly.( And another finds satisfaction (Knowing I(m making a difference in these kids( lives. Seeing the successes. I(ve been here long enough that I(ve gone the whole way with some of these families. It feels good. That's why I(m here.( 

Job Effectiveness and Feedbacktc \l2 "Job Effectiveness and Feedback
Respondents were asked about how they evaluate their own effectiveness on the job, and what sources of information they rely on for that evaluation. All graduates agreed their high caseloads limit their effectiveness and that it takes time for a worker to become effective on this job. And they all made the distinction between being effective with the paperwork, and being effective with clients. We can distinguish between DCFS(s conception of effectiveness, which consists of complying with bureaucratic demands for accountability, and the interns( conception of effectiveness, which is grounded in their relationships with their clients. In determining their effectiveness at work, the interns rely on multiple sources of information - their supervisors, their co-workers, their clients, and self. Feedback from supervisors and co-workers were the principal sources of information cited by the interns. Feedback from supervisors was identified by all the interns as an important source of information regarding their job effectiveness. Feedback from co-workers was named by over half of the interns. One intern cited a third source of feedback, namely, from clients, saying that (I will know it from my clients. The reactions of the families when I come to their house, whether or not people will tell me that the child is in a better condition.( A final major source of feedback of one's effectiveness is self and one(s perceptions of connection with clients and their progress, for example, (I will know it myself. I will feel satisfied.( Nearly two-thirds of the cohort indicated that making a positive difference in the life of the child or family or seeing progress in the family is an important criteria for assessing if things are working out for them. Having a connection with the clients is also deemed important. As one intern expressed it, (You know by the connections that you(re making with the families and kids; I would know by connections that I(m making with the people, with the families.(
It is difficult to rely on clients to understand one(s own effectiveness. One method is to look at actual outcomes, i.e., whether or not clients do what they are supposed to do. The problems with this approach are recognized by these interns, in particular that this makes workers directly responsible for client behavior. As one worker expressed this situation, (When... The parents... I want to say when the parents are doing what they have to do, but that(s not up to me. I guess, when they actually say thank you. It sometimes happens. But I want to give them some credit. I tell them that its up to them. I don(t want to take all the credit.( At times clients will directly express their gratitude for worker interventions. But the most common way of under​standing feedback from clients is in terms of workers( perceptions of their relationships with clients. Workers report that they can sense whether or not they have established the relationships with clients that constitute effective social work. One worker feels effective, (Because I think I communicate well with clients. It takes time to develop a rapport. The feedback for the relation​ships we have. I make myself available for my clients, even giving them my beeper number. I remember things clients have said, and bring it up again. Just good relationships, that's all. Being not judgmental.( 

Supervisiontc \l2 "Supervision
From the interviews, DCFS supervisors were categorized into three types: Positive supervisors, negative supervisors, and absent supervisors. Good supervisors are emotionally supportive in that they allow their workers to vent, and they know when to intervene with support. They know their staff as individuals, and modify their supervision to meet their individual needs. They are available as needed, and they are knowledgeable about the work. These supervisors usually have regular meetings, with the entire unit, and/or with each worker. They are advocates for workers, both with difficult clients and with the Department. One worker described her supervisor as (Always available to help you out. An open door. She really knew her stuff... or she could find out. She helped me to be organized. How to handle different situations. I think she was really good about reviewing the case before I got it, to make sure it was an appropriate case for me. She was always an advocate for you. If I had a difficult client, she would step in and talk to them. She was always there. If she left for the day, she would arrange for backup. Very supportive, and available. We had weekly unit meetings. And once a month, we reviewed all our cases. And as needed, I would go to her with a question.( 

In contrast, worker contact with negative supervisors makes their jobs harder. Not only do these supervisors fail to provide the guidance and support of the positive supervisors, they actually at times make the job more difficult by intruding unnecessarily into the daily work of the interviewees. One supervisor, for example, (...even if she says one thing she may turn around on you later on and ask you why you did it if it turned out problematic. So you cannot trust her.( Another graduate said, (When I asked my supervisor a question, he said, (Read the manual.(( And he (...would change everything. You knew the judge wouldn(t read it anyway.( For another supervisor, (It was more like (How is this report written?( And things like, (How come it took you so long to get here?( ...she would be very picky and criticize all that I was doing.( 

Absent supervisors don(t do anything with workers unless approached. There are positive absent supervisors - those who will help somewhat if ap​proached, such as this one - (She was very busy herself, and she was an old timer. She knew a lot, but I had to think what I really needed and what I can manage with talking to other workers.( And there are more negative absent supervisors - those who make your life worse if ap​proached. (Our supervisor was totally out to lunch. You went to her with a question, and she had a look... you regretted going in there. Keep in mind - that was a training supervisor. She still is.( Having an absent supervisor is better than having a negative supervisor, but of course not as helpful as having a positive supervisor. As one worker reported, (If you're doing your job right, nothing gets to the supervisors. I(ve never had a problem, which means my supervision is good. On the other hand, I(m not getting any supervision. But no supervision is better than bad supervision.( Absent supervisors are a particular problem for those workers who desire supervision, but less so for those who require less supervision. Obviously, new workers would be expected to require more supervision than veteran workers.

Professional licensure.

The area of clinical supervision for professional licensure was explored in a subsequent set of interviews. Obtaining the LCSW is consistent with graduate level training and expectations of the social work profession overall. Clinical supervision for licensure appears to be difficult to obtain at DCFS. Less than half of the respondents received clinical supervision for licensure. (I was planning on staying three years because I wanted to get my license. But, I couldn(t get any hours.( Those CSWs who did receive hours toward licensure reported having to be on a waiting list for at least a year after self-initiation of the process. (I had to meet my own needs [to obtain supervision]. Nobody was going to help me. If you want these MSWs don(t make it hard. They make it hard.( Those who do receive clinical supervision for licensure are supervised by someone other than their regular supervisor in DCFS and may only receive supervision on  a particular case, thereby limiting preparation for licensure. The majority of respondents in this cohort were not receiving clinical hours toward licensure, while expressing a desire to do so. Interestingly, of the respondents who left DCFS, all but one reported they did not receive clinical supervision toward licensure. Overall, it appears that in spite of the desirability of completing licensure, it has been difficult for this cohort to obtain clinical hours for licensure while at DCFS. 

Supervision and retention.

Examining the patterns of supervision among the graduates in the qualitative data reveals that type of supervisor may be an important factor in the decision to leave DCFS. Those who left all had negative supervisors at the time they decided to leave. Two of these experienced only negative supervisors while at DCFS, but five of them had one or more positive supervisors followed by a negative supervisor. This latter pattern may have been particularly demoralizing for these workers. As one graduate who left DCFS said, (The first year I had a different supervisor. If you have a good supervisor, when you get a lot of support, it is totally different than when you have someone who is constantly on you.( In contrast, among those who stayed, there were a number of absent supervisors but no negative supervisors. The two graduates most successful at comfortably adapting to working at DCFS have had only positive supervisors. In particular, the pattern of moving from a positive super​visor to a negative supervisor does not appear among the graduates who have stayed. 


As shown in Table 15, the quantitative data do not confirm these conclusions. The direction of the relationship between number of supervisors and remaining on the job is the opposite of that predicted. This may simply be due to the fact that those who remain on the job have been on the job longer, i.e., those who leave do so before they have many supervisors. This means that time on the job would need to be introduced as a control variable. In addition, there is no statistical relationship between quality of supervisor and remaining on the job, or between obtaining supervision for licensure and remaining on the job. 

Table 15 - Per cent of retention by supervision categories.
	
	Left Job
	Still On Job
	Total

	Number Of Supervisors
	
	
	

	   One
	9

(64%)
	5

(36%)
	14

	   Two
	5

(36%)
	9

(64%)
	14

	   Three Or More
	4

(40%)
	6

(60%)
	10

	   Total
	18

(47%)
	20

(53%)
	38

	Quality of First Supervisor
	
	
	

	   Good
	10

(46%)
	12

(54%)
	22

	   Not Good
	7

(50%)
	7

(50%)
	14

	   Total
	17

(47%)
	19

(53%)
	36

	Stated Received Supervision For Licensure  
	
	
	

	   Yes
	5

(33%)
	10

(67%)
	15

	   No
	27

(51%)
	26

(49%)
	53

	   Total
	32

(47%)
	36

(53%)
	68



Staying at DCFStc \l1 "Staying at DCFS
Achieving A Balancetc \l2 "Achieving A Balance
Remaining on the job as a caseworker at DCFS, and doing so in a manner which is professionally and personally satisfying depends on achieving a balance in the work, a balance between the workers( opposing goals of doing paperwork vs. spending time with clients, and a balance between the ideal role of a professional social worker and the real role of a DCFS worker.

To survive, one needs to develop a personal barrier between oneself and the stresses of the job. (This job is traumatic when you first start. I saw a new worker break down and start crying yesterday when she had to place some children. That(s something we do every day. Its a process. You build up a thick skin.( This requires both learning to not take attacks from clients personally, and learning to ignore or minimize the bureaucratic difficulties. Having a sense of humor can be an important defense against the stress of the job, and learning to leave the job at work is an essential survival technique. But a balance is necessary. Some of those who left, or plan to leave, speak of this adjustment in a negative manner - as becoming jaded and uncaring, losing skills, becoming like (them(, that is, like veteran workers. For these interns, creating the barrier necessary to survive is itself an undesirable experience.

Everyone agrees that it is necessary to be organized on this job. (I(m very organized. Very, very organized. I have a compulsive personality. Its critical. If you(re not organized, you get over​whelmed.( But it is interesting that being too organized can be a burden. At least one graduate found her conscientiousness to be a problem, (If you(re an organized person... that worked against me. Because it was at my own expense. Being organized never accounts for things that pop up - the emergencies. You have to not be too hard on yourself.( Because there are so many unexpected occurrences it is necessary to remain flexible and responsive. One needs to be organized enough to set priorities and schedule one(s own time in such a manner that one does not fall behind on paperwork and still sees all the children. At the same time, its necessary to abandon this structure at a moment(s notice in response to unanticipated crises, then return to the structure without loss of deadlines or commitments. Again, a delicate balance.

Most important is that the workers who have stayed, especially those who anticipate remaining on the job for the foreseeable future, have resolved the dilemma between the ideal and the real. They have developed a clinical style which they believe is effective in meeting the needs of the clients, meets the demands of DCFS, and is professionally satisfying. This is in stark contrast with the graduates who left - and with those who remain, but are frustrated and unsatis​fied with the work. This clinical style is characterized by a balance among the roles of clients, workers, and the courts, and a respect for the varying authority and responsibility of each. This means that workers are honest with clients and non-judgmental about clients( decisions. It means that they are clear with clients about the authority of the courts and about the consequences of clients( behavior. At the same time, they are personally comfortable leaving responsibility with the clients. There is also a balance about the depth of the relationship. The focus of this kind of case management is on referrals, and the workers who have stayed have learned to accept that role, while simultaneously feeling that they are helping the clients. One eloquent graduate is worth quoting at length about the key to satisfactory casework at DCFS:

You have to confront, set limits, make choices. You have to be non-judgmental. Being accepted. Having no secrets from parents. No unknowns. Putting the responsibility on them. (I believe you can do it, but you have to prove it to me.( Believing in them, and being there, but putting the proof on them. That(s a complex idea. It comes from graduate school. Not judging - it takes a mature way of thinking.

Finding responsibility of the social worker and of the client. There are skills that are involved with connecting the two. You have to realize that the mother has a choice - there(s nothing you can do about it. Its very complicated. Everybody has needs. Recog​nizing these needs and how they play out.

Lots of surprises. Expect nothing. Always be surprised with something. The unspoken. Giving an individual power over their lives and choices does wonderful things. Helping the child live up to their potential. Knowing when to let go. A look. An experi​ence in a person(s place. Its a process. Recognizing when a person(s at rock bottom. Setting limits and boundaries. Follow through. Doing my job and allowing the other person to be an individual. Whatever else I can help them with. I feel fortunate to be part of the process. In social work we see people at their deepest crises. Believing in them. Believing what they say. 

The steps that go into it. Each step brings reactions to that relationship. Should be looked at. Just step back. Its a magical thing. Provide the arena for the individual to change. If the individual doesn't, do what you need to do. And the same for children. Listen to them. Believe them. I hear over and over again from these kids, (No one believed me.( Its important stuff for these kids. And helping the kids realize that the parents have issues.

There(s a skill in all of it. A skill in social work. You have to sharpen your skills, take what you(ve learned in graduate school. You can apply it. Its interesting. Its not therapy. Judges make the decisions, but social workers also make decisions. Giving parents choices, being there as someone who can offer assistance and help them lead a fulfilling life. 

The need to simultaneously both protect children and preserve families is an inherent dilemma underlying child protection work. DCFS has established child safety as its primary goal, and family preservation as a secondary goal. In this study, the workers who have remained at DCFS and who feel good about their work have come down firmly on the side of protecting children at the expense of possible family preservation. These workers say that they always believe the children, that they do not hesitate to detain children, and that they do not hurry to return children to their parents. As one graduate put it, (Its important to advocate for kids. I(m pro-kid. I always believe a kid over an adult.( Other workers are quick to remove children and slow to reunify them. (So, when I detain them and they go to a foster house at least I know I can sleep well at night, not worrying about them.(
Adjusting To The Jobtc \l2 "Adjusting To The Job
We explored in greater depth the specific ways in which DCFS workers achieved the balance necessary to successfully adjust to the job through two interviews each with 15 workers who remained on the job well past their one-year commitment. Most workers reported adjust​ment to be a gradual process that took anywhere between one and two years past their internship year at the agency. Only one worker reported having a smooth, quick, almost immediate adjustment to the workplace. Some workers experienced adjustment as a linear process in which every additional week they became more familiar and adjusted. Some, however, described a non-linear process. They said that they enjoyed a period of feeling well-adjusted but then they experienced difficult times and lost their feeling of being adjusted. What seems to be the common factor for workers who described a non-linear pattern of adjustment is that all of them had experienced a sudden change or several consecutive changes during their first years of working in the agency. Such changes could have been the worker(s non-voluntary relocation, the loss of a supervisor with whom the worker established significant working relationship or a sharp non-incremental increase in the worker(s caseload. While workers experienced difficulties, they still believed that things would improve over time and that the need to increase their efforts to adjust to the changes was temporary.

Four related components of adjustment were identified, all of which contribute to the workers( adjustment. Together these four components enable the worker to do child protective work as one individual in a community of colleagues that are all familiar with the organization(s culture, ideology, and practices. The interviews with these workers suggest that while each worker advances in all four dimensions, some workers invest more in one dimension that is more significant for them than the other dimensions.

Taking responsibility for learning.

Learning new skills was required to adjust to the job, and some workers specifically pointed to these processes of learning and improving skills as the component that contributed most to their adjustment. One worker put it this way, (Before I came here I had no idea what it would be like. It was very hard at the beginning because as an ER worker I had to go to homes and be very assertive and ask many questions. For me it was very difficult because that is not how I am. I feel that for me it is more comfortable to sit in the office as a therapist, and kind of let the clients do the job. I think that through this year I learned more and now I feel more comfortable doing the job as a CSW here. But still I work on that a lot.( 

Workers learned to became more efficient by changing their working habits. (Well, I just get everything done. I used to procrastinate things. I would start one thing and move to another. Now I don(t do that any more. I have a list and so I don(t forget what I have to do, and I would stay late so that I can get some more work done...( Some became more familiar with short cuts. They learned to group home visits together according to geographical areas. They also learned to rely more on services of professional agencies that monitored the children closely and provided the child welfare worker with detailed reports periodically. Workers learned that taking cases of large families saved them time since caseload is determined by number of children, not families. They found out that two workers with the same number of kids may have a very different workload depending on the number of biological and foster families they need to consult. Some described specific techniques they used for improving their efficiency at work, such as visiting unreliable clients at the beginning of the month and reliable ones at the end, or working on court reports early or late in the day when the office is quiet. Some workers learned to shift occasion​ally from doing case management to doing therapy with some selected families from their caseload. This is an avenue of developing their professional skills as therapists, and a method for providing these selected families that seemed to have better chances of success with a more personal and intensive service.

What seems to be common among these workers is that they developed flexibility and problem solving skills. Many learned that they need to juggle time, that they need to adjust and re-adjust their schedule to accommodate for unexpected events. These workers also set clear boundaries and (rules( for themselves, but then they were also flexible about them. In times of need they added extra work hours in order to keep up with their work. In these cases even those who said that they made rules of keeping good boundaries between work and private life stayed late at work, took work home or worked during weekends.

Developing a social network.

Developing a wide social network in the work place is an important component of the adjustment process. Such a network provides avenues to access information that is vital for doing child protective work. Information such as the availability of community resources, successful techniques for working with clients, or work habits that promote efficiency, cannot be found in books or in agency manuals. Supervisors may be too busy to devote time to these aspects of a new worker(s job. As a result, the workers themselves need to look for additional resources that may provide them with this information.

Veteran workers in child protective services are natural informants for transmitting the organization(s culture. New workers reported that soon after their arrival to the agency they became aware of the value of veteran workers. The new workers used two methods for learning from veteran workers. First they used observation. (What I would do, a lot of times, I would watch how they operated. I would follow them and watch how they do their work(. Secondly, they actively sought to develop good working relationships with veteran workers. One common way of connecting with veteran workers was through asking for their advice and consultation. A number of new workers indicated that their co-workers were the most helpful agents for their adjustment; they became their mentors and role models. New workers described the ways by which they tried to befriend and follow veteran workers, (There are a lot of little shortcuts I(ve learned from them. From the people who have been here longer. There was one woman in particular, she(s so fresh. I even said to her, (You have some secret and I want to know what it is.( And she would laugh, and as she got to know me and felt more comfortable with me she did start telling me things... and what she did tell me, she said if you can, try to come in a little early and leave a little late. That(s when it(s the most quiet and that(s when you can work on reports... Another thing she said was try to do visits and things before you come to work... court reports - start working on them almost as soon as you get the minute order... So it(s little tips like that never would have occurred to me and it helps out.(
Getting around negative or absent supervision is one of the skills which workers learn on the job. One graduate learned to (Ask other people who had been there longer or go to another supervisor. There was another supervisor who would sign if our supervisor was gone. She was always gone on Mondays, so we always went to the other supervisor on Mondays to get our stuff approved.( Other graduates have learned to go back to their old supervisors, to lead workers in other units, or to helpful peers.

In addition to the function of transmitting non-written knowledge, a work-related social network also provides emotional support in times of need. Almost all graduates interviewed, regardless of whether they stayed or left, agreed that peer support is the most important thing keeping one going on this job. One respondent reported, (That(s what kept you going. There were people having a hard time also. It was really good, being able to talk with everyone about how hard it was.( USC graduates were a particular help, and most of the graduates maintain informal contacts with fellow graduates. (We were four or five interns from USC. We went to the Academy together, then on the job. We took lunches together. It was the only thing that kept me going. They are also overwhelmed. You just complain and complain. I got nothing from administration.( USC graduates were important sources of peer support, but such support was forthcoming from many workers in addition to fellow USC interns. Workers in the same unit gave advice and suggested ways to overcome difficulties. In some units they formed informal peer support groups. (I have a great desk partner. He(s been here for 14 years. Talking things over with co-workers whenever I have questions or doubts or can(t figure something out or have questions about something, just run it by him. And he(s wonderful. Very experienced and knowledgeable. So that really helps(.

Some of the interns regarded maintaining these social connections as a long term investment. They used connections not only as a means to become more professional or have social support, but also to have more power and control over their professional life in the agency. They established and maintained good connections with all those around them but especially with supervisors and deputies in the agency. (I also got good rapport with administration and I think that was very helpful... [A supervisor that was promoted] was wonderful. She is now at the headquarters, and I still see her. We still go out for lunch and outside of the office...( These connections provided novice workers with access to important information regarding available positions and other opportunities within the department. Thus, they had access to upper mobility or other desirable positions.

Changing internally.

The workers( perceptions of self, the agency, the clients and the services are shaped and reshaped over time as the new workers attempt to understand their reality at the agency. New experiences and new meanings develop until the workers reach some sort of familiarity, stability and predictability of their world in the agency. When workers reach that stage they already have a coherent view about themselves as workers, the process of adjustment, the agency and the nature of their work. The workers( attempts to understand and accept the reality in which they work is the focus of this third, internal component of adjustment. 

Those workers who adjusted to the child welfare agency were engaged in the process of adjusting and fitting into the work place. Being engaged in the process means that the new worker is willing to change her previous views. The following example describes the change in one(s expectations and perception of self in the agency. It illustrates the way workers handle difficulties by finding explanations that allow them to accept and adapt to their new reality without losing their self esteem. (She [the supervisor] is known for yelling. I didn(t think when I went there that she would yell at me the way she yells at everybody else. We had a really good relationship, but I(m one of the crew now, so I get it just like everybody else, but she does have a reputation, and people have moved from her department for that reason. So, but I(m tough, let(s put it that way, I know that, I must be made out of something.( This worker altered her expecta​tions from believing, at first, that it will not happen to her to explaining why it did happen to her. She struggled with the paradox of being yelled at by the supervisor and still believing that she has good relations with that supervisor. She noticed that not everybody is willing to accept the supervisor(s behavior, but she chose to stay and explained her choice by perceiving herself as (tough( and capable of handling difficulties.

This (self talk( demonstrates the process of solving the difficulties in the agency by finding explanations for what is going on. It also reveals an important component of the adaptation process: workers who adapt keep their self esteem by believing that staying at the agency indicates their strength, flexibility and capability of overcoming difficulties in child welfare agencies. Facing difficulties at the agency is perceived as a challenge and adapting successfully increases the workers( self esteem. The following example demonstrates how workers try to avoid being hurt. (Its even difficult working with your colleagues, I think. That could push some people out. Because its such a stressful job, you know, you get tense and people will decide, you(re the one, you(re the scapegoat for that day and so give you a lot of garbage. What I find is that I try not to take it personally, because I say, (Well, you don't know me personally, so this must be just a professional thing, right now, today, and we(ll be over it tomorrow....(( This process seems to increase the workers( confidence that they are getting stronger and capable of overcoming difficulties in comparison to those who leave the agency.

One additional way by which workers shaped their experiences in the agency is through trying to avoid developing negative attitudes. Many workers indicated that they consciously avoid developing negative attitudes toward the agency. They refrained from making generaliza​tions regarding the nature of the organization, they did not participate in union meetings or other social gatherings within the workplace where negativity and low morale is usually spread, and they avoided associating with co-workers who held negative attitudes.

The workers also reflected on their own adjustment. They developed philosophies that explained and justified their behaviors. For example, they accounted for the long process of adjustment by commenting that, (Being in child welfare every day requires additional adjust​ment(, or they explained that, (You are on stage, you know, you have to figure out what works. You are manipulating whatever you can manipulate... to survive(. Workers who put forth efforts to keep their standards high developed the belief that (It's OK if you are not doing 100% as long as you are setting yourself standards and working to achieve the best possible.( For times of distress, the workers developed sayings that help them to manage the difficulties of the job, such as, (The day is over but the work is not(, or, (Everyone is in the same boat(.  

Changing the agency.

While these new workers looked for rationalizations for accepting the reality at the agency, they still did not give up on trying to change this reality into something that they believed is better. They got involved in the union and in committees. New workers talked about trying to change their supervisors to become more reflective and helpful to them. (I had to do that for my supervisor all the time. Because she(ll say, (You guys are always screwing around.( I said, (What? Maybe you should say is that we(re inexperienced and we need more training. That(s maybe the way you should say it.(( What is unique about these workers is that they found a way of refusing some of the supervisors( and deputies( requests while keeping overall positive relationships with them. 

Most new workers experienced disappointments and had criticism toward the agency(s administration. However, they differed from workers who adopted an overall negative and cynical view of the agency in that they tended to keep their hopes that things would improve. They believed that the child welfare agency is a place where their professional goals could be achieved and therefore they tried to avoid colleagues with negative views. As one said, (Even in the offices it is just negative. I can(t really explain it very well. You have to sit in any kind of an office meeting or a union meeting to understand the negativity of that. There are a lot of people that are burned out - they feel they are mistreated, under-appreciated, underpaid. I don(t usually go to these meetings, because if I do I feel so negative that I have to leave...and then the new people, you know, people my age they really have positive attitudes. I find that.(
More than anything else, they tried to do for their clients as much as possible. That meant providing better services than is usually given in the agency. For example, some would use lunch and weekend time to take kids out and get to know them better. New workers learned that in order to be successful in their efforts to provide their clients with more help they should be aware of unwritten rules regarding when, how, and how much, they can do for their clients. This knowledge was not revealed by veteran workers, but was part of a personal journey that the workers had to go through. (You can scream and yell and as long as you have taken care, and you haven(t squeaked on stuff that they don(t consider to be squeaky... You are then going to get what you want, if you are considered to be a worker who does what needs to be done. Politically, it feels like if you pick a battle over something like a child(s placement or adoption, you are more likely to get it than if you are making trouble about small issues (what they consider small stuff) which is really important for the clients, and should be taken care of. If you scream and yell and throw a fit and say, (I(m not going to do this( every time you believe that a child should get a better service, then you are going to have major problems when you want to do something else. Especially if you want to apply for a promotion. I work very hard to figure out how things work at the agency. I expend lots of energy to figure out when and what I can do for the kids so I know how not to fall into the pitfalls. I think to be successful in DCFS bureaucracy, you do have to narrow your view of what you can do to be successful.(
To conclude, adjustment to the work at the child welfare agency required full engagement from these new workers. They had to work on becoming more professional using supervision to assist them. They had to establish nurturing and supporting relationships with co-workers, especially veteran workers. They had to overcome difficulties by looking for explanations or rationalizations that maintained positive images of the agency and themselves as child protection workers and finally, they attempted to change the agency, the supervisors and the services they provide the families. These four components of adjustment are used to a different degree by different workers. Some workers focused mainly on adjusting by becoming more professional. Others used their connections with co-workers as a major avenue to adjust. Yet others invest many hours in explaining and solving the problems of the agency, its dynamics and its politics. Those who had good social connections were the ones who were more active in trying to change the agency.


Adjustment and retention
Support for the relationship between adjustment behavior and retention from the quantita​tive data (Table 16) is mixed. While there is no difference in terms of the stated need to learn task management skills, there is a difference in terms of learning survival skills. Of those who remain on the job, 75% stated that they needed to learn survival skills, compared with 46% of those who left the job. (The items in Table 16 were derived from the qualitative data, i.e., there were not specific questions addressing these issues. (No( response indicates that the issue was not mentioned by subjects, not necessarily that they asserted a negative.)

Table 16 - Per cent of retention by stating the need to learn skills.
	
	Left Job
	Still On Job
	Total

	Stated They Had To Learn Task Management Skills
	
	
	

	   Yes
	9

(45%)
	11

(55%)
	20

	   No
	23

(48%)
	25

(52%)
	48

	   Total
	32

(47%)
	36

(53%)
	68

	Stated They Had To Learn Survival Skills*
	
	
	

	   Yes
	4

(25%)
	12

(75%)
	16

	   No
	28

(54%)
	24

(46%)
	52

	   Total
	32

(47%)
	36

(53%)
	68


* Chi-Square significant at p<.05


Leaving DCFStc \l1 "Leaving DCFS
Of the 68 subjects, at the time of data collection, 32 (47%) had left DCFS, while 36 (53%) had remained. According to data from the Inter-University Consortium, this rate of turnover is similar to that of the other IUC schools, and in fact similar to that of all new DCFS employees.

The graduates who leave DCFS tend to do so when their committed time is lapsed, i.e., on, or shortly after, their first year anniversary. While seven graduates left DCFS before the one-year commitment, and six remained on the job for more than two years, for the most part, graduates who left DCFS did so between 12 and 18 months after beginning their employment.

Reasons for Leavingtc \l2 "Reasons for Leaving
Those who left DCFS did so because of the problems with the job identified above. The stated reasons for leaving include a difficult bureaucratic system, high caseloads, too much paperwork, and not enough time to spend with clients. One graduate who left put it this way, (I left because the caseload was high and I couldn(t help the clients the way I wanted. I had very little time for the families and most of the work was paper work. I didn(t feel that I really helped the families.(
These problems translate into two kinds of reasons for leaving - reasons which focused on the personal toll of the job, and reasons which focused on career aspects. For some of the interns, including some of those who stated that they intend to leave soon, these problems made the job overwhelming. They left because of the stress of the job on their own frames of mind, and on their personal lives. (It started to get to my head. It became difficult staying at DCFS.( For these interns, there was too much work, they had to think about the job all of the time, and it interfered with their own personal time and activities.

Another group of graduates who left did so because DCFS did not give them the opportunity to do the kind of work which they wanted to do. They felt unable to do (real social work(, or they wanted to do more clinical work. A graduate who left stated that, (I wanted to do more clinical work. It had to do with all the paperwork. There was not enough time with kids. I got bogged down. I wanted to work more with kids and families. There was too much paperwork and politics. It was not for me in the long run.(Another who left stated, (I want to do more counseling.... There isn(t much you can do when you only have a few minutes with your clients.( It appeared from the qualitative data that those social workers who stayed at DCFS were more satisfied with the kind of general case management that is practiced in public child welfare. 
Analysis of the quantitative data (Table 17) indicates that graduates who express a preference for case management as a practice activity are more likely to remain on the job (76%) than are those who do not express such a preference (45%). (The items in Table 17 were derived from the qualitative data, i.e., there were not specific questions addressing these issues. (No( response indicates that the issue was not mentioned by subjects, not necessarily that they asserted a negative.)

Table 17 - Per cent of retention by preferences for types of work.
	
	Left Job
	Still On Job
	Total

	Stated A Preference For Clinical Work
	
	
	

	   Yes
	12

(48%)
	13

(52%)
	25

	   No
	20

(47%)
	23

(53%)
	43

	   Total
	32

(47%)
	36

(53%)
	68

	Stated A Preference For Case Management*
	
	
	

	   Yes
	4

(24%)
	13

(76%)
	17

	   No
	28

(55%)
	23

(45%)
	51

	   Total
	32

(47%)
	36

(53%)
	68

	Stated A Preference For Administration
	
	
	

	   Yes
	5

(71%)
	2

(28%)
	7

	   No
	27

(44%)
	34

(56%)
	61

	   Total
	32

(47%)
	36

(53%)
	68


* Chi-Square significant at p<.05

Role of DCFStc \l2 "Role of DCFS
It is important to emphasize the conditions of the job that are factors in the departure of these interns. Regardless of recruitment and selection issues, fewer workers would leave DCFS if the agency were able to respond to some of these problems. A number of the interns in this study who left reported that they likely would have remained working for DCFS if the caseloads were smaller, the workload more reasonable, and the supervisors more helpful. It is important to note that these respondents unhesitatingly know what they would do with the time which these reforms would allow them. Based on their professional education and experience, they know how to provide more effective services to the clients of DCFS. Therefore, finding ways to better support the workers, reduce caseloads, and streamline paperwork would not only retain more of these workers, but would also result in more effective services.

The only important distinction to emerge from the qualitative data between the two groups in terms of their organizational experiences has to do with supervision. Those who left were more likely to have had negative supervisors, frequently following positive supervisors. In spite of our conclusions about supervisors above, our impression from the interviewees was that having a bad supervisor constituted a (last straw( for those who left, rather than the primary reason for leaving. (When I got the new supervisor, I knew I really had to leave. A big factor. I had already decided to leave, but the new supervi​sor...( 

The second supervisory issue pertains to the availability of clinical licensure, an impor​tant issue for all professional social workers. DCFS could go some distance toward retaining MSWs through the provision of on-the-job supervision for licensure. Because of the frequent lack of effective supervision, workers in DCFS are too often left to individually resolve the dilemma of how to focus their time on the job; worse, they must decide on their own whether or not they are effectively resolving this dilemma. As was described above, in order to assess their effectiveness on the job, workers tend to turn to their relationships with clients. This process leaves DCFS as an organization in the role of a barrier to providing services. 

Differences Between Graduates Who Stay and Those Who Leavetc \l2 "Differences Between Graduates Who Stay and Those Who Leave
Here is a summary of the differences between USC IUC graduates who have remained on the job and those who have left, from the qualitative data, the quantitative data, or from both.

Interns with a fair amount of previous work experience were more likely to leave DCFS than graduates with very little work experience.

Older graduates who chose child welfare as a second career for the most part have remained at DCFS.

Interns with indirect initial experiences with personal and social problems were likely to leave DCFS, while those who directly experienced such problems early in their lives were likely to stay.

Interns who stayed were more concerned about both the stipend and the guarantee of a job, when choosing this internship.

Those who have stayed tend to be more satisfied with the pay and the benefits of the job than those who left.

While all of the graduates describe the job as overwhelming, those who stayed have achieved ways of buffering themselves from the overwhelmingness of the job. The most important way for those who stayed to achieve the necessary balance is through a certain kind of relationship with clients. 

Those who left were surprised at how unprepared they were for the job initially, while those who stayed accepted the need to become prepared through job experience. Those staying on the job were more willing than those who left to learn new job manage​ment, survival, and administrative skills.

Those who have stayed see themselves as more effective on the job.

Those who remained on the job were more likely to find their graduate education, and the internship as useful on the job than were those who left.

Those who left valued the professional identity parts of their graduate education at USC, and they criticized DCFS for ignoring their professional identity and values, while those who stayed valued the skill and practical knowledge aspect of the MSW education, and tended to criticize USC for not providing enough of that.

Those who left the job were more likely to have expressed their intention to do so at the time of the internship than were those who remain.

Based on these data, the graduates who have chosen to remain at DCFS seem to be concerned about practical matters, while those who left may be described as more idealistic. The (idealism( consists of clear ideas about their profession, their values, their careers, and about DCFS and what it would be like to work there. When confronted with a clear mismatch between their ideals and the reality of work within DCFS, they chose to pursue their ideals elsewhere rather than compromise by adapting to that reality.

The (practicality( of those who stayed is demonstrated by the fact that they were more concerned about the stipend, and, especially, about the guaranteed job, upon entering the placement; they are more satisfied with the pay and benefits at DCFS; and they are less con​cerned with issues of professional values and identity than are the graduates who left. Though they have remained on the job, they were tentative about DCFS when they entered the internship, and in fact, they continue to remain tentative about their careers. Many of them have come from families where they had direct experiences of personal or social problems, or from previous careers where they had direct experiences with the difficulties and dissatisfactions of the working world.

Because they bring a (wait and see( attitude to the job, they have been less overwhelmed by the job itself. They have been more willing to accept the reality of working for DCFS, and more willing to learn on the job. They have been more able to apply the lessons of their education and internship to the job. In sum, they have been able to achieve the balance necessary to obtain professional satisfaction while minimizing the effect of bureaucratic obstacles.

Engagementtc \l2 "Engagement
An overall conclusion to emerge at various points from the qualitative data, and con​firmed at times by the quantitative data, is that those workers who remain on the job have been, and continue to be, more actively (engaged( in the process of defining themselves as public child welfare professionals. This internal process of engagement consists of actively and continually relating their experiences, personal and professional, to the placement and to the responsibilities of the job.

This concept of engagement first became clear while interviewing interns at the place​ment. One group of these interns was working hard mentally to prepare themselves for their jobs at DCFS. This process revealed itself by the way in which they connected different topics with each other, e.g., past work experiences with coping at DCFS, or early family experiences with understanding the lives of DCFS clients. One intern was working very hard to place himself in a position mentally to deal with anticipated problems on the job. (Some people are on top of it. I guess it(s a time management thing. Others are scrambling. That(s what I don(t want to have happen. That you always have to be above the paper work, this is something that you must do all the time, if you want to be on top of things. I decided that I will always do it - not let paperwork wait for tomorrow, so I(ll be on top of it.( Another intern made some clear connections between an unrelated career and working at DCFS. (Also, there are similarities in that my former work required a lot of attention to details, being very organized and efficient, and knowing how to deal with several different things at the same time. As far as I could see, in DCFS you also need to know how to use these skills, especially with the paper work.( These interns are actively mentally engaged in the process of preparing themselves.

In the same cohort, there was a group of interns less engaged with the internal process of becoming a caseworker for DCFS. While they were following a similar cognitive path in preparing themselves for their future careers, their time at DCFS is self-defined as a necessary but irrelevant interlude in their careers. As a result, their degree of introspection and analysis regarding their time at DCFS is much less. (This is a work that demands very limited skills as a social worker. You need to be organized and willing to do the paper work and you need to tell people what to do. Basically that is it. I don(t have expectations. I know that I will get a high caseload and won(t be able to do much other than the regular work that you must do for court.( 

This concept of engagement also emerged while discussing job experiences with another cohort of interviewees. While it seemed that those with experiences that correspond with working with DCFS were most prepared to become caseworkers at DCFS, it also became apparent that the correspondences between experiences and future activities were more a matter of internal processes than of objective linkages. Some interns could view their experiences as contributing not only to their knowledge but also directly to the process of shaping themselves as professional social workers. These interns were actively relating experiences to the anticipated realities of working in DCFS. They were applying past skills in managing, organizing, establish​ing relationships, etc., to future challenges expected to be encountered within DCFS. Other interns, by contrast, described their work and volunteer experiences and acknowledged their potential usefulness, but did not describe ways in which they anticipate applying these skills to future jobs. They described an accumulation of skills and knowledge, but did not describe a process of professionalization.

Clearly this process of being engaged in attempting to define oneself as a professional child welfare worker is related to early intentions regarding remaining on the job. Those who see themselves as DCFS workers in the long run appreciate the value of investing the mental and emotional energy necessary to ensure a successful adjustment, while those who do not intend to remain on the job are not willing to become engaged in the same manner. Thus, this process of engagement becomes most evident when the behavior of those who remain on the job is closely examined, and here the process of engagement is fully realized. As was described above, workers who remain on the job with some measure of professional satisfaction are actively engaged in learning new tasks, establishing extended social and professional networks, changing the larger agency for the better, and modifying their own internal image of a professional child welfare worker. This process of engagement is one that has begun at least as soon as the beginning of the internship and continues throughout a successful career as a child welfare worker.

After DCFStc \l2 "After DCFS
With few exceptions, the graduates who left DCFS went into jobs working with children or adolescents, mostly in private settings. They are reporting greater satisfaction with their new positions, with better supervision, clinical supervision for professional licensure, and more opportunities for counseling. Those who left described having less stress, a general lessening in job intensity, more time for friends and family, greater administrative support in the new organization, and more opportunities for growth.

Each graduate that left reported that working for DCFS was a very valuable experience and a positive step in their careers. They all use knowledge obtained at the DCFS job on their current jobs. Each of them pointed to the knowledge of the (system( as of crucial importance, especially in terms of being better able to understand and help the clients with whom they are currently working. And some graduates reported valuable experience in working with certain types of clients, such as abused children and substance abusing adults. A few graduates spoke about the experience in terms of learning more about themselves, their limits, and their profes​sional preferences. And it was pointed out that (..the fact you(re able to endure for a year looks good on a resume.( Generally, there was a sense that, in spite of the difficulties, it was somehow all worth it in the end. (I learned a lot. Professionally and personally. It was a great learning experience. Just dealing with me and my problems. I don(t regret working there. I grew a lot personally. I didn(t like anything per se... I didn(t like anything about the job... But I liked what I got out of it.( 

As many interns, both those who left, and those who stayed, pointed out during the interviews, there is not necessarily a relationship between remaining at DCFS and being committed to a career in public child welfare, and this conclusion is confirmed by the quantita​tive analysis. Those few interviewees who remain at DCFS, but intend to leave, and those who have left DCFS for jobs outside of public child welfare, do not report a high commitment to a career in public child welfare, but all of the other interns, inside or outside of DCFS, do report a high commitment to public child welfare.


A Model for Explaining Retention in Public Child Welfaretc \l1 "A Model for Explaining Retention in Public Child Welfare
Though the conclusions for this study are tentative, it is possible at this point to outline a model for further study of retention among child welfare workers. Such a model would relate worker and agency characteristics to the decision to remain on the job, and would embody a chronological framework from childhood experiences to career decisions.

Worker Characteristics
Past personal, family, and community problems.

This study indicates that workers who stay in public child welfare have experienced more personal and family problems in their pasts than workers who leave. These childhood experi​ences seem to be instrumental in leading to attitudes and practices which relate to future career choices.

Personality traits.

Presumably, there are enduring personality traits which are formed by early childhood decisions, and which in turn account for adult career decisions and practices. While this is controversial and difficult to measure, it would seem to be an essential part of the model.

Attitudes.

Preferences regarding job attributes such as autonomy versus structure would follow from personality traits and would predict career choices.

Adjustment to the organization.

The present study indicates that those workers who remain on the job are likely to engage in certain concrete behaviors, such as establishing extended social and professional networks. These behaviors are measurable, and it is hypothesized that both that they stem from early experiences, personality traits, and attitudes, and that they predict retention. 

Agency Characteristics
This research has identified several characteristics within DCFS that are expected to be associated with retention. The most important of these is the quality of the supervision received by the workers, as well as the availability of supervision for licensure. Other organizational characteristics include the amount and type of peer support available within units, and the number of forced moves among units. It would be best to conduct research on retention among multiple agencies. 

Retention and Commitment
Retention (or turnover(quitting or staying) is the critical outcome in this conceptual model. In addition, however, it would be useful and practical to consider the predictors of commitment as well, both workers( commitment to the organization (i.e., DCFS), and workers( commitment to the mission of child welfare. While commitment to the organization would be clearly related to retention, this study has indicated that workers who leave are equally or even more committed to the mission of child welfare than workers who stay in the organization.


Retention Study Reportstc \l1 "Retention Study Reports
Dale Weaver (11-5-94). Report One: Research Plan.

Dale Weaver & Michal Sela-Amit (11-17-95). Report Two: The Path To Public Child Welfare. 

An analysis of interviews conducted with first and second year interns placed at IUC/DCFS in the Fall of 1994. This focuses on material leading up to the decision to enter the field of public child welfare.

Dale Weaver & Michal Sela-Amit (7-26-96). Report Three: Shall I Stay Or Shall I Go. 

An analysis of interviews conducted with graduates who began at DCFS in Spring of 1993, that is, interns with their first year placement at IUC/DCFS beginning in Fall, 1991, and second year interns placed at IUC/DCFS in Fall of 1992. This focuses on the decision to remain at DCFS after the one year of mandatory service.

Dale Weaver & Michal Sela-Amit (10-10-96). Shall I Stay Or Shall I Go: The Decision To Remain at DCFS Among Graduates of the USC IUC Internship Program. 

A combination of Reports Two and Three.

Dale Weaver, Gino Aisenberg, & Michal Sela-Amit (5-15-97). Report Four: Just The Facts.

A quantitative analysis of the relationship between internship and demographic factors and the decision to remain at DCFS past the mandatory one year.

Gino Aisenberg & Dale Weaver (10-30-97). Report Five: Other Paths To Public Child Welfare. 

An analysis of interviews conducted with first and second year interns placed at IUC/DCFS in the Fall of 1995. This focuses on material leading up to the decision to enter the field of public child welfare. This report is a replication and extension of Report Two.

Michal Sela-Amit & Dale Weaver (11-6-97). Report Six: Adjusting To Public Child Welfare.

An analysis of interviews with workers who have remained at DCFS past the one year commitment from the cohorts who began work with DCFS in Falls of 1993, 1994 and 1995. This report focuses on the process of adjusting to the demands of working in public child welfare.

Leslie Wind, Sigrid James, Dale Weaver, & Michal Sela-Amit (10-1-99). Report Seven: Shall I Stay Or Shall I Go, Part 2.

An analysis of interviews conducted with graduates who began at DCFS in Spring of 1996, that is, interns with their first year placement at IUC/DCFS beginning in Fall, 1994, and second year interns placed at IUC/DCFS in Fall of 1995. This report is a replication and extension of Report Three.

Dale Weaver & Sigrid James (10-4-99) Report 8: Just The Facts, Part 2.

Quantitative data from all interviews from items included in the interviews and from the quantification of qualitative data. Focuses on statistical differences between those graduates who remain on the job and those who leave.
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