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Brief Description of the Program

The Masters in Social Work (MSW) Program is designed to prepare student for advanced practice and leadership roles in social work, with the values, skills, and knowledge to facilitate and enhance individual, family, group, organization, community, and institutional well-being; to promote social and economic justice; and to encourage policies that efficaciously address human needs. To accommodate the increasing variety of needs of prospective students, the program is now delivered in a variety of full- and part-time formats, including web-based and web-enhanced courses. The MSW curriculum consists of 60 credit hours of graduate courses, which includes 32 credit hours of core or foundation courses, 22 credit hours of concentration courses, 6 credit hours of electives, and 18 credit hours (or 1200 practice hours) of internship. Core courses consist of values, knowledge, and skills considered essential to social work practice in any position (e.g., foundations of social work practice, policy, theory, research methods and statistics), whereas there are two concentrations of advanced social work practice: 1) advanced direct practice (i. e., focused primarily on work with individuals, families, and groups), and 2) management and community practice. Students can choose one of two concentrations in their final year of the 2-year program, although a significant number of students select courses in the other concentration as their electives.  Internship instruction is provided by licensed social workers in an agency where the instructor and student do social work practice. Students are placed in an internship consisting of two 8-hour days a week during the first year, and a different internship consisting of three 8-hour days a week during the second year. Faculty in the School of Social Work serves as liaisons between the School and agencies to ensure an integration of values, knowledge, and skills taught and practiced in courses and in internships. This integration is promoted and augmented by regular in-service training of internship instructors by faculty, regular liaison visits to the agency by faculty to discuss cases and social work activities with instructors and students, and joint membership on committees in agencies and in the School of Social Work. Also, the majority of internship instructors are alumni of this School.  Changes in curriculum are shared with internship instructors in workshops and in-service training. 
Student Learning (SL) Goals & Objectives

The MSW program has seven student learning goals.  Each of these goals has objectives that we envision as the desired student outcomes.  These objectives are represented in the internship course outlines and in evaluation documents completed by internship instructors.  The seven student learning (SL) goals and their objectives are:
SL Goal 1:
To prepare students for advanced practice with individuals, families, groups, organizations, and communities.

Objectives:

SL 1.1 
Students will demonstrate that they can do an ecological assessment of various client systems.

SL 1.2. 
Students will demonstrate that they can implement an intervention plan.

SL 1.3. 
Students will demonstrate that they can evaluate the implementation, impact and outcome of interventions, and use this information to reformulate a plan of intervention as needed. 

SL 1.4. 
Students will demonstrate that they can formulate and implement a plan for termination.

SL Goal 2:
To promote students’ understanding of the consequences of discrimination and oppression, and societal conditions limiting the well-being of populations-at-risk.

Objectives:

SL 2.1.
Students will demonstrate knowledge of their own privilege and the role privilege plays in perpetuating discrimination and oppression.

SL 2.2.
Students will demonstrate their ability to apply their knowledge of discrimination and oppression to their own practice.

SL 2.3.
Students will demonstrate their knowledge of the role social and economic injustice plays in perpetuating societal conditions that limit the well-being of populations-at-risk.

SL 2.4.
Students will demonstrate their ability to apply their knowledge of societal conditions that limit the well-being of populations to their own practice.
 SL Goal 3:

To develop students’ skills to advance social and economic justice,
                                   and eliminate societal conditions that limit people’s opportunities 
                                   for full participation in our society.

     Objectives:

SL 3.1.
Students will demonstrate skills in client advocacy with individuals, families, communities, groups, and organizations.

SL 3.2.
Students will demonstrate an ability to analyze and influence social and organizational policy.

SL 3.3.
Students will demonstrate an ability to collaborate with clients in the identification, development, and/or mobilization of resources in their environments.

SL 3.4.
Students will demonstrate an ability to use small groups to effect organizational, community, and societal change.

SL Goal 4:
      To instill in students the values and ethics of the profession. 
Objectives:
SL 4.1.
Students will demonstrate the ability to use critical thinking skills to resolve ethical dilemmas.

SL 4.2.
Students will demonstrate an awareness of their own personal values and their effect on their social work practice.

SL 4.3.
Students will demonstrate knowledge of professional values, principles, legal duties, and the NASW Code of Ethics.

SL Goal 5:

To develop students’ appreciation for diversity, and skills to work 
                              with diverse populations. 

Objectives:
SL 5.1.
Students will demonstrate regard for the dignity and worth of diverse populations including race, ethnicity, culture, class, gender, sexual orientation, religion, physical and mental ability, age and national origin.

SL 5.2.
Students are able to adequately assess and effectively intervene at individual, family, group, organizational, or community levels with persons or populations who represent: race, ethnicity, culture, class, gender, sexual orientation, religion, physical and mental ability, age and national origin.

  SL Goal 6:
To develop students’ ability to think critically. 
Objectives:
SL 6.1.
Students will demonstrate critical thinking in synthesizing and applying appropriate theories and knowledge to interventions with client systems.

SL 6.2.
Students will demonstrate critical thinking in the analysis of social and organizational policies that impact their client systems.

SL 6.3.
Students will demonstrate critical thinking in developing research designs and in evaluating articles and reports in the professional literature.

SL 6.4. 
Students will demonstrate critical thinking in decision making related to ethical issues in practice.

     SL Goal 7: 
The goals of research are to launch research-practitioners who engage in lifelong learning based on knowledge and skills acquired in the MSW program, to develop methods of evaluating social work practice and information used in practice, and to instill more discriminating and critical consumption of professional knowledge and research.
     Objectives:
SL 7.1.  
Students will demonstrate that they can conceptualize issues to be  

                  studied and formulate research questions and hypothesis.

SL 7.2.  
Students will demonstrate that they can operationalize concepts and select appropriate analytic procedures.

SL 7.3.  
Students will demonstrate that they can interpret their findings within the context or literature.

SL 7.4.  
Students will demonstrate that they can critique articles and reports in the professional literature using the knowledge and skills presented in the first 3 objectives.

SL 7.5. 
Students will demonstrate that they can assess research for bias and ethical issues (e.g., gender, ethnicity, age, class).

Brief Statement of 6-year Plan

Based on recommendations made by a 4-member assessment committee of tenured faculty, the entire School of Social Work faculty adopted the following 5 phase plan to assess the seven student learning goals. The goals represent the major educational themes identified by the Council on Social Work Education (CSWE) as essential to doing social work. CSWE is the accrediting body for MSW programs in the United States. Each year, beginning in academic year 2003-2004, the faculty will assess a new student learning goal. 
In addition to the student learning goals, we will also be doing an alumni survey (once every three years), an employer survey (once every three-five years), and we will be assessing our Marriage and Family Certificate program on a yearly basis. Starting next academic year (2007-2008), we will also start assessing our newly created certificate program in Gerontological Social Work. 

Timeline for Assessment of the Student Learning Goals

1) Student Learning Goal #7: Research (2003-2004 and 2004-2005).

2) Student Learning Goal #1: Advanced Direct Practice (2005-2006 and then reassessed in 2007-2008).

3) Student Learning Goal #1: Management and Community Practice (2006-2007).

4) Student Learning Goal #6: Critical Thinking (2006-2007).

5) Employer Survey (2008-2009).

6) Student Learning Goal #2 & 4: Values and Ethics/Discrimination & Oppression (to be determined based on CSWE revisions).

7) Student Learning Goal #3: Social Justice (too be determined based on CSWE revisions).

8) Student Learning Goal #5: Diversity (to be determined based on CSWE revisions).

This on-going plan follows the faculty who has been assigned that particular Student Learning Goal or area. Faculty involved in assessment are responsible for revising their plans as needed and provide feedback in her\his particular area and to the faculty as a whole as this pertains to curricular change. 
It is important to note that CSWE is in the process of revising their Educational Policy and Accreditation Standards (EPAS). The final revision will be voted upon in April, 2008 by CSWE and will focus on ten central competencies that must be woven into the implicit curriculum for both MSW and BSW programs. CSWE will require programs to assess each competency with multiple measures and at various times throughout the academic year. CSWE’s revised EPAS will require all MSW and BSW programs to comply with the new standards, which will result in the UALR School of social work having to revise its overall assessment plan accordingly.     

2007-2008 Report
1. Student learning goals addressed this year: 

This year’s assessment report was submitted by Kim Jones, Coordinator of the MSW program and Chair of the program’s assessment committee. The report will focus on Student Learning Goals #1 (Advanced Direct Practice), which was assessed in both 2005-2006 and then again in 2006-2007. 
2. Learning outcomes/objectives for those goals addressed this year:

The Student Learning goals for Advanced Direct Practice I are embedded in Student Learning Goal #1.

SL Goal 1:
To prepare students for advanced practice with individuals, families, groups, organizations, and communities.

Objectives:

SL 1.1 
Students will demonstrate that they can do an ecological assessment of various client systems.

SL 1.2. 
Students will demonstrate that they can implement an intervention plan.

SL 1.3. 
Students will demonstrate that they can evaluate the implementation, impact and outcome of interventions, and use this information to reformulate a plan of intervention as needed. 

SL 1.4. 
Students will demonstrate that they can formulate and implement a plan for termination.
The specific components of Student Learning Goal #1 to be assessed were: 1) how proficient students are in their assessment of individual clients; 2) how proficient they are in regard to developing goals, and; 3) how proficient they are in developing interventions. This assessment also included a separate component related to proficiency regarding clinical judgment.

The course where Student Learning Goal #1 was assessed is titled, “Advanced Direct Practice I,” which student take in their concentration year of the MSW program.      

3. Courses and activities where assessed:
Description of Advanced Direct Practice I: Social Work Practice with Individuals.

                        Advanced Direct Practice I: Social Work Practice with Individuals is the first of three core courses student in the Advanced Direct Practice concentration take in the second year of the MSW program. This course is designed to provide the necessary tools and conceptual models for assessing individual client and their functioning. In this course students are instructed as to how intervention plans are guided by advanced practice theory in addition to evaluation of practice and termination (Student Learning Goals 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4). 

Advanced Direct Practice I builds upon and integrates the practice knowledge and skills presented in the first year of the MSW program. The course develops a more in-depth biopsychosocial framework for assessment and intervention. Students learn to assess the functioning of clients according to contemporary psychodynamic and cognitive theory. Emphasis is given to the dynamic interrelationship between individual, i.e., biological/developmental/psychological, organizational, and larger systems, i.e., social systems/ecological factors, which shape and influence behavior. Attention is also given to both ethical and research issues relevant to work with individual client systems. The course utilizes carefully constructed cases, which help students assess the relevant micro, mezzo and macro issues in clinical situations, and enhance critical thinking and professional decision making skills.  

The importance of the social worker-client relationship and professional use of self is also emphasized throughout the course.  

The central course objectives for Advanced Direct Practice I are as follows:

Upon successful completion of the course students will:

· Gain knowledge about contemporary psychodynamic and cognitive theory as it is applied to work with individuals.

· Understand and demonstrate the ability to conceptualize case material from a multi-perspective framework, integrating the diverse influences related to both the individual and larger system factors which shape human behavior  

· Demonstrate an understanding of the importance of diversity i.e., age, gender, 

sexual orientation, culture, ethnicity, race, disability) and how factors of oppression and social injustice impact upon development and the therapeutic relationship

· Demonstrate the ability to complete an assessment and plan an intervention using psychodynamic and cognitive theory

· Demonstrate an understanding of the role of research in advancing social work practice theory and evaluation of practice

· Gain an understanding of the use of professional self through the development of one’s own ideas about practice and theory

· Demonstrate improvement of one’s capacity to communicate professionally and competently, orally and in writing

4. Method used:
All of the students (100%) enrolled in the practice concentration in 2006-2007 took part in the assessment (N = 54), and were compared with the previous group (N = 64) that was initially assessed in 2005-2006. Assessment data for the follow up was gathered in the fall semester, 2006 and analyzed in spring 2007. Students in the 2006-2007 group were given the same two measures that were administered to the 2005-2006 group: one that tested their ability to understand and apply ego psychology; and a second that tested students’ ability to understand and apply cognitive theory. Student who participated in the 2005-2006 assessment were enrolled in one of four sections of Advanced Direct Practice I with an average of sixteen students in each section (section #1 = 19 students; section #2 = 15 students; section #3 = 13 students; and section #4 = 17 students).  Sections 1 and 2 were taught by the same instructor, while sections 3 and 4 were taught by two different instructors. The course objectives, syllabi, and teaching materials were the same throughout all four sections. There were three sections of Advanced Direct Practice in the 2006-2007 assessment: section #1 consisted of 16 students; section #2 consisted of 20 students; and, section # 3 consisted of 18 students. The same instructor taught sections 2 and three, while a different instructor taught section 1. The instructor who taught section 1 and 2 in 2005-2006, taught sections 2 and 3 this in 2006-2007. The instructor who taught section 4 in 2005-2006 taught section 1 in 2006-2007.    
Students were given two separate cases that were written in accordance with traditional case method guidelines. Briefly, these guidelines include using a real case from the field that is disguised in regard to identifying information; the case story; and accompanying teaching notes. The cases used for the assessment were written by past students and included all components of a case written in the case method format. The two cases were reviewed by each instructor to assure agreement in regard to content and the inclusion of course objectives. The teaching notes for the cases were used to generate model answers and scoring protocol, which each instructor agreed upon.  During the actual assessment, students were not given copies of the teaching notes—they only had the case story. 

A total of twenty-two questions were generated for the ego psychology case and twenty-one questions for the cognitive case. Both cases included multiple choice and short answer questions. In general, we wanted to find out how well students were able to assess and organize clinical material in a way that is informed by theory; their ability to generate goals and interventions that are informed by theory; and their general ability to use sound clinical judgment.
Ego Psychology: There were a total of six subscales for the ego psychology measure, they included: 1) clinical judgment; 2) identification of ego functions; 3) identification of ego defenses; 4) identification of object relational patterns; 5) issues related to transference/countertransference, and; 6) goals.

Cognitive: There were a total of twelve subscales for the cognitive measure, they included: 1) identification of relevant childhood experiences; 2) identification of the correct category of core belief; 3) accurate assessment of client’s belief in self; 4) accurate assessment of client’s belief in other; 5) accurate assessment of client’s belief in future; 6) the ability to formulate intermediate beliefs; 7) the ability to identify automatic thoughts; 8) the ability to organize clinical material using cognitive theory; 9) identify relevant situations that provoke core beliefs; 10) the ability to label thought distortions; 11) the ability to formulate goals according to the principles of cognitive theory, and; 12) the capacity to formulate interventions based on a cognitive assessment.     

5. Assessment findings: 

An overall score of 82% or above (the lowest “B” possible) was defined as adequate mastery of the content for both this year and last year’s assessment.  
Ego Psychology:   The overall Mean score for the 2005-2006 academic year was 86.42%, with a range of 3.06% across sections. The overall Mean score for 2006-2007 was 87.65%. Comparative Mean scores for each section are listed in Table 1. 
Table 1

Mean Score for each Section by Year
(Ego Psychology)
                       2005-2006




2006-2007
	Section 1:  87.32%
	Section 2: 89.95%

	Section 2:  87.27%
	Section 3: 87.56

	Section 4:  86.36%  
	Section 1: 84.94%


Comparative results for each subscale are listed in Table 2. 

Table 2

Subscale Scores

(Ego Psychology)
                                2005-2006
             2006-2007
Subscale



Mean     SD               Mean
SD                                            
Clinical Judgment
 

79.91 
  15.84

 87.83
11.91
Ego Functioning


72.66
  29.45

 67.59
32.44
Defense Mechanisms


93.97
  9.11
 92.86
12.02
Transference/Countertransference     
94.53
  15.73

 88.89
20.98
Object Relations


91.41
  20.97

 89.81
24.53
Goal Setting



79.69
  40.55

87.04
33.91
Table 3 shows the comparative Mean scores for each subscale by sections.

Table 3

Mean Scores for each Subscale by Section

(Ego Psychology)
2005-2006/2006-2007
Section

1

2

3
          

Total


Clinical Judgment 
76.69/89.47
80.95/85.71
85.71/88.83

79.91/87.83
Ego Functions

81.58/68.42
73.33/68.79
70.59/68.75

72.66/67.59
Defense Mechanisms
95.49/95.49
93.33/93.23
91.60/89.29

93.97/92.86
Trans/Counter

94.7492.11
93.33/89.47
97.06/84.38

94.53/88.89
Object Relations
94.74/94.74
93.33/89.48
82.35/84.38

91.41/89.81
Goal Setting

89.47/89.47
86.67/94.74
76.47/75.00

79.69/87.04
Cognitive Theory:   The 2005-2006 Mean score was 85.93%, whereas the Mean score for 2006-2007 was 92.66%. Comparative Mean scores for each section are listed in Table 4.
Table 4

Mean Score for each Section by Year
(Cognitive Theory)
                        2005-2006                                                    2006-2007
	Section 1:  85.38%
	Section 2: 95.42% 

	Section 2:  91.11%
	Section 3: 96.18%

	Section 4:  79.65%  
	Section 1: 84.88%


Results for each subscale are listed in Table 5.

Table 5

Mean Scores for each Subscale by Year
(Cognitive Theory)
                                       2005-2006                                                 2006-2007
Subscale 


Mean   
SD            
Mean

SD
Childhood experiences
97.00

12.99
100.00
00.00
Category of Core belief
87.33

33.33
 92.73

26.21
Core Belief—self 

76.67

28.99
 72.10

32.56
Core Belief—other

92.33

21.19
 96.30

16.72
Core Belief—future

86.33

22.79
 93.33

21.66
Intermediate beliefs 

64.00

24.67
 78.79

34.16
Automatic thoughts

94.33

18.34
 93.33

21.66
Identify Situations

91.66

17.81
 95.76

15.78
Organizing Clinical Material 
85.80

10.65
 94.88

08.95
Thought Distortions

85.33

33.33
 90.91

26.80
Goals



84.00

25.84
 91.52

19.48
Interventions


90.67

20.08
 97.58

10.83
Comparative subscale scores for each section are listed in Table 6. 
Table 6

Mean Scores for each Subscale by Section by Year
(Cognitive Theory)
2005-2006/2006-2007
Section

1

2

3

Total


Childhood Exp.
98.33/100.00
97.66/100.00
92.00/100.00
97.00/100.00
Category/Core 
89.33/94.12
80.00/90.91
94.00/93.75
87.33/92.73
Core—self

77.33/47.06
89.00/92.42
68.66/70.83
76.67/72.10
Core—other 

98.33/94.11
91.00/100.00
82.33/93.33
92.33/96.30
Core—future 

89.33/94.12
89.00/95.45
74.66/89.58
86.33/93.33
Int. Beleifs

56.00/98.04
73.33/87.88
58.66/45.83
64.00/78.79
Aut. Thoughts

93.00/94.13
97.66/100.00
92.00/83.33
94.33/93.32
Ident. Situations
91.33/96.08
100.00/98.48   86.33/91.67
91.66/95.76
Org. Material

81.56/99.56
91.36/96.13
82.10/88.19
85.80/94.88
Thought Dist.

89.33/100.00
91.00/90.91
68.66/81.25
85.33/90.91
Goals 


100.00/96.08
95.66/100.00
57.00/75.00
84.00/91.52
Interventions

94.66/100.00
91.00/96.97
80.33/95.83
90.66/
97.58
6. Conclusions and stakeholder involvement: 
Results from this assessment seem to indicate that overall, the components of Student Learning Goal #1 that were assessed, are continuing to be met by second year MSW students. Means for both the ego psychology and cognitive theory measures were above the 82% needed to demonstrate proficiency. In fact, the 2006-2007 results showed a slight improvement (from 86.42 to 87.65) in overall scores for the ego psychological test and a significant improvement (from 85.93 to 92.66) for the cognitive theory test.   

In regard to ego psychology, all three sections assessed in 2006-2007 were above the minimum threshold. In regard the six separate subscales, improvement was shown in two of the subscales (clinical judgment and goal setting). Clinical judgment, in 2005-2006 was shown to be under the minimum and rose well above the minimum in 2006-2007. The subscale of ego functioning, which was below the threshold in 2005-2006 (72.66), was again below in 2006-2007 (67.59), which indicates there is still improvement needed on this dimension of learning. 

When analyzing the sections separately, it was found that all but ego functions scored above the threshold in sections one, two and three. Section three, which was below the threshold in 2005-2006 was again below in 2006-2007. 
In regard to the cognitive theory, improvement was found in eleven of the twelve subscales assessed in 2006-2007. Two subscales (identification of core belief in self and the construction of intermediate beliefs) remained below the minimum threshold in 2006-2007. However, the construction of intermediate beliefs did show a marked gain in 2006-2007 (from 64.00 to 78.79). 

When analyzing the section separately, it was found that section one had improvements in nine of the twelve subscales; section two showed improvement in ten of the twelve subscales and section three showed improvement in eight of the twelve subscales. In regard to intermediate beliefs, which was a problem found in the 2005-2006 assessment, sections one and two showed improvement (from 56.00 to 98.04 in section one, and from 73.33 to 87.88 in section two). Section three showed a decline in intermediate beliefs in 2006-2007 (from 58.66 to 45.83). In regard to problem areas, section one showed a lower than minimum threshold score for identification of core belief in self (47.06), and section three showed under threshold scores in identification of core belief in self (70.83), construction of intermediate beliefs (45.83), and establishing treatment goals (75.00). 
Stakeholders for this component of the assessment included students and instructors who teach Advanced Direct Practice I. These stakeholders have been directly involved in this assessment and will be involved in changes that take part in the course/curriculum as a result of the assessment. Assessment results will be made available to faculty, students, the School of Social Work Advisory Board and the College of Professional Studies.   

Assessment results will enable us to keep doing what we have found that is working and change the target areas identified in this report that fell below the 82% proficiency level. Results of this component of the assessment will be fed back into the relevant areas where the content being assessed is taught and to the instructors teaching in those areas and sections. The lead instructors for the relevant course (s), or chair of that particular concentration, will be responsible for assuring that any gaps in learning are addressed.

The following steps will be taken to address the deficiencies:
1. Ego psychology: Class exercises in the form of short case vignettes will be developed to give students extra practice time in identifying ego functions and goal setting. 

2. Cognitive theory: Class exercises in the form of short case vignettes will be developed to improve students’ ability to identify core belief in self and construct intermediate beliefs (particular focus for intermediate beliefs and goal setting will be devoted to the instructor in section three).      
