Outcome Evaluation for REACH-SW

Objective

The objective of the outcome evaluation was to determine the effectiveness of the REACH-SW program in meeting its goals of (1) increasing social work instructors' knowledge about EBP, positive attitudes about the use of EBP in social work practice, and self efficacy for teaching EBP and (2) increasing students' knowledge about EBP. 

Recruitment


A competitive training opportunity mechanism was used to recruit participants for this study.  The training opportunity was publicized broadly to social work faculty, doctoral students, and programs across the nation through postings on listservs (i.e., IASWR, BPD). These listserv postings directed interested participants to the REACH-SW Web site which gave people information on the REACH-SW program (including sample content), and procedures and requirements for participation in the outcome evaluation. Applicants were asked to download the Outcome Evaluation application and submit the completed application. Those who were selected were assigned to one of four evaluation study groups (discussed below). 

Eligibility Criteria: Social work faculty and advanced (third year+) doctoral students from any fully accredited social work education program in the United States were eligible to participate. Specifically, to be eligible, doctoral student and faculty participants had to meet the following criteria: 

· Current full-time appointment (faculty or student) at a fully accredited social work education program in the United States

· At least 1 year’s (two semesters) experience teaching one or more BSW- or MSW-level courses (as instructor, not teaching assistant)

· Assurance that he/she will be teaching either a BSW- or MSW-level social work course in Winter/Spring 2008 semester

· For those assigned to the training session groups (individual or ToT), willingness and ability to attend REACH-SW training session during the first week of October 2007 at the Danya International training facility in Silver Spring, Maryland. 

Selection Process and Group Assignment

Danya blindly reviewed all applications and, to the extent possible, selected participants to ensure all research groups were matched on the following variables: 
· Types of social work programs represented (size of program, geographic location – four country regions represented in each group, etc.)

· Racial/ethnic diversity of participants

· Years’ teaching experience (high and low)

· Areas of teaching expertise

· Personal knowledge and attitude about EBP movement

· Departmental support in teaching EBP approaches

 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Once selected, faculty participants were assigned to one of the following four groups: 

· Self-Guided Instruction: Participants in this group received the REACH-SW CD-ROM with the facilitator’s guide but no formal REACH-SW training.

· Individual Training: Participants in this group received the REACH-SW materials and a 6-hour individual training session.

· Training-of-Trainer (ToT): Participants in this group received the REACH-SW materials and a 7.5-hour session with the expectation that they would return to their programs and train others.

· Control Group: Participants in the control group did not receive any REACH-SW materials or training during the evaluation period. They received a free copy of the REACH-SW materials at the end of the evaluation period. 

Due to OMB regulations, each research group contained up to only nine participants. All attempts were made for faculty and advanced doctoral students teaching baccalaureate- and master’s-level courses to be equally represented across groups. Up to nine social work student participants were recruited from one course taught by each of the faculty participants in the Winter/Spring 2008 semester. Students at the baccalaureate and master’s levels were included.
Mini Travel Grants and Financial Incentives: Based on geographic location (four regions of the country), faculty and doctoral student participants in the individual and ToT research groups were given a mini travel grant award (lump sum) to cover expenses for travel (air, train, local/ground transportation; sustenance and lodging) to the REACH-SW training workshop. Those coming from farther away (e.g., West Coast region) were given a larger mini grant than those coming from a closer region (e.g., Southeast). Those assigned to the ToT group received a slightly higher mini grant, as attendance at that training required some participants to complete two nights’ stay/lodging instead of just one. In addition, each participant received a small financial incentive or honorarium for their participation. 

Study Procedures


After faculty participants were selected and assigned to one of the four groups, project staff obtained full written, informed consent. Once consent was obtained, project staff sent participants copies of all pretest measures to determine baseline knowledge, attitudes, and self-efficacy related to teaching about the use and importance of using EBP approaches and empirical research in social work practice. In addition, faculty provided basic demographic and teaching history information. Faculty then attended and participated in the relevant training, if applicable, based on their group assignment. Those who were in the experimental groups received appropriate copies of the REACH-SW CD-ROM (e.g., faculty teaching master’s-level students received the Instructors of Master’s Students Edition of the CD-ROM).
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Faculty members were asked to spend the Fall 2007 semester preparing their “target course” for Winter/Spring 2008; this preparation included infusion of the REACH-SW materials into all three experimental groups. Technical assistance was available to all experimental participants, provided by Danya project and training staff. 

Faculty participants in the Individual Training and ToT groups, the REACH-SW in-person training workshops were held at Danya headquarters in October 2007. Both groups were moderated by Dr. Catherine Tompkins, BSW program director at George Mason University. Dr. Tompkins has extensive experience with the infusion method and providing trainings to social work educators. In addition, participants received information about the next steps of the study and had the opportunity to ask questions regarding logistics or study procedures.

Within the first week of the selected course for the Winter/Spring 2008 semester, faculty provided information to students in class about the REACH-SW project and evaluation. For those students who agreed to participate, faculty obtained written, informed consent for student participation in the evaluation. At that time, faculty administered the global knowledge/scientific literacy pretest to students to determine baseline knowledge about the use and importance of EBP and using empirical mental health research in social work practice. 

Participants used the REACH-SW materials, as applicable, throughout the semester or quarter until the last week of classes. Faculty members were given detailed instructions about the method for tracking their use of these materials on a weekly basis (discussed below). During the last week of class, faculty administered the global knowledge posttest to participating students. Faculty also answered the knowledge, attitudes, and self-efficacy posttests to measure change in their own knowledge, attitudes, and self-efficacy related to teaching about the use and importance of using EBP approaches/empirical mental health research in social work practice as a result of using REACH-SW. Faculty and student participants in the control group completed data collection in this same timeframe. 

Participants

Faculty Participants: Thirty-five (N = 35) social work instructors from various universities across the country participated in the REACH-SW outcome evaluation (see box). Thirty-one percent were male and 69% were female. Forty-three percent of instructors were between the ages of 26 and 45, and 57% were between the ages of 46 and 65. Racial/Ethnic composition was as follows: 54% Caucasian, 31% African American, 8.6% Asian, and 5.7% Latino/Latina. Approximately 45.7% of participants have a PhD or DSW, and 48.6% have an MSW as their highest degree. Forty percent of instructors taught primarily at the BSW level, while 60% taught at the MSW level. On average, participants had 8.4 years of teaching experience (range: 1 year to 25 years) and taught 4.6 courses a year (range: 1 to 10). When asked how much their specific department viewed EBP, 9.4% said either negative or very negatively, 21.9% said neither negative nor positively, and 71.9% reported that their department viewed EBP positively or very positively. Sixty-nine percent of instructors reported already teaching about EBP in their courses, while 31% reported never having taught EBP content in any courses. As noted above, all 35 participants were equally divided into the four research groups (however, the Self-Guided group had one participant dropout). 
Student Participants: Two-hundred and forty-three students (N = 243) participated in the REACH-SW evaluation. Sixty-four percent were undergraduate- or BSW-level students, and 36% were master’s- or MSW-level students. Student participants ranged in age from 19 to 58 years with a mean age of 29 (SD = 8.1). The majority of participants were female (89%). Fifty-six percent were Caucasian, 20.3% African American, 11.6% Latino/Latina, 4.6% Asian, 1.7% American Indian, and 5.8% did not specify their race or ethnicity. Group assignment occurred at the instructor level. Therefore, students were included in the same research group as their respective instructors. Numbers of participants per group were as follows: 187 experimental student participants (57 self-guided; 60 individual; 70 ToT) and 56 control student participants.

Measures

Evaluation participants were asked to complete the following measures at pretest and posttest assessment times:

· Demographics Form: At pretest, participants completed a demographics form, providing personal information (i.e., age, gender, race) and professional information (i.e., highest educational degree and licensure status). The demographic form also specifically assessed participants’ teaching experience, requesting information on how long they have been teaching, whom they have taught (BSW vs. MSW students), and what social work classes they have led. Finally, this form asked participants to rate their knowledge about using EBP, as well as a few additional questions about their and their department’s teaching (or lack thereof) of EBP.

· Faculty knowledge questionnaire: Project staff created a questionnaire to assess faculty knowledge about EBP and the importance of using EBP in social work practice. The questionnaire contains 20 questions in multiple-choice and true-false formats. The questionnaire was pilot tested with social work faculty before its use in the evaluation to determine the effectiveness of the questionnaire in measuring changes in knowledge as a result of using the REACH-SW materials.

· Faculty self-efficacy: Faculty self-efficacy with respect to teaching about the uses and importance of using EBP was measured using an adaptation of the RSE scale from our Phase I project (RSE; Holden, et al., 1999). The RSE contains nine items designed to measure students’ belief that they can successfully complete research activities related to social work practice using an 11-point Likert scale, with higher scores indicating higher self-efficacy. Internal consistency for the RSE is 0.94. We adapted the RSE to reflect faculty confidence in their ability to successfully teach the concepts included in the RSE to social work students. For example, questions include: How confident are you that you can teach students to do effective database searching of the scholarly literature? How confident are you that you can teach students to review a particular area of social science theory and research? and How confident are you that you can teach students to formulate a clear research question?
· Student knowledge: Student knowledge about the use and importance of using EBP in social work practice was measured through faculty-administered pretests and posttests. Project staff developed this test bank which contains 50 items in multiple-choice and true-false formats designed to measure global changes in knowledge about EBP. Faculty involved in the evaluation selected the 20 questions most relevant to their particular course to be used as the student knowledge measure at pretest and posttest.

· REACH-SW Feedback Survey: A short qualitative survey was included in the faculty posttest to encourage participants to comment on their experience with the REACH-SW materials and to provide suggestions for improvement. The qualitative survey contained questions such as: What aspect of the materials did you find easiest to integrate into your existing courses? and How do you feel the REACH-SW materials could be changed to improve the interface or feasibility of teaching? Though these data were collected as part of the posttest measures, results were stored separately from the data containing identifying information, and faculty were asked to comment anonymously so as to encourage honest responses.

Tracking Methods: Throughout the Winter/Spring 2008 semester, on a weekly basis, all experimental group participants completed and submitted an electronic tracking form to Danya via e-mail. Faculty participants received a weekly e-mail with a link to an electronic copy of the tracking form with instructions for submission of their data and weekly log. The weekly tracking log asked faculty members to report the following:

· Amount of class time spent using REACH-SW
· How and when REACH-SW was used

· What REACH-SW activities or other course resources were used

· How many other faculty did they train this week (ToT group only)

· Estimates of the number of other faculty they spoke to that week who were using materials (ToT group only)

· Logistical problems or other issues

· Quality improvement suggestions

Results

Results for Students: Demographic data were analyzed to determine if there were significant between-group differences on any of the demographic variables, including age, race/ethnicity, student level, or gender. An independent sample t-test conducted on age and nonparametric tests conducted on the categorical variables (race/ethnicity, student level, gender) indicated there were no significant differences between the groups on any of the demographic variables. 

Student knowledge about EBP: To test for group differences in changes in knowledge from Time 1 (pretest) to Time 2 (posttest), a repeated measures analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted on the total knowledge scores for the combined experimental group (n= 187) and the control group (n= 56). The ANOVA revealed significant group-by-time interactions: [F(1, 241) = 4.81, p < .05]. These results indicate that students in the experimental groups (who received the REACH-SW materials from their instructors) demonstrated larger increases in knowledge from Time 1 (pretest) to Time 2 (posttest) as compared to the control group. Table 1 displays mean knowledge scores and standard deviations for the two groups at Times 1 and 2.

Table 1: Student Knowledge about EBP


A second repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to test for group differences in changes in knowledge from Time 1 (pretest) to Time 2 (posttest) between the three experimental groups (Self-Guided (N=57), Individual Training (N=60), and Train-the-Trainer (N=70)). The ANOVA did not reveal a significant group-by-time interaction; however, a significant difference in knowledge was found by time [F(1,184) = 37.87, p < .01]. These results indicate that students in all three experimental groups (who received the REACH-SW materials from their instructors) demonstrated significant increases in knowledge from Time 1 (pretest) to Time 2 (posttest), but no one modality of faculty REACH-SW training demonstrated a greater impact on student knowledge than another modality. Table 2 displays mean knowledge scores and standard deviations for the three groups at Times 1 and 2.

Table 2: Student Knowledge about EBP


Results for Instructors: First, demographic data were analyzed to determine if there were significant between-group differences on any of the demographic variables, including age, race/ethnicity, gender, years of teaching experience, degree, and teaching level. Independent sample t-tests conducted on age and years of teaching experience and nonparametric tests conducted on the categorical variables (race/ethnicity, gender, degree, and teaching level) indicated there were no significant differences between the groups on any of the demographic variables. 

Faculty knowledge about EBP: For each of the four research groups, the means and standard deviations for participants’ total scores (out of 20) on faculty knowledge about EBP are displayed in Table 3. Although unclear if these differences are significant for one or more of these groups, it appears that faculty knowledge about EBP increased for all study participants from Time 1 to Time 2. Furthermore, participants in the control group had significantly lower knowledge of EBP at baseline (pretest) than participants in the other groups [F(1,34) = 5.85, p < .05]. However, when looking at the variance (increase in knowledge about EBP from Time 1 to Time 2), instructors in all three experimental groups appear to have reported larger variance than the control group. Furthermore, the Train-the-Trainer group appears to have experienced the largest variance when comparing each of the experimental groups.

Table 3: Faculty Knowledge about EBP 
Faculty self-efficacy with respect to teaching about the uses and importance of using EBP: Means and standard deviations for participants’ self-efficacy for teaching EBP are displayed in Table 4. Although this difference was not statistically significant, it appears that participants in the control group may have had higher levels of self-efficacy for teaching EBP at baseline (pretest), despite displaying lower levels of knowledge about EBP than participants in the other groups. Furthermore, although participants in all research groups appear to have reported higher rates of self-efficacy for teaching EBP at Time 2 as compared to Time 1, as noted in the variance column, it may be that the increase in self-efficacy was higher for the experimental groups, especially the self-guided and individual training groups, as compared to the control group. 

Table 4: Faculty Self-Efficacy for Teaching EBP
Faculty impressions – Likeability and Intention of Use: Percentages of participants giving responses as “agree” or “strongly agree” on the Feedback Questionnaire Form were calculated for each individual item and are reported in Table 5 below. As illustrated, the overwhelming majority of participants reported very positive opinions about the REACH-SW CD-ROM, indicating that they believed the information on the CD-ROM was clear, comprehensive, easy to use, and could be easily integrated into existing social work courses as a tool to effectively teach social work students about EBP. 

Table 5: Faculty Likeability and Intention of Use

	Feedback Questionnaire Item
	Mean (SD)
	Participants rated “agree” or “strongly agree”

	1. The information presented on the CD-ROM is clear and easy to follow.

2. The information presented on the CD-ROM is comprehensive.

3. The CD-ROM is applicable to curricula in existing social work courses.

4. The CD-ROM is appropriate for use with social work students at this level.

5. The information and activities on the CD-ROM can be easily integrated into existing social work courses.

6. The CD-ROM would help instructors teach social work students about evidence-based practice.

7. The CD-ROM would help students learn about evidence-based practice.

8. The CD-ROM helps me feel more comfortable teaching about evidence-based practice.

9. As an instructor, I would use the CD-ROM with social work students.

10. I would recommend the CD-ROM to other social work instructors.
	4.5 (0.6)


4.3 (0.9)

4.4 (0.6)


4.3 (0.6)

4.3 (0.8)

4.4 (0.6)


4.5 (0.6)

4.4 (0.9)


4.5 (0.8)


4.6 (0.8)
	95.9% (n = 23)


79.2% (n = 19)

95.8% (n = 23)


95.8% (n = 23)

91.6% (n = 22)

91.6% (n = 22)


95.8% (n = 23)

87.5% (n = 21)


87.5% (n = 21)


91.6% (n = 22)


Note: The Feedback Questionnaire uses a 5-point Likert scale with possible responses ranging from 1 to 5. Four is “agree” and 5 is “strongly agree.” All items are coded in the positive direction so higher scores indicate more positive feedback. 

Instructors’ Use of REACH-SW Program Materials: In Table 6 below, throughout the semester, the average amount of time instructors reported weekly having reviewed and/or used the REACH-SW materials is displayed. As illustrated, instructors as a group tended to spend up to 30 minutes per week reviewing REACH-SW materials, preparing and modifying the REACH-SW materials, and then presenting them in class. The self-guided group reported spending more time reviewing and preparing the materials early in the semester than either of the two training groups. 

Table 6: Instructor Time Spent Using REACH-SW on Weekly Basis

	Group
	Period of the Semester 
	Average Amount of Time Spent Weekly Reviewing REACH-SW
	Average Amount of Time Spent Using REACH-SW Weekly to Prepare/Modify Course Materials
	Average Amount of Time Spent Using REACH-SW in Class Each Week

	Self-Guided
	Early

Middle

Late
	30–60 minutes

Up to 30 minutes

Up to 30 minutes
	30-60 minutes

30-60 minutes

None 
	Up to 30 minutes

Up to 30 minutes

None 

	Individual
	Early

Middle

Late
	Up to 30 minutes

Up to 30 minutes

None 
	Up to 30 minutes

Up to 30 minutes

Up to 30 minutes
	Up to 30 minutes

Up to 30 minutes

Up to 30 minutes

	Training-of-Trainer
	Early

Middle

Late
	Up to 30 minutes

None 

Up to 30 minutes
	Up to 30 minutes

Up to 30 minutes

Up to 30 minutes
	Up to 30 minutes

None

Up to 30 minutes


Table 7 summarizes participants’ report of the level of ease/difficulty they experienced in infusing the REACH-SW materials into their target course throughout the semester. As illustrated in this table, the majority of participants reported the materials being “easy” or “somewhat easy” to infuse throughout the entire semester. Very few participants reported, on occasion, that the materials were “somewhat difficult” to infuse; no participants ever indicated that the materials were “difficult” to infuse. 

Table 7: Instructor Report on Level of Ease/Difficulty in Using REACH-SW Materials

	Group
	Period of the Semester 
	Percentage reporting as “easy” to infuse
	Percentage reporting as “somewhat easy” to infuse
	Percentage reporting as “neutral” to infuse 
	Percentage reporting as “somewhat difficult” to infuse
	Percentage reporting as “difficult” to infuse

	Self- Guided
	Early

Middle

Late
	50%

53.84%

42.86%
	25%

30.77%

0%
	25%

15.38%

57.14%
	0%

0%

0%
	0%

0%

0%

	Individual
	Early

Middle

Late
	25%

60%

36.36%
	16.67%

20%

27.27%
	41.67%

10%

36.36%
	16.67%

10%

0%
	0%

0%

0%

	Training-of-Trainer
	Early

Middle

Late
	37.5%

50%

30%
	18.75%

0%

25%
	31.25%

50%

25%
	12.5%

0%

16.67%
	0%

0%

0%


Barriers or difficulties to implementation and/or infusion: Through the weekly electronic tracking survey, participants were asked to report any difficulties or barriers (no matter how small) they faced in their attempts to implement the REACH-SW materials in their classes; if they reported any difficulties, they were asked to describe the difficulty/barrier in detail. Of the 405 weekly instructor reports (27 instructors x 15 weeks in the semester = 405), we received only 19 reports of any barriers or difficulties that instructors faced regarding their use of the REACH-SW materials inside or outside of the classroom. 

The very few barriers reported included: 

· Not having enough time to prepare to infuse REACH-SW into their courses
· Not having enough class time to use all the REACH-SW materials with students

· Belief that the REACH-SW content did not suit the elective courses they were teaching (reported only once by two separate instructors)

The majority of faculty reporting barrier 1 (not having enough time to prepare to infuse the REACH-SW materials into their course materials) were from the self-guided group. They reported that receiving assistance via telephone and/or e-mail from the project team helped overcome some of the difficulties that they had infusing the REACH-SW materials, but that they would have liked to have had additional assistance or guidance before the course began. The most common suggestion for how to overcome the barrier of not having enough class time for REACH-SW materials was to work with their department to have REACH-SW infused into more courses, such as their research methods class, so that students were more familiar coming into the courses about EBP and had a basic understanding of related terms and concepts. 

Despite these very few experiences of barriers, the vast majority of participants reported experiencing no difficulty effectively infusing the REACH-SW materials into their classes. Many participants commented each week that their students greatly enjoyed the REACH-SW used and that the materials were excellent, user friendly, and helpful.

Use of Technical Assistance

Two main types of technical assistance were provided and used by faculty participants throughout the evaluation period. The first consisted of additional technical instruction for using the REACH-SW CD-ROMs. While the majority of participants did not request any guidance, the project team received several inquiries regarding how to print content from the CD, how to watch the video clips in full-screen mode, and how to save changes to the student activity and handout word files. These specific inquiries have been added to the “Frequently Asked Questions” section of the User’s Guide to help future users. The second type of assistance requested was advice for how best to approach infusing EBP and REACH-SW materials into course materials. Four faculty members (2 self-guided, 1 individual training, 1 Train-the-Trainer) requested this type of assistance. The project team provided samples of syllabi infused with EBP content and recommended specific REACH-SW resources that might be most appropriate for their particular courses.

Qualitative Evaluation with Students: To further assess student impressions of the REACH-SW materials, we conducted short qualitative interviews with a small sample of students who had received the REACH-SW materials in their course via their instructors who had been in one of the three outcome evaluation experimental conditions. Specifically, the objective was to gather feedback from students on their impressions of the quality of the REACH-SW resources used by their instructors and their perceptions of how engaged they were in these lectures, class discussions, and/or assignments that included those materials. 
At the end of the evaluation period, four faculty from each of the three experimental groups were selected at random and asked to identify 3(4 student volunteers to be interviewed by project staff regarding their instructor’s use of REACH-SW materials, as well as their impressions of the quality of the materials themselves. Seven of the 12 faculty gave 3 or 4 student names and contact information (with students’ prior permission) to project staff. Student participants were contacted by Danya staff via telephone and asked to schedule a time for a short interview in the subsequent 1–2 weeks. Of those 24 students, 17 were successfully contacted and completed short qualitative interviews (n = 17).
Danya researchers conducted phone interviews with these students; each interview lasted approximately 20 minutes. During the interviews, students were reminded about three or four different REACH-SW activities and/or other resources that their instructor had used in class during the previous semester (that information was collected from faculty tracking logs). The student was asked which of the REACH-SW resources he or she remembered best, and then was asked to focus their responses to the interview questions in relation to that resource or activity. The interview consisted of eight open-ended questions, some with multiple sub-questions. Upon completion of the interview, participants were sent a $25 gift card in appreciation of their time and input.

Main findings from student interviews are provided below:

· Overwhelmingly, students reported that they believe the REACH-SW resources used in their courses were useful, informative, and easy to follow. Several students reported that the handouts were very clear, concise, and straightforward; these students indicated that the specific examples and step-by-step instructions were easy to remember and incorporate into actual practice (those also working in the field simultaneously).  

Sample Response: The handout had charts, benefits, and laid it all out. It was very informative, and it was easily understood. Usually just reading and listening to lectures is different than applying these things, but the way [my instructor] broke it down allowed us to understand it and I could follow the steps.

· The majority of students interviewed reported that the REACH-SW resources (activities, handouts, video clips) were of high quality, but most did not differentiate the quality of the REACH-SW resources from other resources (videos, assignments, etc.) typically used in their courses.
Sample Responses: [the handout] was high quality. [The instructor] knew what he was talking about and he referenced the sheet, he was very clear, and broke it down very easily. It was a good reference, so if I need it in the future I could easily go back and refer to it.

[The video clip scenario] seemed genuine – It didn’t seem fake or staged so that was good.

· Although, overall, students gave relatively high self-ratings of their own level of engagement and participation in the lecture/discussion when their instructors were using the REACH-SW resources, most indicated that no true difference in their level of engagement in lecture/materials as compared to other times in this course or other courses. 
Sample Responses: In the beginning it might have been getting used to the material. I was a little distracted trying to figure out the model, but yes I was engaged and asked questions to understand it better.

You learn a lot from handouts but you don’t pay too much attention to handouts until you have to do something with them.

Discussion 

Effectiveness in teaching EBP to undergraduate and graduate students: Outcome evaluation findings indicate that REACH-SW is an effective, user-friendly tool that successfully supports social work faculty in infusing EBP content and principles in social work courses at the undergraduate and graduate levels. Given that students exposed to the REACH-SW materials demonstrated significantly larger increases in knowledge about EBP than those whose instructors did not use the REACH-SW program indicates that instructor’s use of these materials likely enhances their ability to effectively teach these topics. Although due to OMB restrictions, our faculty sample size was too small to conduct any statistical analyses, trends in these evaluation data indicate that instructors exposed to the REACH-SW training program experience increases in knowledge about EBP and self-efficacy for teaching these topics. 

Ease of use of the REACH-SW program: When asked about specific REACH-SW resources that their instructors had used, students indicated that the REACH-SW resources were clear, concise, easy to understand, and of high quality. The student handouts specifically stood out as being both straightforward and easy to incorporate into actual practice settings. Faculty, too, overwhelmingly reported positive opinions about the REACH-SW CD-ROM, indicating that they believed the information on the CD-ROM was clear, easy to use, and could be easily integrated into existing social work courses to more effectively teach social work students about EBP. 

In terms of barriers to using the REACH-SW materials in their courses, faculty reported very few. The largest barriers reported were not having enough preparation time to infuse REACH-SW content, and not having enough class time to adequately use the REACH-SW resources. Interestingly, the majority of the faculty who reported not having enough time to prepare to infuse the REACH-SW materials were in the self-guided group and therefore received no formal training. It may be that the in-person training workshops (individual training and ToT) helped to alleviate this barrier for those instructors. 

Limitations of the study: The most significant limitation of this study was the small sample size for faculty participants. While this was due mostly to OMB regulations, even the logistics and travel costs associated with conducting multiple or larger training workshops may have been prohibitive and beyond the scope of this contract. The small sample size prevented the research team from running statistical analyses on the faculty data. However, many of the apparent trends may have found significant results with a larger number of participants. 

Another limitation was the use of only self-report data. Since the researchers were unable to observe the faculty members using the REACH-SW materials in and out of class, the data are based solely on their own accounts of its use. We were also unable to observe the students’ reactions and level of engagement to the REACH-SW materials. While great effort was made to assure students that their responses both on the pen-and-pencil measures and during the telephone interviews would not be relayed to their instructors, some individuals may have had concerns about the use of their data. In addition, since faculty measures were collected through the mail control and/or experimental subjects could have looked up the answers on the pretest or posttest knowledge questionnaire.

The primary author, Cynthia Baker, PhD, can be reached at cbaker@danya.com.

This project was made possible by Contract No. HHSN278200444083 from the National Institute of Mental Health, National Institutes of Health, Department of Health and Human Services.




		Time 1			Time 2			


		Pretest			Posttest		F		p-value


		Mean (SD)		Mean (SD)


Experimental	8.77 (2.48)		9.70 (2.31)	4.81		<.05


Control		9.24 (1.79)		9.46 (1.84)





		Time 1			Time 2


		Pretest			Posttest	


		Mean (SD)		Mean (SD)


Self-guided	9.08 (3.05)		9.61 (2.62)


Individual 	9.14 (2.02)		10.30 (2.02) Train-the-trainer	8.27 (2.22)		9.26 (2.19)





Because of the very small sample size for instructor participants, no statistical analyses were performed on these quantitative data. Means and Standard Deviations are displayed and possible trends are discussed. 








				Time 1			Time 2			Variance between 


				Pretest			Posttest		Time 1 and Time 2


				Mean (SD)		Mean (SD)		Mean (SD)


Self-guided			13.75 (1.83)		15.13 (2.30)		1.37 (3.66)


Individual			12.78 (1.79)		15.00 (2.24)		2.14 (1.86)		


Train-the-trainer		12.00 (2.45)		15.00 (3.50)		3.00 (2.18)		


Experimental (combined)	12.81 (2.10)		15.04 (2.68)		2.21 (2.67)


Control			10.89 (1.90)		11.78 (1.20)		 .89 (2.37)


						








				Time 1			Time 2			Variance between


				Pretest			Posttest		Time 1 and Time 2


				Mean (SD)		Mean (SD)		Mean (SD)


Self-guided			891.25 (354.90)	1163.75 (150.80)	272.50 (249.67)


Individual			833.75 (166.04)	1012.86 (163.68)	216.67 (145.01)


Train-the-trainer		836.67 (418.63)	1055.56 (175.22)	 86.25 (236.34)


Experimental (combined)	853.20 (322.34)	1079.17 (169.22)	189.55 (226.49)


Control			996.67 (129.13)	1046.67 (157.96)	 50.00	(156.60)








