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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This survey demonstrates that social service agena Massachusetts face ongoing

challenges in providing sufficient employment ogpaities, remuneration, and support for their
professional social work staff. The findings higjhii the challenges faced by those entering social
work practice, those approaching or moving beybiedtaditional retirement age, as well as those
from a variety of other professional groups:

1.

Overall social workers in the Commonwealth earfull-time social work employment, a median
of $53,000, almost all of it from a single sociank position. Whereas the middle 50% of BSWs
earn between $40,400 and $58,000, the middle 509%88¥s earn between $42,000 and $64,000.
The state’s social workers have median age @fitD14 years experience since their most recent
degree. Of concern is that fact that only 5.5%nair@rities of color, and 2.8% are Hispanic. One
eighth (12.8%) are men. Average age at MSW gradlaticreased from 23.3 in the 1960s to 31.7
in the 1990s, and has subsequently declined ta 27.2

The two characteristics most associated with ecgincome are the LICSW and years of exper-
ience. Those with LICSWs earn a median of $55,8bmpared with the $44,000 that LCSW
holders earn. But work experience is perhaps that gignificant predictor of income, with median
incomes ranging from only $40,000 for those witbrZewer years of experience to $62,000 for
those who have worked 25 years or more.

Starting full-time salaries for MSWs have beealiténg. In current 2007 dollars, salaries have
declined by 17.7% from the decade of the 1970shath time they were $46,440 (in today’s
dollars), to a median of $37,760 during the curdadade.

Nonetheless, social workers who work full-timpitgally see between a 50% to 60% increase in
salaries, after the effects of inflation are adjdgfor, over the course of their careers. Almast al
of this increase takes place in the first 10 to/@8ars, after which there are some declines. The
typical annual increase over and above inflatidh®86. There is, however, considerable variation
around this average, with a substantial subgrowgmoial workers experiencing declines in their
income.

Employment levels are not what would be expectdlde leading human service profession. Only
three-fifths (60.7%) of the respondents report wagKull-time; a quarter (24.8%) part-time; and
a seventh (14.5%) are not working at all. The higheemployment levels, and lowest salaries, are
found in the western part of the state, with thverse found in the Greater Boston region, and some
adjacent areas.

Fees that private practitioners charge vary wid&hereas the median individual fee is $105 (prior
to any discounts), the middle 50% charged betw8&@rafid $125. Overall, those private therapists
working full-time (35+ hours/week) report earnir@2000 annually in solo practices and $56,000
in group practices. In stark contrast, are the fegs$ to agency-based fee-for-service practitianers
with a median of $33, and with the middle 50% gaétiveen $28 and $40 an hour.

Overall, social workers have mixed appraisatheir salaries: While a third (33.9%) characterize
them as Good or Very Generous; about three teBth8%) see them as Adequate; with a similar
proportion (28.5%) seeing them as Inadequate; lmndemainder (8.4%), as Very Poor.

Salaries revealed by this survey were comparéutwbo other studies — a survey commissioned
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by NASW'’s national office in 2001 and salary.con2007. In both cases, despite the dramatically
higher costs of housing and living in general ingdgtchusetts, the salaries in the state are similar
to or only slightly higher than those from acrdss mation. But the most outstanding difference is
a much higher range of salaries resulting in highesme inequality in Massachusetts than either
of this other studies have revealed for the natsna whole, highlighting the difficulty of
individuals entering the field and the better oppoities for those who successfully persist.
NASW members, who made up just over half (53P#)@respondents, demonstrated lower levels
of unemployment and significantly higher salartestthose social workers who are not members
and who have never been (17.9%). Ex-members presdess clear-cut profile (29.1% of
respondents).

The employed respondents work on average 383 Iper week, of which 37.3 hours are in social
work positions. Of the social work employment ho&&.3% of the time is spent in direct service.
This figure rises to a median of 65% for those vehpsmary responsibility is direct service.

Not only are there substantial numbers of sag@kers in part-time employment, but the pro-
portion of social workers who are working part-tioy@n entry to the field after their first degree
has increased from 0% in the 1970s to 11.8% ictinent decade, with a corresponding decrease
in full-time initial appointments.

Similarly, job search times on the part of gitds from social work programs have increased in
the last 20 years from a median of 1.1 to 1.6 mmrahfrom a mean of 2.1 to 3.0 months.

Social workers in this state also see considexeiability in salaries depending on type ofisef,
responsibilities, and agency auspices. The bestigapsitions are found in hospitals and medical
centers, with a median of $62,607, and the lowestch places as health and behavioral health
outpatient clinics ($43,500 to $44,652). Whereasdiservice practitioners earn a median of
$48,700, administrators garner a median of $67,600espect to agency auspices, the federal
government pays the highest, at $65,500, and privat-profit agencies the lowest, at $44,000.
This study has also permitted comparisons of@yment, salaries, and licensing levels among the
state’s MSW programs, showing some potentially irtgpd patterns, but no clear ‘winners’ or
‘losers’.

Approximately half (50.6%) of social workers kamt loans to get through social work school, and
39.8% are still making payments. The mean amoutiliy owed by those who took out loans was
$27,513, and on average this has been reducedbt@1¥1 The initial loans were typically 1.12
times the social worker’s initial salary upon gration. Most are taking about 20 years to pay off
these loans, but for a significant minority, thé&lpaes owed increase rather than decrease, presum-
ably because of problems in making payments.

Of particular interest are the reported ben&fis the primary employment. Almost all (88%) say
that their social work position involves “Engagimgteresting work”. Areas of most concern are
quality of supervision, salary, and career advamcgropportunities, found to be at least satis-
factory by only 51%, 47%, and 41% of the resporsiamtspectively.

Perhaps one of the least expected findings wegdhe inadequate fringe benefits that even full-
time agency-based social workers are provided.h@$e¢ working 35 or more hours per week,
29.3% do not have a retirement plan; 17.7% arepnotided health insurance; and the same
percentage are given neither sick days nor vacatitays. The rates for those receiving such
benefits on the part of part-time workers and gavaractitioners are considerably worse. For
example over half of the part-time employees (53.8&not receive any medical insurance.

The provision of supervision from a licensectcfitener is also a concern. For instance, only-t
thirds of the LCSWSs receive it from their agencies.

Reinforcing the finding that 29.3% do not havetrement plan is the finding that only 24% of
those working respondents over 65 plan on retiring.
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l. INTRODUCTION

Background and Focus of the SurveyFor years now there has been a dearth of solid
information in Massachusetts about social workrggdaemployment levels, and working condi-
tions. Staff of the NASW Chapter are regularly akksy both job applicants and employers, about
acceptable salaries. It is for this reason thathapter recently committed itself to a state-wide
survey of salaries. It was decided that it wouldrbportant for such a survey to achieve several
ambitious goals:

It should be a broadly representative survey ofgasional social workers throughout the

state, both NASW members as well as non-members.

It should permit sufficient detailed breakdownsalaries for all important subgroups, for

example, those defined by demographics, fieldsadtices, or years of experience.

It should be inclusive not only of those employgdraditional social agencies, public and

private, but also those working in fee-for-senaceangements and in private practices.

It should reflect not only current salaries bubalse extent of change in salaries over the

years. Are social workers keeping up with inflation are they falling behind? To what

extent do social work salaries increase over thiedy social work career?

And finally, it should assess changing levels opyment, partial employment, and unem-

ployment; as well as work in primary and supplerakpositions.

Because the focus of this survey involves the e&pee of professional social workers, it
has only surveyed those at the LSW, LCSW, and LIA8W¥Is, and has not included any with
LSWAs. It should be noted that because of the ltheafithe groups surveyed and the information
required, this report is necessarily a detailedlang one. However, for those interested in only an
overview, a two page executive summary is provided, a more detailed overview is presented
in chapter Ill, on Overall Compensation and Trends.

Methodology.Initially we considered a limited internet survbyt we decided against this
easy alternative because of the needs for a moagllyrrepresentative sample than is possible with
any current email list. So instead we decided tadaot a mailed survey of a sample of 1,200
LSWSs, LCSWs, and LICSWs that we randomly drew ftbm 16,429 such licensees listed in the
Commonwealth’s publicly accessible database, akonbiary 2007. This random selection was
made after LSWAs, duplicates, those with out otes@ddresses, and expired licenses were
deselected. Up to three mailings were sent in ManthApril of 2007 to each of the 1,200 random-
ly selected social workers: the initial questiomeaand up to two reminders for those who did not
initially return a completed questionnaire. Thisuked in the eventual receipt of 517 completed
forms, out the 1183 that were successfully mailledse without defective addresses), giving us a
return rate of 44%. The 8 page questionnaire usstcamposed with input from NASW staff, and
then pretested with 20 social workers for readigbdnd relevance. Data was then entered by
NASW staff into an ACCESS database template, ckkamnel coded, and then transferred to the
SPSS statistical program for final analyses.

Some CaveatsAlthough a random sample of 517 is broadly repregem of licensed
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social workers, the reader of this report shoular i@ mind that this sample is not representative
of a small number of unlicensed social workersséhwhose licenses have expired, who are new
to the state, or who have yet to fulfill the licengsrequirements, as well as some practicing in the
public sector and who are not required to obtdicease. It also excludes those who very few who
have had their licenses revoked. The reader stadgddbear in mind that the representativeness of
the results included in this report depend pringaoit the size of the specific sub-sample that a
particular statistic is based on. The overall feguare based on large sub-samples, and as such,
considerable confidence can be placed in thesdtsefather than include detailed inferential
statistics and confidence intervals in the taliidbe body of the report, for the sake of readighili
these significance levels and confidence interaadsgenerally not included. But instead some
sample confidence intervals are includedppendix A as well as an explanation about how to
use them, that research-oriented readers may wisiorisult. But in any case, the reader is
cautioned that when a sub-sample is very smalf +h&tance the very small sample of Hispanic
social workers -- the sampling error, that impdhtsability to make generalizations to the large
population of social workers, is very large, andsthconsiderable caution needs to be taken with
all such figures. In most tables, medians or peeggs that are based on fewer than 5 or 10 subjects
are left out as the small size of the sub-samplesisimpossible to generalize them. And in some
cases, it is necessary to do this to protect subg@didentiality.

A Profile of the
Respondents. Of the 517

respondents, about five-eighths ~ Table 1-1. Profile of Survey Respondents and

(63.1%) hold the LICSW; a Their Representativeness of Professional
quarter (24%) hold the LCSW; Licensed Social Workers
and the remain-der (13.0%), the

LSW (see table 1-). This
approximates the distribution of Licensed Social
such licenses throughout the Workers in State
state, with only a slight over-
representation of the LICSWs
and under-representation of the LSW 2,716 16.5% 67 13.0%
other two levels. Whether this
reflects the greater concern of LCSW
LICSWs in the subject of the ) cqyy 9,516 57.9% 326 63.1%
survey, or simply their greater
propensity to respond to profes- Total 16,429 100.0% 517 100.0%

sional Swveys’ Is a matter of NOTE: This survey only included professional sociatkens with an LSW or
speculation. higher license, thus, LSWASs are not included abmvie other break-
downs in this report. Information on license legbtain from the
A comparison was also Massachusetts licensing database, rather tharspemdents themselves.
made of the NASW region of the
respondents with that of the larg-
er population of social workers in the state asrapans of checking the representativeness of the

Survey Respondents

Number Percentage Number Percentage

4,197 25.5% 124 24.0%
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respondentslable 1-2reports this data, and shows that the distribudforespondents across the
state approximately parallels the distribution @ehsees. There is a very nominal over-
representation of respondents from Boston and theh®ast, and similarly, a very slight under-
representation of the Central and Northeast regibiese disparities are essentially negligible. In
addition, it should be pointed out that the projeorof NASW members in the sample is 51.1%,
only slightly higher than the 50.0% of the largepplation of licensed social workers in the Com-
monwealth who are members ($&gapter 4. Table 1-2also reports on the 2000 populations and
rates of social workers within each of the regial@snonstrating a rough parallel between these two
distributions. The rate of licensed professionalaovorkers per 10,000 population ranges from
a low of 22.0 in the Central region to a high of8h Boston. Thus, given the closely parallel
distributions of social workers in the sample amthie state, based on region, license, and NASW

memberships, one can safely assume that any seldués in this sample is very slight.

Table 1-2. A Comparison of the Distribution of Poplation,
Licensed Social Workers, and Respondents, by NASWeRgion

. . Rate of Survey
NASW Population Licensed .
REGION (2000) Social Workers | Licensed SWs Respondents
per 10,000
. 139,050 411 11
Berkshire (2.3%) (2.5%) 29.6 (2.1%)
678,046 1,495 46
Central (11.3%) (9.1%) 22.0 (8.9%)
Greater Boston 2,399,150 7,406 240
(39.9%) (45.1%) 30.9 (46.4%)
1,080,018 2,613 76
Northeast (18.0%) (15.9%) 24.2 (14.7%)
1,011,073 2,556 83
Southeast (16.8%) (15.6%) 25.3 (16.1%)
. 700,608 1,941 61
Pioneer Valley (11.7%) (11.8%) 217 (11.8%)
6,079,945 16,422 517
TOTAL (100.0%) (100.0%) 26.9 (100.0%)

SOURCE: Population figures are from the 2000 U.S. CenSu$;-3C. The count of licensed social workers
computed from the Massachusetts Licensing database.
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Table 1-3provides a basic profile of the respondents irpees to their demographic
characteristics and years of experience since thmeist recent degree. Social workers in
Massachusetts are largely a middle aged group,antiedian age of 49, with close to a quarter in
their forties and a similar proportion in theitigs. Only one in 15, or 6.0%, of the responderds a
in the 20s. These people have a median of 14 géausrk experience since their most recent social
work degree, typically the MSW or BSW. It shouldht® as no surprise that the vast majority
(87.2%) of social workers are women. In additionht® under-representation of men, there is an
under-representation of racial and ethnic minartyups in the profession. Only one in 18 (5.5%)
of the respondents are persons of color, and aBBp2dentified themselves as Hispanic.

Table 1-3. Demographic Profile of Survey Respondesin=517)

AGE Number ; Percent | EXPERIENCE Number | Percent
20-29 30 6.0% Under 5 Yrs. 71 14.5%
30-39 106 21.3% 5-9 Yrs. 82 16.8%
40-49 119 23.9% 10-19 Yrs. 169 34.6%
50-59 146 23.3% 20-29 Yrs. 109 22.3%
60-69 86 17.3% 30-39 Yrs. 51 10.4%
70 & Older 11 2.2% 40 Yrs. & Over 7 1.4%
MEDIAN 49 MEDIAN 14

RACE Number Percent | GENDER Number ; Percent
Native American / Alaskan 4 .8% Female 451 87.2%
Asian / Pacific Islander 5 1.0% Male 66 12.8%
African-American / Black 9 1.8% HISPANIC Number | Percent

: ETHNICITY
Caucasian 478 | 945% | No 481 | 97.2%
Other 10 | 20% | Yes 14 2.8%

NOTE: Percentages reported are computed on only méspés who answered the item, with missing itenctuebed from
the percentage calculation. Experience is calatilagesed on reported number of years worked in ls@oik since
most recent social work degree.

The respondents to this survey demonstrate a sipribdile as the national population of
social workers that the National Association ofi@bé/orkers surveyed in 2001, with a few excep-
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social workers have a media
age of 49, the national sampl
had a mean age of 50. Similarly ;5
Massachusetts respondents
have a median level of exper{ 3°
ience of 14 years of experience|, ,. [»3 3]
compared with 16 for the nat- 2 47

ional sample. There is, how{ 20
ever, a smaller proportion ojl15
men among the state’s soci
workers, about 12.8% com4f 10
pared with 20.0% nationally.
And furthermore, there ar¢
fewer persons of color among o ‘ ‘ ‘ |

the state’s social workersj 9605 1970s 1980s 1990s  2000-2007
5.5%, compared with 13%
nationally (see report oOn|f NOTE: Each figure represents the average age for the entire decade referenced.
NASW’s 2001 survey at:
https://www.socialworkers.org/
naswprn/default.agp

Figure 1-1. Median Age at MSW Graduation,

tions. Whereas Massachuset{
By Decade (n=379)

5

Since a substantial majority of the respondentshatders of the MSW degree, it was
possible to determine from their responses the amedge at MSW graduation for those who
finished this degree within five recent decade®sBresults are plottedfigure 1-1 This reveals
not only a remarkably consistent increase in meaggafrom 23.3 in the 1960s to 31.7 in the 1990s,
but also a marked turnabout of the trend in thiedasade, with a decline to 27.2 during the 2000-
2007 period. This would suggest that if one welEsgume an average bachelors’ graduation at age
22 (an optimistic assumption) and around 3 yearsdmpletion of the MSW (considering both
part- and full-timers), that these MSW graduatdsrenl these programs with only around two, in
contrast to a peak of six years of pre-MSW workegignce in the 1990s.

Il OVERALL SALARIES AND TRENDS.

This survey reveals that professional social warkerMassachusetts earn a median of
$53,000 a year (sd¢able 2-). The median is the figure that reflects the ptiatt subdivides a
group into two equal halves, and is more represigataf the typical experience than the mean, or
the arithimetric average. This particular figus8ects the aggregated experience of those with and
without social work degrees, beginning social wesland experienced, and those in various fields
of practice. If only the respondents’ primary pisitis considered, and part-time and or supple-
mental social work employment is ignored, this antas only reduced to $52,000, as fewer res-
pondents than expected reported any supplementél wo
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Table 2-1also reports detailed breakdowns of this meditarghased on type of license,
degree, and experience. LICSWs receive a signifipggmium for this license, with a median
salary of $57,817, compared with $44,000 for LCS&Vl virtually the same for LSWs — $43,945.

Table 2-1. Overview of Full-time Salary Levels,
Broken Down by License, Education, and ExperiencenE298)

Count Per%:g;tile Per205emntile MEDIAN Pe7r(?:ntile Per?:g:ltile
LICENSE LEVEL
LSW 36 $29,870 $40,000( $43,945 | $55,750 $62,200
LCSW 73 $34,200 |  $38,500| $44,000 | $54,320 $68,240
LICSW 181 $39,200 | $47,000| $57,817 | $67,500 $79,800
EDUCATIONAL
LEVEL
Non-SW Degree 28 $31,080 $42,000( $48,800 | $65,000 $90,600
BSW 19 $29,000 $40,500( $52,000 | $58,000 $61,000
MSW 239 $36,000 $42,000( $52,000 | $64,000 $75,000
EXPERIENCE
0-2 years 23 $29,440 $36,000( $40,000 | $42,000 $46,200
3-10 years 88 $32,327 $40,125( $45,000 | $52,000 $60,200
11-25 years 110 $37,100 $48,000( $58,595 | $65,500 $74,800
Over 25 years 48 $44,250 $55,000| $62,000 | $77,792 $89,100
OVERALL —Primary full-time 290 $36,000 | $42,000| $52,000 | $63,000 | $75,000
position only
OVERALL —Both primaryand | - 5qg $36,000 |  $42,000| $53,000 | $65,000 | $78,000
secondary positions (FT & PT)

NOTE: Except for the Overall total for both primary asetondary positions (last row), all other breakdewxclude part-
time employment and include only the primary fihé position that is currently held. Either of {p@mary or sec-
ondary position may be a salaried position, orfteeservice, private practice, or a position wither types of pay-

ments.
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In contrast, educational leve
makes less of a difference
while both MSWs and
BSWs receive a median o
$52,000, those without

social work degree earn 4
median of $48,000 per year
However, both the lower
percentiles (10 and 2%)

and higher (78 and 9@)

percentiles of MSWs earn
more than their counter-
parts among the BSWs. Fo
example, MSWs at the 90
percentile level for income
earn $75,000 compared with
the same percentile, a
$61,000, for BSWs. So,
although the average of
median levels are similar,
opportunities for advance-
ment clearly favor holders of

Count

Figure 2-1. Overall Distribution of Full-time
Annual Salaries of Social Workers in Massachusett2007

40 1

30 4

10 «

Annual

< u
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Std. Dev=16114.83
Mean =53781.6
N=1290.00

the MSW. Most notable,

Table 2-2. Median Starting Salaries of
Full-time MSWs, By Decade (n=187)

2000-
1970s 1980s 1990s 2007
Dollars unadjusted
for inflation $12,250 $23,500 $28,25( $34,571
Inflation adjusted
dollars (2007 $s) $46,440 $45,360 $38,38( $37,760
Count 17 39 66 60
NOTE: Each figure represents the median of all begipsalaries of MSWs reported

for the designated decade. The second row of figare adjusted for inflation
using the U.S. Department of Labor's Consumer Aridex. Statistics on
median salaries for BSWs and Ph.D.s are left oattdwery small numbers of

respondents.
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however, is the impact of
work experience on
income:  while those
with two or fewer years
of post-degree experience
earn a median of $40,000
per year, this increases by
55% to $62,000 for those
with 25 or more years of
social work experience.
Among this most exper-
ienced subgroup, income
ranges considerably,
from only $44,000 for
those in the 10 per-
centile to $89,100 for
those in the 90 percen-
tile. Figure 2-1, above,
provides a more intuitive
and visual representation



of the distribution of overall full-time salaries the primary position. It reveals that the distri-
bution is only slightly skewed, giving a mean oB$&B2, close to the median of $52,000.

A group that is particularly interested in compeimsaissues are those who are entering the
field. Statistics were computed for MSWs, basetheir reports of the first salary that they earned
in a full-time position after MSW graduation (deble 2-2 previous page). For those graduating
since the year 2000, this beginning rate has aedrg§7,760, in 2007 dollars after adjustments for
inflation. Similar calculations reveal that begingisalaries for MSWs have declined since the
1970s by 17.7%, from $46,440 to $37,760 in inflataljusted 2007 dollars. Many employees and
employers are generally unaware of the exteniesidlthanges since, in actual non-adjusted dollars,
it looks like beginning salaries increased fromedian of $12,250 to the current level over this
same period. Unfortunately, the numbers of BSWa&wéficient to produce a similar calculation.

Figure 2-2. Typical Change in Salaries over the
Social Work Career for BSWs and MSWs

T T

1 Most recent degree

~ MSW
Rsq=0.1639
thru origin

~ BSW
j Rsq=0.5001
-1.00 thru origin

Proportion salary change

Q9: Years in SW since SW last degree

NOTE: Each point reflects the experience of one reseondheir increase in salary, after accountingrifiation,
between their first position after their most reogegree and their current position. The linefgrred to as
regression lines, reflect the ‘best-fitting’ or tyal experience of all the respondents in eachefiwo groups
(BSW and MSW). There are a very extreme cases lgefdhon the vertical axis and 25 years on the-hori
zontal, but these have been left out to representost typical experience, and to enhance reatyabil
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An alternative view of changes in salary is prodidg figure 2-2, on the previous page.
This reflects the salary experience of all sociatkarespondents who reported a full-time position
both at graduation (either BSW or MSW) and curserghd who reported their salary for both of
these times. After adjusting the original salanyifdlation and computing the proportion rise in
salary from this last degree to 2007, these figaregplotted, with the proportion increase on the
vertical axis and the years of experience on thiziotal axis. In the aggregate, the line-of-bést-f
calculated for these respondents reflects thedypltange of salaries over the social work career,
adjusted for inflation, for both MSWs and BSWs. Tine for MSWs represents the most stable
result, showing that typically MSW salaries risediput 50% during the first 10 to 15 years after
the MSW and then level off. However, it must bepbiasized that there is considerable variation
around this ‘typical’ trajectory as illustrated thye range of points above and below the line. While
a few almost doubled their real income, some sabstantial declines. However, it must be
emphasized that there is considerable variatiomratthis ‘typical’ trajectory as illustrated by the

Table 2-3. Work Status and Median Full-time Salary
By NASW Region (n=517)

NASW Work Status Median
Region Part-time Full-time Ful-time
OHours 1) 34 how) (35+ hr/W) Salary

Berkshire 1?‘5% 22:';% 54(1('55)’% $47,514
Central 1?;)’% 1“2;;% 6%(23;/" $48,793
Greater Boston 1(33'2;% 2(%11;/0 ?(1)4%);0 $53,667
Northeast 1(71;/0 2(82'%)/0 5&'%)/0 $51,000
Southeast 1(51';;/0 2(62.%)/0 5(74'3;)/0 $56,078
Pioneer Valley 14(';);% 18'%%) 6(74'12_;%) $43,667
o | oame 1w | s

NOTE: While “Work Status” figures include all 517 resplents, the “Median Full-time
Salary” figures are based on only those workingBBiore hours per week, at any
level of license or education (from no SW degreBhdD.).
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range of points above and below the line. Whileva&lmost doubled their real income, some saw
substantial declines. The BSWSs, in contrast, saaiaal decline in the first five years after the
BSW — perhaps because they are studying for th&wWd, but then by the 15 year mark see a
similar proportional increase as the MSWs, folloviegcanother decline after 20 years. However,
since there are very few BSW respondents, thisgktrajectory should be seen as only suggestive.
(The atypical experience of a few of these respotsdean have an disproportionate impact on the
overall result.)

One of the unexpected findings of this surveyeéssihbstantial levels of unemployment and
partial employment among social workers of all Isyand throughout the staleable 2-3 on the

Table 2-4. Median Salaries for Full-time Employed 8cial Workers
For Selected Demographic Subgroups

AGE Number | Median ;(IE)@TT?(;NN Number | Median
20-29 26 $39,200 Under 5 Yrs. 159 $44,909
30-39 66 $45,333 | 5-9 Yrs. 49 $57,333
40-49 71 $58,000 | 10-19 Yrs. 56 $58,571
50-59 83 $58,333 | 20-29 Yrs. 18 $59,000
60-69 35 $56,020 | 30+ Yrs. 5 $63,000
70 & Older 1 *

RACE Number Median GENDER Number | Median
Native American / Alaskan 1 * Female 245 $50,800
Asian / Pacific Islander 4 * Male 45 $59,000
African-American / Black 7 $59,000 E'II'SHPI\ﬁgﬁY Number | Median
Caucasian 268 | $52,000 | Yes 8 $45,000
Other 8 | $49,200 | No 274 | $52,286

NOTE: Percentages reported are computed on only rdsptswho answered the item, with missing itemsuebedd from the
calculation. Experience is calculated based onrtegamumber of years worked in social work sincestmecent social
work degree. Full-time employment status basechenréspondents reporting that they worked 35 oerhours per week
on average in their primary position.

* Not reported if n<5 because of cdesations of confidentiality and because very smallare not representative.
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previous pageeports that overall about one seventh, or 14.5%ooial workers, do not work at
all. The reasons for this will be explored in Cleai@. In addition, about a quarter (24.8%) are
employed only part-time, leaving only three-fiftles,60.7%, employed full-time for 35 or more
hours per week. Unemployment levels are the highdasie western most part of the state, in the
Berkshire region, at 18.2%, and lowest in the Bostad in the Central NASW regions, at 13.8%
and 10.9%, respectively. Conversely, median saaie lowest in the Berkshires and Pioneer
Valleyregions, at $47,514 and $43,667 respectjaglgl highest in Greater Boston, at $53,667, and
also in the Southeast, at $56,078.

Table 2-4 on the previous page, reports median salarieselected demographic groups,
and shows that both age and years of experienbehaot a decided impact on income, and that
there are smaller disparities based on race, Hisp#amicity, and gender. While those in their 20s
average $39,200, median salaries peak at $58,338dse in their 50s, and then decline slightly
for those in their 60s who are still employed fihe. A similar increase is reflected by years of
experience, ranging from $44,900 to $63,000 faerg 8mall number of respondents who reported
30 or more years of experience. In both casesettigange reflect the approximately 50% lifetime
increase plotted ifigure 2-2.Since there are so few minorities, for exampley @African-Amer-
ican respondents, the dis-
parities between Blacks and
Caucasians is not statis-
tically significant, and the
greater salaries among this

Table 2-5. Fees Reported by Social Workers in
Fee-for-Service and Private Practices

small group of Blacks

undoubtedly reflect the Fee-for- . .

- . . : Private Practice
idiosyncratic experience of Service

this extremely small sub- FEELEVELS Eee for

sample. Data on salaries for individual Individual Group
women reveal that, overall, Hour Fee Session
they are earning only 86%

of what men are, $50,800 Lowestreported fee $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
compared with $59,000. In 19" percentile $20.28 $80.00 $8.90
addition, these break-

downs also indicate that 25" Percentile $28.00 $90.00 $30.00
Hispanic social workers sg™ percentile

earn only 86% as much as (MEDIAN) $33.00 $105.00 $40.00
those who did not identity - gn pe cenie $40.00 $125.00 $50.00
themselves as Hispanic,

$45,000 compared with 90" Percentile $51.50 $130.00 $71.00
$52,286. Chapte_r 10will Highest reported fee $90.00 $160.0d $110.00
delve further into the

question of salary equity, Count 46 97 22
introducing results of con- NoTE:  Respondents were asked about fees chargeiviteppractice prior to any

trols for a few additional
factors.

discounts based on need or insurance reimbursgrectices.




A substantial proportion of licensed social worke@bout a fifth or 21.3% — are in private
practice on a full- or part-time basis, and otleesin part-time employment on a fee-for-service
basis. Whereas fee-for-service workers in sociehaigs are paid a median of $33 an hour, private
therapists report that they charge a median of $#5individual therapy hour, prior to any
insurance or sliding fee discounts, and $40 pargeession (sdable 2-5 previous page). These
fees, however, vary widely. The middle 50% of tbe-for-service workers are paid between $28
and $40 an hour, the middle 50% of private thetapisarge between $90 and $125 an hour, with
the highest reported to be $160.

Although readers of this report may have a vamétypinions about whether social work
compensation is skimpy or generous, it is importantonsider how social workers in Mass-
achusetts as a whole view their compensation.Hff®purpose, the respondents were asked to rate
the adequacy of their compensation in their prineanployment, whether full- or part-time. About
a third (33.9%) regard it as Good or Very Generausl, three tenths (29.5%), rated it as simply
Adequate. Over a third (36.7%) said it was eithadequate (28.3%) or Poor (8.4%). Satisfaction
with compensation varies by the type of compensaistem used (s¢able 2-§. Of those most
satisfied were a small group being paid on a cohbrasis (often these are consultants), more then
three-quarters (77%) regarded these paymentas Adequate, Good or Very Generous. Salaried
social workers were the second most satisfied gwitp just under three-fifths (57.9%) indicating
their salary was either Generous or Adequate. &hstIsatisfied are the contingent on fee-for-

Table 2-6. Social Worker's Assessments of Their Cgpensation,
By Type of Payment (n=430)

Direct
Salary Fee-for-Service Client Fees FC)Zontract
(Incl. 3rd party) ayments
Good or Very 34.5% 24.3% 34.4% 46.2%
Generous (109) 9) (22) (6)
Adequate 29.7% 34.4% 26.6% 30.8%
(94) (12) (17) 4)
Inadequate 28.2% 29.7% 29.7% 23.1%
(89) (11) (19) (3)
Very Poor 7.6% 13.5% 9.4% 8.1%
’ (24) (5) (6) (35)
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
TOTAL (316) 37) (6) e

NOTE: Based type of payment in their primary positimhgether part- or full-time.

Page 14



service, with 43.2% rating it as either Inadequa87%) or Very Poor (13.5%). Thus, the most
typical assessment of social work salaries by thesiipients is a lukewarm one, that they are
‘Adequate’, with a substantial minority indicatititat they are either Inadequate or Very Poor.

Readers may be curious to know how the salariegifok®l in this study compare with those
across the nation. There are two answers to thastouns, involving surveys on the part of the
national NASW office and the organization salargncdhe NASW national survey is somewhat
more compatible, except that it is about six yedder than the current survey. Overall, the
National survey revealed median salaries for akle of social workers to be $44,400 (saiele
2-7). In current 2007 dollars (multiple 2001 figure by18) this would be equivalent today to

Table 2-7. Comparison of the Current Results with
NASW'’S 2001 National Survey, By Years of Experience

NATIONAL 25" Percentile MEDIAN 75" Percentile
NASW’'S

AGE CATEGORIES MA National MA National MA National
2-4 Years $37,350 $30,500  $41,500 $35,560 $45,000 $42,500
5-9 Years $40,000 $35,200  $43,000 $42,400 $50,000 $52,500
10-14 Years $44,597 $39,10p $54,320 $48,300 $61,350 $52,500
15-19 Years $50,500 $37,10p  $60,000 $49,600 $70,050 $60,900
20-24 Years $53,250 $44,70p  $60,000 $54,700 $68,000 $66,100
25+ Years $54,000 $47,400  $64,000 $60,000 $76,876 $79,600
ALL $42,000 $52,000 $44,400 $64,000

NOTE: The figures are not completely comparable. Inddabusetts, with the data collected in 2007, thgpgaincluded
MSWs, BSWSs, and non-SW degree holders. In the 280ibnal survey, the data included only NASW merabat
all degree levels. More details on NASW’s natio2@D1 survey can be obtained from:
https://www.socialworkers.org/naswprn/default.afithe reader wishes, adjustments for inflation be made by
muliplying the 2001 figure by 1.18 (based on CRé$a2001-2007).

$52,392, which is almost exactly the median of 86@,that full-time social workers in Mass-
achusetts are being paid in their primary positidius, if further adjustments would be made for
the extraordinarily high housing and other costbvirig in Massachusetts, it becomes clear that
social workers in this state are being substagtiaiderpaid.
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The other comparison that can be made is with eegtisalary survey reported on the
internet by salary.com, dated August 2007. Althotigy do not give details about their method-
ology or sample, this organization appears to harg comprehensive data a wide range of
professions, but only for a few categories of dog@kers, two of which — the BSW and MSW —
will be reported here. Salary.com places the meldi@W salary for the nation at $48,817 (tsdge
2-8), just shy of the current survey’s $52,000. Intcast, the national median for BSWs is $41,813,
substantially less than Massachusetts’ $52,0800ltld be pointed out the disparity of social work
salaries in Massa-chusetts represents a much rbetastial range, from the 1@o the 9@
percentile than either the National NASW or saleoyn shows. On the whole, those in th& 90
percentile are making around twice those in th& fércentile, a substantially greater level of
income inequality than is the norm across the natio

Table 2-8. Comparison of the Current Results with
Salary.com’s Survey from 2007

(B:(S)V|\\/|/;3'\,/L?QV|VSONS Count Pertg;tile Per2(:5et:1tile MEDIAN Pe7r(\:r):1tile Persz:g;tile
BSW
This survey (MA) 19 $29,000 $40,500 | $52,000 $58,000 $61,000
Salary.com (USA) ? $34,922 $38,206 | $41,813 $46,074 $49,954
MSW
This survey (MA) 239 $36,000 $42,000 | $52,000 $64,000 $75,000
Salary.com (USA) ? $41,383 $44,942 | $48,717 $52,538 $55,890

NOTE: Except for the Overall total for both primary asetondary positions (last row), all other breakdeexclude part-
time employment and include only the primary filhé position that is currently held. Either of {mary or
secondary position may be a salaried positiongeifér-service, private practice, or a positiortwather types of
payments. More detailed figures from the salary.somvey are available from their website: salamcbhowever,
they do not specify how their data was collected.
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IV. THE IMPACT OF NASW MEMBERSHIP

One of the advantages of surveying social workstsd it in the state’s licensing database
is that it is possible to collect data from and pane social workers who are and are not members
of the National Association of Social WorkeFsgure 4-1 illustrates that NASW memberships
constitute a slight majority (51.1%) of licensedisbworkers in the Commonwealth (at the LSW,
LCSW, and LICSW levels). Most of the other half 2&.0%, have been members at some point,
and only a third of the non-members say that tteyemever been members (17.2% of the total).

Figure 4-1. NASW Members and the Larger Population of Licensedocial
Workers in Massachusetts

Yes

/_{ No, never have been

17.2%

51.1%

3

(28]

(=]

2

=3
11T
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|

“._|No but have been

L IMissing

Table 4-1outlines a few key statistics on areas of simjasitdissimilarity between those
who are and who have never been NASW membergsprect to their demographic characteristics
NASW members are slightly less diverse and a feavsyelder than non-members. Whereas 6.9%
of NASW members identifiethemselves as non-white and/ or Hispanic, 9.1%ad¢ who have
never been a member did the same. And NASW meminexdian ages are 51.6 versus 47 for those
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who have been members.

The most dramatic
differences between
members and non-mem-

Table 4-1. A Comparative Profile of NASW and
Non-NASW Saocial Workers

bers are found in the lev-
els of licensure and edu-
cation. While over three-
quarters (76.5%) of those

in NASW are licensed at
the highest LICSW level,

only a quarter of those
who have never been
members can claim the

same level of licensure
(24.7%). Similarly, close
to nine-tenths (88.6%) of

members hold the MSW,
four ninths (43.8%) of the
never-been member
group can say the same.
And the lack of member-
ship of this same group in
NASW is perhaps not so

surprising given the fact
that two-fifths (40.4%) of

these individuals do not
have any formal social
work education, compar-
ed with 6.8% of NASW

members. Statistics are

also provided inable 4-1
for those who are not
members, but have been

NASW Never been a Not a
member, but
members member
have been
GENDER - Percent 87.1% 86.5% 87.6%
female (230) (77) (227)
RACE — Beroent 6.9% 9.1% 6.2%
Hispanic (18) (8) ©)
. 51.6 47.0 45.1
AGE — Median (260) (87) (139)
LICENSE
LICSW 76.5% 24.7% 64.1%
(202) (22) (93)
LCSW 17.0% 40.4% 26.9%
(45) (36) (39)
LSW 6.4% 34.8% 9.0%
(17) (31) (13)
DEGREE
Non-social work 6.8% 40.4% 4.1%
(18) (36) (6)
BSW 2.7% 15.7% 4.8%
(7) (14) (7)
MSW 88.6% 43.8% 90.3%
(234) (39) (131)
YEARS SINCE 15.9 13.4 13.7
LAST_ DEGREE (260) (72) (135)
(Median)

in the past, and these sug-
gest a group profile that is
in some respects inter-

NOTE:

Each breakdown listed above is based on trefdah all respondents, from
among the 517, who answered the designated question

mediate between the oth-
er two groups.
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Table 4-2summarizes differences in the work status and isal@f members and non-
members. These breakdowns indicate that NASW meméeperience the lowest levels of
unemployment of the three groups at 10.2%, compaitbdl4.6% and 16.6% for the non-member
groups. Nonetheless, 10.2% represents substangatployment. In addition, NASW members
earn more in full-time employment ($51,000) thavsthwho have never been members ($47,271),
although not as much as the ex-members ($55,@Ixhe three groups, NASW members had the
lowest rate of salary growth (1.3% vs. 1.9% & 2.7perhaps because a higher proportion remain
in direct practice than the non-members.

Table 4-2. Work Status and Salaries of NASW and
Non-NASW Social Workers

NASW Never been a Not a
members member mhember, but
ave been
WORK STATUS
Not working 10.2% 14.6% 16.6%
(27) (13) (24)
Part-time 27.7% 24.7% 19.3%
(73) (22) (28)
Full-time 62.1% 60.7% 64.1%
(164) (54) (93)
PERCENTAGE IN 75.7% 63.5% 69.2%
DIRECT (112) (33) (63)
SERVICE (FT)
SALQIT;{l. (Median $51,000 $47,271 $55,000
(148) (52) (88)
employed)
YEARLY
INCREASE 1.3% 1.9% 2.7%
(Median, after (105) (35) (67)
inflation)

NOTE: Work Status includes all respondents, wheréaar gtems only include full-
time employed social workers. The Yearly Increaseaiculated only for
those employed full-time both at most recent degrekcurrently, and the
average yearly increase shown is after adjustnegnnflation using the U.S.
Department of Labor's Consumer Price Index.
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V. PATTERNS OF EMPLOYMENT

This part of the report will temporarily departiinaconsideration of salaries and instead
focus on the levels and types of social work emmplet in the Commonwealth. It was mentioned
previously that there are substantial levels ohuypleyment and under-employment on the part of
social workers, a pattern thaillsstrated infigure 5-1 If only social workers’ primary position are con-
sidered, we see that about a sixth or 15.7% ofseairkers are not working at all. However, closat
fifth, or 19.9%, work at one or more secondary poss within social work, typically part-time emgto
ment. When the hours worked in both primary andsédary social work positions are added together, th
levels of unemployment are reduced only slightlyltb5%. Likewise, when primary arsecondary
positions are combined, only a quarter (24.7%waking part-time, or fewer than 35 hours per

Figure 5-1. Levels of Employment, by Hours Workeger Week:
Primary and Secondary Social Work Positions, and Tal (n=517)

Primary Social Work Position Secondary Social Work Position

Total Primary & Secondary Social Work Positions

NOTE: The above reflects the percentage of responaérdsnvorked the designated number of hours each wmeeach of

the categories. The total includes only primary secbndary social work positions, but not additigrusitions or
those outside of social work.




week. Overall, 60.7% of the respondents — onlyetlogt of five — reported working on a full-time
basis. About a sixth of these, or a tenth of ¢ {10.8%), work over 50 hours a week. This fegur
may slightly underestimate the total hours worlgge our survey did not ask the details about
any additional positions beyond the first two. Hoee the data contained table 5-1,and in
additional tabulations to be discussed, do notcaigi that this represents a significant amount of
employmentTable 5-1takes a more depth view of weekly hours workedjrbthis case, only on
the part of those who worked at least some, efithdrtime or full-time, aanyposition. The first
two rows reflects the distribution of social wor&urs worked in the typical week in either the
primary and secondary position. When the hoursadffmers, full-timers, as well as those working
over 50 hours a week are averaged, we see thagdival social worker — who is employed — is
working 37.3 hours per week within the field. A dhmumber who also work in non-social work

Table 5-1. Mean Hours Worked per Week,
By Type of Activity and Position
(n=442)

Direct Service Activities Other Activities TOTAL

Primary Position

19.4 hours / 49.9%
[Row: 55.4% ]

15.6 hours / 40.1%
[Row: 44.6%)]

35.0 hours / 90.0%
[Row: 100.0%]

Secondary 1.6 hours / 4.1% .7 hours / 1.8% 2.3 hours / 5.9%
Position [Row: 69.6%)] [Row: 30.4%] [Row: 100.0%]
Subtotal 21.0 hours / 54.0% 16.3 hours / 41.9% 37.3 hours / 95.9%
[Row: 56.3%] [Row: 43.7%] [Row: 100.0%]
Other 1.6 hours / 4.1% 1.6 hours / 4.1%
Employment
TOTAL 38.9 hours / 100.0% 38.9 hours / 100.0%

NOTE: The above means and percentages are for all seaiklrespondents who reported any employment irbaork, and
thus,exclude those completely unemplayRkase remember that there is considerable iaariatound these means
and percentages depending on the particular regpongbsition, etc. All percentages are calculasdg the overall
total of 38.9 hours per week as the denominatanetint to provide only a general profile of timeimhent for cur-
rently employed social workers, whether assignedirect practice, administration, or other respbitisies.
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positions, typically part-time ones, bring the @lkaverage to 38.9 hours per week. These hours
arealso broken down by those devoted to direct clemttacts versus other responsibilities.
Overall, social workers devote an average of 2x$par week, out of the 37.3, to direct service,
or 56.3% of their time. This figure reflects thgpexience of all working social workers, both direct
service and administrative, and part-time andtioile.

Table 5-2 however, presents the results of an analysiswfdworked in direct service for
social workers who designated various types ofgsponsibilities as primary. As would be expect-
ed, those whose responsibilities are “Direct Seriedividual, Family, or Group”, devote almost
two-thirds or 65% of their time to direct clientritacts. In contrast, consultants see clients censid
erably less, during 25% of their working hoursabbut the same levels as do trainers. Admin-
istrators are only able to devote 11%, or one nirtifneir hours, to direct client service.

Table 5-2. Percentage of Work Hours
Devoted to Direct Service,
By Primary Job Responsibility

Primary Job Responsibility Count Mean Median

Direct S_erV|ce — Individual, 174 64% 65%
Family, Group

Consultation 6 32% 25%

Administration or 6 20% 11%
management

Training or education 5 25% 25%

Supervision 8 25% 22%

TOTAL 240 52% 58%

NOTE: This table only includes full-time social workevhose highest degree is
the MSW.

The prior analysis of hours worked does not retieetproportions of social workers at the
various degree levels who hold one or more postibawever, this information is reportedaible
5-3. This breakdown reveals that as one moves fromnaSW degree, with only 50.5% of the
respondents being employed full-time, to a BSW degwith 57.1% full-time employment, and
to the MSW level, with two-thirds, or 66.0% empldyfell-time, we see clearly improving oppor-
tunities, although not what many would hope for.
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Table 5-3. Percentage Holding Various Types of
Positions, By Degree and Type (n=511)

Social Work Non-Social Work
Most Recent Positions Positions
Degree
Full-time | Part-time | Full-time [|Part-time
Non-SW Degree | 5, 6oy, 31.2% 13.0% 3.9%
(n=77)
BSW_ 57.1% 25.0% 17.9% 10.7%
(n=28)
MSW 0, 0, 0, 0,
(n=406) 66.0% 33.0% 3.0% 8.1%

NOTE: Each percentage figure represents the peréehvse with the designated
degree holding one or more positiamfghe various types.

reported intable 5-4 The
first column of this table

reveals that the percentage

employed full-time after

graduation has systematically

The very modest
and unexpected levels of
full-time employment
revealed by this survey
raises the question about
whether or not this
represents a longer term
trend in the profession, at
least in Massachusetts.
Fortunately, it was possible
to examine this issue since
the survey also asked about
the first social work
position that the respondent
held after their most recent
social work degree, and the
number of hours that they
typically worked at it per
week. The results of the
analysis of this data are

Table 5-4. Full-time Employment: Beginning

Positions, By Decade and Current Position

fallen, from 100.0% for Full-t Partt Total
those who graduated from a uii-time art-time ota
BSW or MSW program in
the 1970s to 88.2% of those BEGINNING
who have graduated since POSITION
the year 2000. Conversely 1970-1979 100.0% 0% 100.0%
. ' - (56) (0) (56)
part-time employment in-  19g0-1989 96.4% 3.6% 100.0%
creased from 0% of new (108) 4) (112)
graduates in the 1970s to 1990-1999 91.8% 8.2% 100.0%
11.8% in the current decade. (146) (13) (159)
A somewhat different view  2000-2007 88.2% 11.8% 100.0%
. ; 105 14 119
is provided by the over-all (105) (14) (119)
tabulation of hours worked CURRENT 68.2% 31.8% 100.0%
in the current position, which _POSITION (298) (139) (437)
shows that two-thirds or NOTE: Beginning positions are those social work jobis ladter the most

68% are working full-time,

and the remainder part-time.

These workers have typically

recent social work degree, or if there was not after the bach-
elors degree. In some cases, the beginning andntyrosition may
be the same. 1960s and 1950s left out due to iomunt n.
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been in the field many years.

Table 5-5provides a more in depth perspective on pattemddevels of employment of
social workers since their most recent social wa@gree, or in the case of those without a social
work degree, since their last degree. The first¢éalomns report on the median years since this
degree, and the median number of years that tip@mdents reporting working in social work
during this same period. A comparison of these tigores shows that the more social work
education, the higher is the level of social warkpéoyment over the years, increase from 75.3%
(19.6 out of 25 years) in the case of non-SW delgoéaters, to 85.6% (13.7 out of 15 years) for the
BSWs, to 95.1% for the MSWs (13.6 out of 14.3 ypddunexpectedly, this data suggests that
MSWs change positions more frequently than thersthiéhey have held their current position a
median of 4.4 years, and prior positions, an awedd.0 years, both less than the BSWs or non-
SW degree holders

Given the substantial levels of less than full-tiemeployment, and its increase since the

Table 5-5. Employment Patterns: Years, Number of &sitions, and
Median Length of Full-time Positions

Total Tenure of | Full-time Part-ime
Years Years Current ET Positions Length FT | Positions
DEGREE Since Last | Employed " . Positions | Since Last
. Position Since Last
SW Degree | Since Last (Years) Degree
(Years) Degree
Degree
Non-SW 25.0 19.6 8.3 2.6 5.7 1.8
Degree (38) (54) (57) (52) (18) (25)
BSW 16.0 13.7 5.3 2.0 5.3 1.3
(25) (27) (22) (26) (14) (9)
MSW 14.3 13.6 4.4 2.6 4.0 1.9
(393) (402) (360) (377) (265) (239)

NOTE: Each of the above figures represents a medianfigire in parentheses is the number of availeages on which
the figure is based.

1970s, an important question is whether this regmissncreasing difficulty in finding employment.
Perhaps more social workers are simply opting tckwess. Fortunately, the survey instrument did
include a question on how long the job seekersdddkr their current position, along with the
number of years that they have held this posifitwe. results of the analysis of this data are reglort

in table 5-6and reveal that the longer the social work respotsdeave been in their current
position, the shorter was their job search. Thebemof months of search have increased from a
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Table 5-6. Average Length of Job Search

(Months), By Search Period and Highest Degree

Count Mean Median
YEARS IN CURRENT
POSITION
0-2 Years 200 3.0 1.6
3-9 Years 57 2.1 1.6
10 -19 Years 62 2.1 1.3
20+ Years 23 2.1 1.1
HIGHEST SOCIAL
WORK DEGREE
None 42 2.1 1.0
BSW 20 2.1 1.2
MSW 278 2.7 1.7
TOTAL 345 2.6 1.4

NOTE: The sample used here includes all social workenently
employed in a primary position, both full-time apalt-time.
Ph.D.’s left out due to very small sample size of 5

median of 1.1 for those who have held
their jobs for more than 20 years to
1.6 months, for new appointees (0-2
years). Overall, median search time is
1.4 months, with a few people having
particularly difficult times, bringing
the mean to 2.6 months. Generally, it
has been the case that the more
education on has, the longer the job
search, and this is true for social work
with MSWs taking the longest to find
work. Alternatively, it could be that
those who started out with difficulties
finding positions have tended to drop
out of the profession at disproport-
ionate rates and thus are not repres-
ented in this survey.

However, a more direct means
to understand the situation involving
unemployment of social workers
involves asking them, and for this

reason, the survey in-
cluded an open ended
guestion for these in-
dividuals about the pri-

mary reason for their not

Table 5-7. Primary Reason Reported for

Current Unemployment (n=67)

working. Most -- 67 out

of the 75 -- did provide

Reason

Percentage of

Count Unemployed

an answer of sorts, and Retired
these comments were Staying home to care for child or family
coded, tabulated, and arelnadequate pay

reported intable 5-7. Nolonger interested
Just over one fifth of the Medical condition or disability of own

holders of a social work Poor working conditions in field
license are retired Can’t find suitable position

. Full-time study
(22.4%), with the Other reason

remainder reporting a ng reason given
variety of reasons, most

15
12

QONWWA~O®

22.4%
17.9%
16.4%
9.0%
6.0%
4.5%
4.0%
3.0%
13.4%
26.7%

notably, staying home to
care for child or family
(17.9%), and inadequate

NOTE: The subgroup considered here are those wholsaidhtey are not employed at all
in social work and who answered this question,bmsup of 67 social workers.
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pay (16.4%). Only 6
respondents, or
9.0%, said that they
were no longer
interested in social
work employment.
A few also ment-
ioned that they
could not find a
suitable position
(4%) or complained
about poor working
conditions in the
field (4.5%).

Thirty (30)
of the 75 respon-
dents who are un-
employed also gave
a reason for not

Table 5-8. Primary Reason Reported for not Seeking
Social Work Employment (n=75)

Reason Count Percentage of
Unemployed
Low pay and high work load 8 10.7%
Retired 5 6.7%
Better opportunities elsewhere 5 6.7%
Care for children or family 3 4.0%
Burnout 2 2.7%
Returned to school 1 1.3%
Other 6 8.0%
No answer or not applicable 45 60.0%

NOTE: The subgroup considered here are those whotsaidhey are not employed at all
in social work, a subgroup of 75 social workers.si@5 or 60%) of these
respondents did not answer this question, eithesilse they preferred not to, or
because it was inapplicable, i.e. they are seekiman to seek employment. The
30 responses were coded from written comments.

Table 5-9. Type of Social Work
Licenses Held by Solo and Group
Private Practitioners (n=120)

TYPE OF Solo Private | Group Private
LICENSE Practitioners | Practitioners
Licsw N
Losw m | @
LSW 1('2;/0

rota | 100%% | 1000

NOTE: The above combines those who designated either

of the types of practices as either primary or
secondary employment. Four (4) respondents
reported both solo and group practices, thus,

reducing the total number of private practitioners

surveyed from 124 to 120.

planing on seeking additional social work
employment (se¢able 5-8) Eight of these
people, or 10.7% of the unemployed, said they
would not seek further employment in the
field because of the low pay and/or high work
load. Five (5) of them reported better work
opportunities in other fields, and only 2 attri-
buted their lack of interest to burnout.

Among the social workers employed
are a substantial number of private practit-
ioners who listed their practices as either a
form of primary or secondary employment.
Those who listed solo or individual private
practices as their primary form of em-
ployment, reported working a median of about
31 hours per week, and a similar level of work
for those in group practices. Over half of the
62 in solo practices and the 16 in group
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practices work on a
part-time basis, fewer
than 35 hours per week,
with most of these

working between 20 and
34 hours a week (see
table 5-10 next page).

Although 78 indicated

their solo or group prac-
tices were their primary
form of employment,

and 37 their secondary
employment, a number
of these social workers
listed more than one
practice. In total there
were only 110 persons
who indicated that they
are in private practice
on a primary and/or

secondary basis (see
footnote totable 5-10.

Table 5-9 onthe
previous page, con-
solidates those who list-
ed their private practices
as either their primary
and secondary employ-
ment, and reports the
social work licenses
held by these indivi-
duals. Over 90%, or 95
out of the 103 solo

practitioners, and 19 out of the 21 group pracigis are listed as holding the LICSW, and one of

Table 5-10. Hours Worked per Week by Solo and
Group Private Practitioners, By Type of Employment

(n=110)
Primary Secondary
Employment Employment
HOURS PER Solo Solo
WEEK
Private Group Private Group
. Practice ) Practice
Practice Practice

1-19 Hours 14.5% 18.8% 84.8% 100.0%

) 3 (28) (4)
20-34 Hours 41.9% 50.0% 15.2%

(26) (8) )
35-49 Hours 40.3% 31.3%

(25) ©))
50+ Hours 3.2%

(2
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

(62) (16) (33) (4)
Median Hours 315 30.8 6.0 10.5

(62) (16) (33) (4)

NOTE:

This table represents the private practice vadrkl10 discrete individuals.

Three (3) of those in private group practice omimary basis also practice
individually on a secondary basis; one (1) prastioelividually on both a

primary and secondary basis; and one (1) who datidran individual pract-

ice as primary, does a group practice on a secpneis.

the remainder holds only an LSW.

Page 27



VI.  TYPES AND FIELDS OF EMPLOYMENT

This section of the report breaks down full-timeiabwork salaries based on fields of serv-
ice, type of responsibility, and employer auspidesle 6-1presents median salaries for MSWs
for several common fields of practice, but is ndtaustive in its coverage. The two best paying
fields are Medical/Health settings and schoolsh Ipatying a median of about $58,000 for MSWs.
The two with the lowest salaries involve the fiefdadolescents, at $42,000, and criminal justice,
at $47,000.

Table 6-1. Median Full-time Salaries for MSWs,
By Degree, Experience, and Focus of Employment

(n=61) (n=290)
Count Median Count Median
Addictions 6 $43,250 14 $51,750
Adolescents 7 $39,333 17 $42,000
Aging 4 -- 17 $53,000
Child welfare / family 8 $45,500 41 $54,000
Criminal justice 5 $47,000 9 $47,000
Medical / health 8 $44,000 28 $58,500
Mental health 9 $34,500 82 $50,750
School SW 6 $43,000 24 $58,000
Other 0 - 7 $68,400

NOTE: Sample sizes are too small for educational gsaiper than MSWs. When ‘—' is included, it
indicates that the sample size was too small tortepsalary figure.Settings excluding from this
table because of very low sub-sample sizes arellasvé: Community development, developmental

disabilities, higher education, homeless / displgoersons, income assistance, occupational social
work.

Full-time salaries for MSWs relatively new to theld, those with less than 5 years
experience, are considerably more modest, rangimg $34,500 for those starting out in mental
health to $47,000 for those in criminal justiceisgs. The reader needs, however, to treat these as
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only suggestive, since there are typically onlyp®trespondents in each subgroup, making for
considerable sampling error.

Figure 6-1presents median salaries for selected settingslitates that the highest paying
settings are hospitals/medical centers ($62,6640nhand schools ($58,398; n=33). At the mid-
level of psychiatric hospitals, public agenciedpqwivate practices, and home health agencies.
Particularly low paying are health outpatient fiieis ($44,652; n=19), behavioral health outpatient
centers ($43,500; n=20), and higher educationnggtt{$41,000; n=7), with responsibilities
unspecified. Those in higher education settings beagupport staff, as it would be very unusual
for faculty to be paid at such a modest level.
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It is well known that primary type of job respontp affects compensation, and for this
reason, salaries for full-time MSWs were also coteguor each of several types of primary
responsibility (seégure 6-2). Whereas as those MSWs in direct service earadian of $48,700
a year, those who provide consultation or are veawith administration earn a median of about
$67,000. Between these two categories are supeswigo are paid a median of $58,000 per year.
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One other way of understanding the variabilityadésies in the profession is by agency aus-
pices Figure 6-3presents these results, again for only full-timpyed MSWs. The best paying
groups of employers are those involving the Fedarldcal governments, which pay a median of
$65,500 and $60,000, respectively. At an interntedievel are state government agencies, at
$54,640, and full-time private practices, that gateemedian compensation levels of $52,000 for
solo practices, and $56,000 for group practiceshétowest end of the scale are private for-profit
agencies, paying a median of $44,000 and not-fofitagencies that pay $48,095.
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VIl.  THE IMPACT OF EDUCATION

This section reports results relevant to the impddhe level and type of social work
education on salaries, patterns of employmentlieaadsure. The expectation of most who pursue
a social work education is that a social work degvél improve one’s employability, as well as
compensation levelFable 7-1 on the whole, confirms this pattern, with soms3dole exceptions.
Groups with progressively more social work educasiee less unemployment, and more full-time
employment. Although the MSWs have lower unemplaytrtan the BSWs, or 11.4% versus

Table 7-1. Employment Status and Median Full-timesalary,
By Degree Combination (n=517)

Employment Status Median
Salar
DEGREE(S) Part-ime Full-time (Full-fime
Unemployed (1-34 hrs/ (35 hr.+ TOTAL Only)
week) Iweek)

No degree 41.4% 27.6% 31.0% 100.0% $53,000
reported (12) (8) (9) (29) ")
Bachelor’s (non- 18.8% 29.2% 52.1% 100.0% $48,400
SW) 9 (14) (25) (48) (22)
BSW 24.0% 12.0% 64.0% 100.0% $46,695

(6) (3) (16) (25) (16)
9.1% 25.5% 65.5% 100.0% $51,200
BSW + MSW ’
(5) (14) (36) (55) (34)
BSW + Non- 100.0% --
MSW masters 3)
MSW+ Non-BSW 11.4% 24.8% 63.7% 100.0% $54,320
bachelors (35) (76) (195) (306) (181)
MSW + Other 16.3% 23.3% 60.5% 100.0% $48,400
masters (7) (20) (26) (43) (24)
Any doctorate 12.5% 37.5% 50.0% 100.0% --
(SW or other) (2) 3 (4) (8)
14.5% 24.5% 60.7% 100.0%
TOTAL (75) (128) (314) (517) (291)

NOTE: Median salaries not reported ( indicated by fef)degree groups with fewer than five (5) responsle
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24%, their levels of full-time employment (ignoripgrt-time positions) are approximately the
same. Since only eight respondents reported daesyreomparisons with the other educational
groups must be considered as subject to consi@esabipling error. In respect to salaries, the best
paid are those with the MSW and a non-BSW bachel®hese workers earn a median of $54,420,
compared with MSWs with an accompanying BSW whao &&1,200. The most inadequately paid
are the BSWs, with a median of $46,695, less thase with a general bachelors or those who
report no degree.

Table 7-2reports on
the differential levels of dir-

ect service involvement, Table 7-2. Percentage of Social Workers
when degree and years of Whose Primary Job Responsibility is Direct Service,
experience are held con- By Degree and Years of Experience

stant. Whereas 100% of

BSWs start out in direct

service, this is true for only gyperience | NONVSW | gowy MSW Total
four-fifths (79%) of the Degree

MSWS. Over the years of 67% 100% 79% 78%
the worker’s career, invol- 0-9 Years 6) (5) (90) (102)
vement in direct practice

diminishes. By the time 10-19 Years 44% 100% 71% 69%
social workers in Mass- 9 (5) (85) (100)
achusetfts have_ 20 or rlr)\ore 62% 0% 63% 63%
years of experience, about o+

five-eighths, or 63%, say 20r Years (13) (8) (68) (91)
that their primary respon- 57% 78% 720 70%
sibility involves direct prac-  Total (28) (18) (243) (293)
tice.

NOTE: This table only includes those working full-tiraed who answer questions
Table 7-3 on the concerning degree, years of experience, and prijoargesponsibility.

The percentages represent the proportion (i.e. &7%l) who meet the
next page, compares MSW, criteria in the row and column (i.e. 0-9 years &lwh-SW Degree) whose

BSW, and non-SW degree primary job responsibility is reported to be dirsetvice.

social workers after holding

type of job responsibility

constant. This analysis suggests that the grealaries that MSWs receive may result from their
greater involvement in administrative and other doact service tasks. Whereas direct service
BSWs (as well as non-SW degree workers) are paiddian of $47,352 a year, their counterparts
among the MSWs are paid $48,700. Although the sucaptured an insufficient number of
administrators among the BSWs (fewer than 5), athtnators with the MSW earned a median of
$67,600, and those among the non-SW degree folle miatbst the same, or $65,000. In addition,
it should be noted that administrators typicallyd Heetween 18 and 21 years of experience,
compared with the 12 to 13 years of experience gntioa direct service practitioners.
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Table 7-3. Median Salaries, by Educational Levelrad
Predominant Method Used

Medians

DEGREE & Count vears Median
METHOD USED . Salary
Since Degree
BSWs
Direct service 15 13.0 $47,352
MSWs
Direct service 172 11.8 $48,700
Administration 45 18.0 $67,600
Supervision 8 13.5 $58,000
Consultation 6 10.7 $66,700

NO SW DEGREE
Direct service 18 20.3 $47,352
Administration 7 21.0 $65,000

NOTE: Methods with 5 or fewer respondents are deleteah fiable.

The next few tables breakdown employment pattendssalary by school for those whose
most recent degree was the MSW. Unfortunately there insufficient cases to present similar
tabulations for BSW or Ph.D. graduates. In addjtiarfewer of the newer MSW programs —
Springfield and Wheelock colleges, in particuldrad either insufficient or no respondents to be
included in these tabulation§able 7-4focuses on indicators of employment since the MSW.
Overall, this group has worked a median of 13.2sje@a both their current position and an average
of 2.8 prior positions. The level of experienceges from 8.3 years for Salem State’s MSW
program (which first graduated students 18 yeaos iagl989) to 15.9 for out-of-state graduates.
Those schools which have been in existence for nmiasger have groups of alumni with
considerably more experience, and these includeB@&ollege, Boston University, Simmons, and
Smith. The median length of tenure in the currehdid position also ranges considerably, from
a median of 1.8 for Salem State to 4.0 years fom®ns’ graduates. However, initial salaries of
these graduates, expressed in 2007 dollars, \ageso, from about $38,000 to $43,000. On the
high end are graduates from both Boston Univeesity those who did not identify their MSW
program, both at about $43,000. A potentially imi@ot indicator of career advancement is the
median yearly increase in salary. Overall, MSW gedds saw their income from their primary
position increase by 1.8% per year after inflatiRates of increase ranged from .8% for Smith
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graduates to 3.1% for Salem State’s alumni. Thates rare computed after the varying rates of
inflation reported for each year are applied tdheatevant year, for each student, but only fosého
who reported a full-time position at both the timleMSW graduation and at the current time

(2007).

Table 7-4. Patterns of Employment Since the MSW,\BMSW Program

vears Number of Median First FT Median
MSW PROGRAM Since FT Positions | Length of FT Salary after | Annual Salary
MSW Held (Prior Positions MSW Increase over
to Current) (Years) (2007 dollars) Inflation
Boston College 0
(n=35 to 42) 12.3 3.1 3.3 $37,760 1.3%
Boston University 0
(n=33to 41) 14.3 3.1 2.9 $42,763 1.8%
Salem StateCollege 0
(n=14 to 15) 8.3 2.5 1.8 $38,100 3.1%
Simmons College 0
(n=29 to 33) 13.3 2.5 4.0 $38,160 2.9%
Smith College 0
(n=16 to 19) 15.0 2.6 3.0 $39,480 0.8%
Out of State 0
(n=47 to 51) 15.9 3.4 4.5 $41,750 1.9%
School not named 0
(n=6 to 11) 9.0 2.4 2.0 $42,680 2.8%
TOTAL 13.2 2.8 3.2 $39,920 1.8%

(N=183 to 217)

NOTE: This table only includes social workers with M8W as their highest degree, and who were working full-time
in both their first and their current social wortisition. With the exception of mean salary increadleother
figures are medians. Only those schools for whigne were 10 or more respondents are listed.

The next table #-5— focuses on the currently held position at theetohthe survey. On
average, the respondents said that they spent @Bhm searching for this position. Whereas
Simmons’ and Salem State’s graduates had the e#smes searching for 1.1 and 1.2 months
respectively, graduates of Boston University arso alut-of-state schools had the lengthiest time,
at 2.2 months. Respondents reported holding tikeient position for a median of 6.6 years, over
twice their prior positions. It would appear thatsacial workers advance in their careers, they ten
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to move around less. In the current position, €spondent reported spending close to three-fifths
(59%) of their time in direct practice, and thiagad from .50 for the two more clinically oriented
programs, Simmons and Smith, to .69 for Boston esity alumni. Median salaries for the current
position cluster closely around the overall medifif§52,364, with the exception of Smith in the
Pioneer Valley region the state, and this stodg¥4{000. At the high end, graduates from out of

state schools, with a median current salary of &&8,

Table 7-5. Current Primary Full-time Employment and Salary,

By MSW Program

Months of Job

Percentage Search for Proportion of
MSW PROGRAM Employed Current Years in Weekly Hours Current
Full-time Primary Position in Direct Annual Salary
(35+ Hr/W) PoSItion Service
B‘zrs]tzoi‘?)%%';ege 72.9% 1.7 5.9 60 $51,000
B‘Zﬁfi‘g%@;’ ersity 56.8% 2.2 6.7 69 $54,640
(Sna:"ig Zss‘teco”ege 70.8% 1.2 4.9 58 $49,000
s|(mn:m;2n_36§ollege 58.7% 1.1 6.4 50 $52,667
Sr(“n't:hlg_"z':)e)ge 62.5% 1.9 8.0 50 $44,000
Ot’rt]::l f_&aéi) 53.8% 2.2 6.6 57 $59,933
S‘E:g‘i'or_‘;é)”amed 50.0% 2.0 8.8 58 $52,000
T((,)\|T=A1|§ 3.404) 59.9% 17 6.6 59 $52,364

NOTE: Whereas the first column is based on all respuntSWs (404), the remainder of this table onlyutates data
from social workers with the MSW as their highesgeke, and who were working full-time in their paim social
work position. Except for the first column, all figes are medians. Only those schools for whictethare 10 or
more respondents are listed.
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Education also has implications for decisions ketand the ability to pass licensing tests,
and for this reason, rates for the various typesoofal work licenses are computed for the local
MSW Schools, and these results are reportédhie 7-6.Since the primary license of interest to
many MSW graduates is the LICSW, only those with y&ars post-MSW full-time experience are
included in this table, as this one of the requasta for the LICSW. Whereas 77.5% of all poten-
tially qualifying MSW graduates took and passedLil@&SW test, this rate did vary considerably
between schools. It ranged from a low of 64.3%pfwple who choose not to identify their school,
and 69.6% for Salem State’s graduates, to a hi§b .GR6 for Smith graduates. These rates are not
simple pass rates, but represent the accumulatedognbined impact of decisions to take the test
in the first place, as well as passing the testl possibly, retaking it if necessary. For those
committed to independent clinical practice, thera considerable incentive to obtain this level of
licensure, moreso than for those interested inrddrens of practice.

Table 7-6. Licenses, Crosstabulated with MSW Progm

MSW PROGRAM LICSW LCSW LSW TOTAL

Boston College 85.2% 14.8% 100.0%

(46) (8) (54)

Boston 77.9% 22.1% 100.0%

University (67) (29) (86)

Salem State 69.6% 30.4% 100.0%

College (16) (7) (23)

simmons Colleqe| ~ 83-1% 16.9% 100.0%

9 (49) (10) (59)

. 96.7% 3.3% 100.0%
Smith College

g (29) (1) (30)

71.0% 26.0% 3.0% 100.0%

Out of State (71) (26) 3) (100)

School not 64.3% 35.7% 100.0%

named (18) (20) (28)

77.5% 21.8% 0.8% 100.0%

TOTAL (299) (84) 3) (386)

NOTE: The number in parentheses is the count. Thig tahly includes social workers with the
MSW as their highest degree, and who have workéshat two (2) years full-time since
their MSW, but not necessarily currently employ®dly those schools for which there
were 10 or more respondents are listed.
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VIIl. STUDENT LOAN INDEBTEDNESS

This section summarizes the results from severastipns in the survey about how much
graduates of social work programs owed at the csimh of their most recent degree, and at the
current time. These results are broken down by ¢fpegree and considered from several per-
spectives. Approximately half (50.6%) of social kens reported that they took out student loans.
While only a quarter (25%) of those without sowialk degrees did so, 60.7% of BSW and 55.2%
of MSW students did (seable 8-). The median amount initially owed ranged from $B0 for
BSW graduates to $27,513 for MSW graduates. Appnakely two-fifths (39.8%) of those who
took out loans still owe money on them, on aver&@b,217. The initial amount owed represented
1.12 of the salary that was initially earned upaadgation, and for MSW students specifically, this
ratio was 1.20.

Table 8-1. Student Loan Indebtedness,
By Highest Social Work Degree (n=516)

Number Percentage | Mean Amount P?)][Cfgéige Mean Mean
HIGHEST SW with of Total Initially Owed Holders Amount Proportion of
DEGREE Loans | With Student in Student . Currently First Salary in
Still
Loans Loans . Owed Student Loans
Owing
No SW 20 26.0% $17,000 7.8% $11,900 74
Degree
BSW 17 60.7% $11,030 32.1% $13,018 42
MSW 224 55.2% $29,692 21.9% $15,741 1.20
TOTAL 261 50.6% $27,513 39.8% $15,2171 1.12
NOTE: The percentage of total with student loanslsutated using the total in the educational categs the denominator.

‘Mean Amount Initially Owed’ is calculated only fénose who reported taking out loans. Loan amoargsotadjusted for
inflation.

Table 8-2presents several of these same figures for the ig@duates, broken down by the
school that they graduated from. As might be exquedhe range of levels of indebtedness reflects
the costs of attending many of these programsaturfe largely determined by their auspices,
whether public or private. While only half (50.0%)Salem State’s students reported loans, over
seven-tenths of Smith’s students (71.9%) did soth@fstudents who took out loans, the mean
amount initially owed ranged from $19,333 for Salgtate to $34,297 for Boston College. These
figures are nanflation adjusted, but are absolute amounts. @ntyj Salem State’s alumni initially
owed about six-tenths (59%) of their initial salampereas Boston College’s graduates almost one

Page 38



Table 8-2. MSW Student Loan Indebtedness, By MSWrBgram (n=517)

Mean Ratio of
MSW PROGRAM Percentage Mean Median Loans to Amount
with Loans Loans Loans Original Still Owing
Salary

Boston College 62.7% $34,297 $27,00 1.44 $21,905
Boston University 62.5% $28,045 $20,00( 1.11 $14,520
Salem State College 50.0% $19,333 $13,647 0.59 $4,250
Simmons College 55.0% $31,242 $20,66 111 $18,109
Smith College 71.9% $31,283 $30,00d 1.32 $16,087
Out of State 41.3% $27,593 $16,00( 1.32 $14,581
School Missing 46.4% $32,154 $25,00( 1.21 $10,692
TOTAL 55.2% $29,735 $21,125 1.20 $15,811

NOTE: Median salaries not reported for school groujtk fewer than five (10) respondents. Loan amoandsin
reported dollars and ar®tadjusted for inflation.

and a half times their first salary (144%). Amoustii owing also range from a low of $4,250 for
Salem State to a high of $21,905 for Boston Colkgenni.

A final analysis conducted,
presented irfigure 8-1, plots the
proportion of the original amoun
still owed with the number of
years since graduation. Each poirjt
represents one individual, and th
curve represents the best-fittin
payoff trajectory that describeg
the typical experience, aroung
which there is considerablg
variation. This shows that, on th¢
whole, it takes approximately 20
years to pay off the debt, with &
number of cases actually shoy
increases in indebtedness,
presumably because thesg
individuals fail to make their
required payments.

Figure 8-1. Typical Pattern of Student Loan Payoff
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IX. BENEFITS AND CONDITIONS OF EMPLOYMENT

The adequacy of compensation can not be assessadiation from the other benefits that
emerge out of an individual's employment. For tteason, respondents were asked about their
opinions about several valued features of therngpttnd the workizigure 9-1 summarizes these
results, showing the percentage of social workdrs assessed the designated feature as being
either Satisfactory or Very Satisfactory. Morertlaaything else, social workers in Massachusetts
are most satisfied with the intrinsic nature ofiteork, with almost nine-tenths (88%) rating it as
“Engaging, interest work”. They were also fairlyepted with its location (83%), the hours and
flexibility (80%), and the vacations and holiday®%o). A clear majority of the respondents were
also satisfied with job security (72%), collegialationships (72%), and training and learning
opportunities (62%). Almost a half, or 47%, repdrteeing satisfied or very satisfied with the
salary. Of most concern were opportunities for eaeglvancement, since only two-fifths (41%)
rated these as satisfactory or very satisfactory.

Important also is the adequacy of fringe beneéitg] for this reason, respondents to the
survey were asked to indicate whether or not thegived various typical fringe benefits (saiele
9-1, next page), which were broken down by type ofleyrmpent, and if it was agency employment,
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Table 9-1. Fringe Benefits Provided by Primary Emfoyer,
By Work Status (n=442)

FRINGE Agency Employment Private Practice
BENEFIT Part(—jTin;e: Full-Time: (Part & Full-time
pncer o Over 35 hrs./week Combined)
rs./week
Retirement / Pension 40.2% 70.7% 6.0%
(37) (186) (5)
Dental Insurance 43.5% 78.6% 3.6%
(38) (209) 3)
Optical Insurance 17.4% 35.0% 6.0%
(16) (93) (5)
Disability Insurance 28.3% 52.3% 6.0%
(26) (139) (5)
Medical Insurance 46.7% 84.6% 6.0%
(39) (225) (5)
Individual policy 15.2% 32.3% 1.2%
(14) (86) 1)
Family policy 26.1% 38.0% 3.6%
(24) (101) 3
Life insurance 28.3% 61.3% 9.5%
(26) (163) (8)
Tuition reimbursement 26.1% 39.1% 4.8%
(24) (104) 4
Flexible working hours 62.0% 41.0% 41.7%
(57) (109) (35)
Sick days 46.7% 82.3% 11.0%
(39) (219) 9)
: 9.3 12.0 12.0
Number (Median) (26) (158) @)
Personal days 41.3% 82.3% 11.9%
(38) (219) (10)
Number (Median) 2.8 2.8 3.0
(29) (171) (4)
Vacation days 51.1% 82.3% 15.5%
47) (219) (13)
Number (Median) 18.0 18.8 18.0
(35) (176) (5)
Other 14.1% 18.0% 9.5%
(13) (48) (8)
Count 92 266 84
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whether it was part or full-time. Unfortunatelyethumbers of private practitioners were insuf-
ficient to permit a meaningful breakdown betweert pad full-time private therapists. It should
come as no surprise to most that only a very spralbortion of part-time agency employees
(includes fee-for-service) and private practitianeeceive any fringe benefits. For example, fewer
than half (46.7%) of part-time employees, and 6d%rivate practitioners have medical insur-
ance. Whereas 11% of the private therapists chetleedhey have (or provide themselves) sick
days (a median of 12 per year), less than hal704% of the part-time employees say that they are
paid for sick days (a median of 9.3 of them).

But even full-time agency (public or private) emysdes receive fewer fringe benefits than
many might expect. Only seven-tenths (70.7%) repogtirement or pension plan, and five sixths
(84.6%) indicate that their agency provides medicalrance. Five out eight receive paid sick days
(82.3%) and the same proportion, receive any pasdton days. Itis, thus, surprising that as many
as half (53%) said that they were Satisfied or \@ayisfied with their fringe benefits: As social
workers, we tend to compare ourselves with those fiertunate, and count our blessings.

When the respondents were asked about work consljttbey clearly communicated con-
cerns about several trends in the workpl&ggure 9-2reports these results, specifically, the mean
ratings, with ‘4" indicating an increase; ‘3', neaonge; and ‘2', a decreases. It illustrates that on
average the respondents report increases in therityeof client problems (3.84), required
paperwork (3.76), size of caseload (3.66), antktingth of service waiting lists (3.6). There is ®om
concern about possible increases in non-SW task®)(However, the respondents mostly felt that
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the quality of coordination of community agencig@d (), availability of professional training, level
of work oversight (3.08), and reimbursement ley2I92) were staying just about the same.

Of concern in recent years have been changes melieods through which social workers
are compensated, in particular, increases in fesdovice and decreases in opportunities for
salaried employment. Although data was not coltcte trends in these payment practices, the
survey did generate data on the proportion of $@aakers paid under various methods, both in
part and full-time positions, and in their primarnd secondary forms of employment, and this data
is reported irtable 9-2.Examining the primary employment figures, we sex three-quarters
(74.1%) of social workers are paid on a salariesishdut fewer than half (48.5%) of part-time
employees are. The second most predominant medived; client fees, typically seen in private
practice, is reported by a seventh, or 14.2%, efréspondents. When social workers work at a
secondary position, they are most likely paid dinezia fee-for-service (38.0%) or directly through
client fees, which includes third-party payments.(20).

Table 9-2. Type of Payment, by Type of Position anWork Status

TYPE OF WORK Salar Fee-for- Direct Contract Other Total
POSITION | STATUS y service | client fees | payments
Full-time 86.0% 1.7% 8.5% 3.4% 3% 100.0%
(252) (5) (25) (10) 1) (293)
Primary o o o . o
Position Part-time 48.5% 22.8% 26.5% 2.2% 100.0%
(66) (31) (36) 3 (136)
Total 74.1% 8.4% 14.2% 3.0% 2% 100.0%
(318) (36) (61) (13) Q) (429)
Full-time 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%
(2) 1) 3)
Secondary o o o . . o
Position Part-time 14.4% 38.1% 27.8% 11.3% 8.2% 100.0%
(14) (37) (27) (11) (8) (97)
Total 16.0% 38.0% 27.0% 11.0% 8.0% 100.0%
(16) (38) (27) (11) (8) (100)

NOTE: Some individuals had both primary and secondasytipms, and some reported neither.
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One other important benefit, especially salientdocial workers new to the field, is the
provision of supervision by a licensed social worlkéis enables the recipient to eventually qualify
to take the next level of licensing, typically th€ SW. Table 9-3examines the experience of all
full-time employed social workers, crosstabulataggncy provision of licensed supervision with
the license level of the respondent. Only two-thi(@6.7%) of LCSWSs, who have earned their
MSW already and are typically working on obtainthgir LICSW, receive the needed supervision
from their agency. Another 5.2% of them are puriitag through alternative means, but at their
own expense. About a fifth (20.8%) claim that tdey’'t need it, presumably because they either
have had the required hours, or alternatively, beeahey are not interested in the LICSW. Para-
doxically, a small percentage (54.6%) of the LS®¢®ive licensed supervision, although they have
a lower level of preparation than the LCSWSs. Anst pver a quarter, or 27.3%, of the LICSWs
continue to receive supervision, most likely inaaréhat are new to them, or simply, to continue
their professional growth.

Table 9-3. Receipt of Supervision from a Licensefocial Worker,
By License Level (N=422)

LICENSED
SUPERVISION? LSW LCSW LICSW TOTAL
i ) 64.6% 66.7% 27.3% 40.5%
YES, agency provides it (31) (64) (76) (171)
YESvI but E‘”anged it 2.1% 5.2% 11.5% 9.0%
elsewhere at own
xponse (1) 5) (32) (38)
. 16.7% 7.3% 1% 4.0%
NO, but | need it ) ) ) (17)
; . 16.7% 20.8% 60.4% 46.4%
NO, and | don't need it ) (20) (168) (198)
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
TOTAL (48) (96) (278) (422)

NOTE: This table includes all employed social workexsthifull- and part-time, regardless of educatidesél.
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X. QUESTIONS OF SALARY EQUITY

Earlier in this report, data was reported that sstgd gender inequity in salaries. Below are
additional results which address the question alvbather this inequity reflects differential levels
of experience, or exists regardless of experidRespondents were ask to say how many years of
full-time social work experience they have had sitkeir most recent social work degree.
Respondents were then grouped into three approgiynaqual groups, involving those with 0 to
9, 10 to 19, and 20 or more years of full-time abwiork experience. The results of the median
salaries for each of these six groups are presémtallle 10-1 and show that with the exception
of those with an intermediate level or 10-19 yedrexperience, men and women appear to be
earning essentially the same salaries. Althoughgtreler inequity appears to disappear when
experience is controlled for, there may be otheneasured factors that, if controlled for, might tel
a different story, but this data indicates theg ytears of full-time experience that is most pcade
of salary earned. In the first parttable 10-2a breakdown of median salaries by both race and
gender indicates the differential rates betweenanelhwomen are not because of differential racial
profiles; minority and non-minority women make jabbut the same, and likewise for minority and
non-minority men.
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Table 10-2reports several break-
downs of median salaries for Caucasian

and minority racial groups. Respondents  Table 10-2. Median Salarieg by Minority
were asked separately about their His- Status and Other Characteristics (n=409)

panic ethnicity (Yes/No), and the results

of these two items were combined, given

the extremely small sub-sample size Eiﬁi(l\:l%msncs Nogi-g/vggior Caucasian
involved. When the various minority P
groups are combined, there appears to beENDER
no meaningful difference in salaries. Female $4;'4500 $4§£80
Whereas Caucasians earned a median ofy;,;. $£§8,300 $,(53,82)0
$47,125, minorities of color and His- (5) (51)
panics, as a group, earned a median oOf
$47,667. Control for gender suggestswggﬁtiiLATUS $31.944 $33 500
some inequities between Caucasian and ) (117)
minority males, with the former earning Full-time $49,333 $52,286
a median of $53,800 compared with (24) (264)
$48,00Q for the latter. No conS|stent_pat- DUCATIONAL
tern exists when work status, educationa| gyg|
level, or work experience is controlled No SW Degree - $44,576
for; often these are the same, sometimes (3) (52)
one group earns more than the other. BSW - $50,000
Significance tests, using two way analysis ;o\ $5(03)000 $éégg48
of variance, were applied to each two- 23) (320)
way comparison, i.e. gender and race, and
it was found that although minority dif- LlEE\S\I/E $56.380 $50.077
ferences were not significant or general- (1'4) (261)
izable in any of the five cases, there were | csw $47.500 $40.961
significant differences based on license, (10) (88)
experience, and work status (see footnote LSW $40,000 $44,500
to table 10-3. ©) (47
EXPERIENCE
0- 9 Years $45,000 $45,000
(13) (113)
10-19 Years $53,674 $50,571
(10) (135)
20+ Years $55,500 $55,900
(6) (132)
TOTAL $47,667 $47,125
(29) (380)

NOTES: Categories with fewer than five (5) available casats
reported due to both statistical and confidengiakitasons.
Two-way ANOVA tests of significance were conducted
compare means. Although minority differences are n
statistically significant (or generalizable), tlwdléwing factors
were found to be significant: License with p=.013;
Experience, with p=.003; and Work status, with 8.0
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Xl.  PERSONAL PLANS OF RESPONDENTS

This study concludes by asking Massachusetts seoiders about their plans for the next
two years. Respondents were given a list of arbpsssible change, and asked Yes or No whether
they were planning on each during the next twosig@verall percentages of respondents checking
Yes are listed in the rightmost columntable11-1, and in addition, the pattern of respondents are
broken down for various subgroups, based on agek status, and educational level, and these
results are summarized tables 11-%hrough11-3

Table 11-1. Career Plans for the Next Two Years,\BAge (n=498)

PLANS FOR NEXT TWO YEARS:

20-34

35-49

50-64

65 & Over

Ttal

Remain in current position

51%

64%

72%

50%

64%

Seek new SW opportunities or
promotion

51%

41%

22%

15%

33%

Increase hours in SW

8%

16%

13%

6%

13%

Decrease hours in SW

19%

11%

11%

9%

12%

Re-enter SW

5%

4%

2%

3%

3%

Leave SW, but continue to work

2%

5%

5%

6%

5%

Retire

0%

0%

8%

24%

5%

Stop working

1%

0%

1%

12%

2%

Pursue additional SW degree

11%

6%

2%

0%

5%

Pursue additional non-SW degree

11%

9%

3%

0%

6%

Pursue non-degree SW training

15%

20%

17%

6%

17%

Count

85

170

209

34

498

The most outstanding plan for most is to remaitheir current position, since about five-
eighths (64%) checking this item. Most concerndti wiaintaining current employment are the pre-
retirement social workers in the 50-64 age groupy@ third (33%) of all respondents are planning
on seeking new social work opportunities, or a pybom, moreso the younger the group, especially
the 20 to 34 age group. The remainder of the plere checked by only a small minority of the
respondents, between 3% and 17%.

Only one in twelve (8%) of those in the 50 to 64ryald group, and a quarter (24%) of those
over 65 are planning on retiring the next two yeBrther these social workers are very committed
to professional practice, and/or lack sufficiergiens or retirement resources to seriously conside
this option. The data reported on fringe benéditdy 55% of full-time workers have a pension plan)
suggests that the later possibility must be an mapb reason, in addition to their commitment to
the field.
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Table 11-2provides an alternative perspective on the steom-t(2 year) plans for several
important subgroups among the state’s social werkemely, those not working, and those working
part- or full-time. Those working full-time appédatbe the most motivated to seek new opportunities
or promotion, as this is true of 36% of this grocpmpared with 30% of the part-time workers, and
25% of those not working. It is perhaps notewottiat only about one in six (16%) of those not
working are interested in re-entering social wavkile 7% of this same group plan on looking for
work elsewhere, and 7% plan on retiring (thesenatemutually exclusive options; respondents
could check several plans). And in addition, abid@tit of this non-working group (19%) are
planning on pursuing non-degree social work trajnin

Finally, a few of the possible career plans are bteken down by highest social work degree,

Table 11-2. Career Plans for the Next Two Years,\BWork Status (n=498)

PLANS FOR NEXT TWO YEARS: WoI\rIEitng Part-time Full-time Total
Remain in current position 28% 71% 68% 63%
Seek new SW opportunities or promotion 25% 30% 36% 33%
Increase hours in SW 11% 28% 7% 13%
Decrease hours in SW 9% 9% 14% 12%
Re-enter SW 16% 2% 1% 3%
Leave SW, but continue to work 7% 5% 4% 5%
Retire 7% 5% 5% 5%
Stop working 3% 2% 1% 2%
Pursue additional SW degree 4% 2% 6% 5%
Pursue additional non-SW degree 7% 3% 8% 7%
Pursue non-degree SW training 19% 13% 18% 17%
Count 75 128 314 517

and these results are presentethble 11-3on the next page. Although only five percent @& th
respondents said they are planning on pursuing daliti@nal social work degree, there is
considerable variation based on their current deghMost motivated are the BSWs, presumably
to earn the MSW, as a quarter are making such [teirtee next two years. But of concern is that
only one in 24, or 4% of those who do not hold @aavork degree and who are licensed to work
in the field are making such plans. But, amongyedups except BSWs, a higher proportion are
planning on pursuing degrees outside the fieldpial, about 1 in 14 of the respondents or 7%.
Among all groups, especially the BSWs, the mostipn@nant plan is to pursue non-degree social
work training, and this is true of a sixth or 17%ab the respondents to this question.
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Table 11-3. Selected Career Plans for the Next Twxears,

By Educational Level (n=498)

PLANS FOR NEXT TWO YEARS: gggsrg\é BSW MSW TOTAL
Pursue additional SW degree 4% 25% 3% 5%
Pursue additional non-SW degree 6% 14% 6% 7%
Pursue non-degree SW training 16% 32% 16% 17%
Count 77 28 406 517
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APPENDIX A: An Explanation of the Generalizability of the Survey Results

This survey was not designed to test any theotetiodels, but rather simply to generate a deswegbrofile
of employment and salary conditions among sociakess throughout the state. Nonetheless, some radiden is in
order, for those interested, about the extentttieste results can be generalized to the statevhsla. The answer is
twofold: (i) Yes, they can be, but with some imipoit provisos. Since this results derive from acan sample of the
state’s database all licensed social workers dt&w, LCSW, and LICSW levels, they can only be gatized to that
group, and not to unlicensed social workers, alghdhis is the vast majority. (iij) Some of the fésoan be generalized
with more confidence or with more exactitude thétmeos. These are, on the whole the results thabased on the
sample as a whole, or large segments of it, rdttaar very small sub-samples. The smaller the subleatihe greater
will be opportunity for errors resulting the sanmgliprocess. For just about every statistic, whedhgercentage or a
mean or a median, it is possible to determine tméidence interval, or the upper and lower limitsuand that number
that represent the range within which the poputeditistic is likely to fall with a known level cbnfidence, say 95%.
Rather than inserting in all the tables the siatisieeded to determine these, it was decideahoda only some sample
figures in this appendix, otherwise, the detathia tables would much more than most would bedsted in. But for
those who wish to determine these levels of confidetwo examples will be included here, thatrifprimation on
determining confidence intervals for the reportexpprtions/percentages in the various tables,iafatmation on deter-
mining confidence intervals for the various mediand means, typically, salary medians.

A. To determine confidence intervals for proportions o percentages:Refer totable A-1 below. Columns
represent some possible sub-sample sizes (500gtin&f), on which a proportion or percentage catmnas
based in this study (or the denominator of theuwtation). The rows represent the possible pergest#50%
through 1%). The cells give you the 95% confideinterval for that proportion. For example, if 5€ses are
selected (2nd column), and it is determined th&b Ade men (Brow), then the 2.6% figure tells you that you
can be 95% confident that the actual proportiomen in the larger population, from which this saenpbs
drawn (Massachusetts licensed social workers)uis @t minus 2.6%, or between 7.4% and 12.6%. Agtual
the exact number is greater than 10% (or 12%) ihyep would like, you can estimate or calculateiter-
mediate figure between the 10% and 20% figurekensecond row. This all means that if 100 sampkae

Table A-1.95% Confidence Intervals for Proportions / Peragas, with
Various Levels of Probability of Selection

500 400 300 200 100 50

50.0% 4.4% 4.9% 5.6% 6.9% 9.8% 13.8%
40.0% 4.3% 4.8% 5.5% 6.8% 9.6% 13.5%
30.0% 4.0% 4.5% 5.2% 6.3% 8.9% 12.6%
20.0% 3.5% 3.9% 4.5% 5.5% 7.8% 11.0%
10.0% 2.6% 2.9% 3.4% 4.1% 5.9% 8.3%
5.0% 1.9% 2.1% 2.5% 3.0% 4.2% 6.0%
1.0% 0.9% 1.0% 1.1% 1.4% 1.9% 2.7%

NOTE: Columns represent some possible sub-sample &@8gtfrough 50), on which a proportion or per-
centage calculation is based in this study (od#mominator of the calculation). The rows repre-
sent the possible percentages (50% through 1%)c@&lkegive you the 95% confidence interval for
that proportion. For example, if 500 cases arecset! (2 column), and it is determined that 10%
are men (8 row), then the 1.9% figure tells you that you t&95% confident that the actual pro-
portion of men in the larger population, from whitiis sample was drawn (Massachusetts licensed
social workers) is plus or minus 1.9%, or betwed®8and 11.9%.
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drawn from the licensing database, 95% of the timeeresults show a percentage of men between 7nd% a
12.6%.

To determine confidence intervals for means or medns for salaries: Refer totable A-2 Two example will
be given to illustrate its us&able 2-1gives various medians. Let's say you want to kntnoua the gen-
eralizability of the overall median of $53,000 &k 298 full-time social workers who included tk&lculation.
You simply find the row closest to 298, or the 36®&, and read over to obtain the confidence inteiorathe
median in the % column, which is $2,273. Add and subtract thigfthe median of $53,000. This tells you that
you can be 95% confident that the true median tiitout the state for licensed social workers is betw
$50,027 and $55,273. Now consider an examplesmitéll n or count: Take the figure from the saméetédr
social workers with 25 or more years of experiefites is based on a sub-sample of only 48 respdad&o,
go to the row for 50 imable A-2 and find the confidence interval for the medidau will see that is $5,568,
so add and subtract this from the median of $62{00this experience group, and you will see that gan be
95% confident that the true median will fall betwe®56,432 and $67,568, a considerably greater méwgi
error, given the smaller sample size. Thus, reatersld be very careful about using figures bagesiich small
samples without other corroborating information.

Table A-2. Estimated Confidence Intervals for Means
and Medians Reported in this Study,
For Various Sizes of Sub-samples

95% 95%
Count Standard Confidence Confidence
Error Interval for the Interval for the
Mean Median
5 $7,207 $14,053 $17,609

10 $5,096 $9,937 $12,451
25 $3,223 $6,285 $7,875
50 $2,279 $4,444 $5,568
100 $1,612 $3,142 $3,937
200 $1,140 $2,222 $2,784
300 $930 $1,814 $2,273
400 $806 $1,571 $1,969
500 $721 $1,405 $1,761

NOTE: The above are general estimates based on thmpissn that variation within

various subgroups are essentially the same, asdstassumed to be $16,115,
the overall standard deviation for full-time salary
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