REPORT

Partners for Our Children
is committed to improving
the lives of Washington
state foster children
through rigorous research,
analysis and evidence-
based innovation. The
organization, founded in
2007, is a collaborative
effort of the University

of Washington School of
Social Work, Washington
State Department of
Social and Health Services

and private funders.

Partners for Our Children
Box 359476

Seattle, WA 98195-9476
Telephone: 206.221.3100

partnersforourchildren.org

© 2009 Partners for Our Children

November 2009

This publication and others are available online at partnersforourchildren.org.

our

Building a Case for Change

Evaluation of Washington’s
Solution Based Casework
practice model

INTERIM REPORT
Part IV: Baseline parent survey analysis
by state, region, and service context

Prepared by
Maureen Marcenko
Maureen Newby
JoAnn Lee

Mark Courtney
Kathy Brennan


http://Partnersforourchildren.org
http://Partnersforourchildren.org
http://www.partnersforourchildren.org/

Contents

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS . .. ... ... ... .. .. 1
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ... ... ... .. 1
Key Findings from the Baseline Parent Survey:

Statewide and Regional Analysis .......................... 2
Parent and Child Demographic Characteristics. . ....................... 2
Poverty Indicators . . ...ttt e 2
Parent Engagement . . .......... .. ... 2
Parent Risk Factors.. .. ... ... .. . . 3
Parent Services. . . ...t 4

Key Findings from the Baseline Parent Survey by

Service Context (Children In-Home or in Out-Of-Home Care)......... 4
Child and Parent Demographic Characteristics. ........................ 4
Poverty Indicators . . ...t 4
Parent Engagement . .. ... ... ... . 4
Parents’ Risk Factors. . .......... .. i 5
Parent Services. . . .. ... 5
Next Steps.......... ... . e 5
CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION .. .. ... ... ... ... .. ... ... 6
Components of the Implementation Strategy.............. 6
Implementation Team.. ... ..... ... ... 6
Solution Based Casework Coaches.. .. ............. ... ... iinin... 6
Solution-Focused Management. . ..............c.uuutiirrnneennennn.. 7
Solution-Based Curriculum. . ......... ... ... ... .. .. ... ... . ... ... 7
CHAPTER 2. STUDY DESIGN AND METHODS. . .. .. ......... 8
Overall Design . ... ... .. ... ... .. .. . 8
Parent Survey Design. . ......... ... ... 8
Hypothesized Change Processes. . ......................... 8

Figure 2.1: Hypothesized Change Model ............ ... .. ... . ... .... 8



Sampling Procedure . ........ .. ... ... ... 9

Response Rate. ... ... ... ... ... .. ... ... 9
Figure 2.2: Response Rate Flow Chart . ................ ... ... ... .... 10
Structure of the Baseline Parent Survey Report... ... .. .. 10
CHAPTER 3. PARENT AND CHILD DEMOGRAPHIC
CHARACTERISTICS . . .. ... . i 10
Parents’ Demographic Characteristics: Statewide. . ... . .. 10
Figure 3.1: Household Income—Statewide. . ......................... 10
Figure 3.2: Employment Status—Statewide . ......................... 10
Figure 3.3: Parents’ Race/Ethnicity by Region .. ...................... 11
Parents’ Demographic Characteristics: Regional ... ... . .. 11
Table 3.1: Parent Demographic Characteristics by Region . .............. 11
Parents’ Current Living Situation:

Statewide and Regional .. ........ ... .. ... .. ... ... ... ... 11
Table 3.2: Current Living Situation by Region . . ...................... 11
Household Composition: Statewide and Regional. .. ... ... 11
Table 3.3: Household Composition by Region ........................ 12
Children’s Characteristics: Statewide and Regional . . . . .. 12
Children’s Special Needs: Statewide and Regional . ... ... 12
Figure 3.4: Types of Children’s Special Needs—Statewide .............. 12
Table 3.4: Children’s Special Needs by Region. . ...................... 12
Table 3.5: Parents with Children with Special Needs by Region........... 12
Summary ... .. 12
CHAPTER 4. POVERTY INDICATORS ...................... 13
Sources of Assistance: Statewide and Regional...... .. .. 13
Figure 4.1: Sources of Assistance—Statewide ........................ 13
Figure 4.2: Top Four Sources of Assistance by Region.................. 13
Figure 4.3: Income Sources—Statewide . ............................ 14

Financial Hardships: Statewide and Regional..... ... ... .. 14



Figure 4.4: Lack of Money in Past 12 Months—Statewide and Regional.. . . .
Figure 4.5: Financial Hardships in Past 12 Months—Statewide . ..........

SUMMANY . ...
CHAPTER 5. PARENT ENGAGEMENT ... .. .................
Yatchmenoff Engagement Scales: Statewide . ... ... ... ...

Figure 5.1: Yatchmenoff Buy-In Sub-Scale—Statewide . . . ..............
Table 5.1: Yatchmenoff Sub-Scales by Region .. ......................

Yatchmenoff Engagement Scales: Regional ........ .. .. ..
Figure 5.2: Yatchmenoff Engagement Sub-Scales by Region ... ..........

Solution Based Casework-Related Engagement
Scales: Statewide and Regional. ... .......................

Table 5.2: SBC-Related Engagement Scales by Region . ................
Figure 5.3: SBC-Related Engagement Scales by Region. . ...............

Parents’ Contact with Worker: Statewide and Regional ..

Table 5.3: Amount of Contact with Social Worker by Region. ............
Table 5.4: Rating of Contact Amount with Social Worker by Region . ... ...

CHAPTER 6. RISK FACTORS FOR
CHILD MALTREATMENT . ... ... .. ... .

Domestic Violence: Statewide and Regional... ... .. ... ...
Figure 6.1: Domestic Violence—Statewide and Regional . . .. ............

Trauma History (Sexual Abuse as a Minor): Statewide
and Regional. ........ ... .. ... ... .. ...

Figure 6.2: Sexual Abuse as a Minor—Statewide and Regional . ... .......
Mental Health Disorders: Statewide ................... ...
Figure 6.3: Mental Health Disorders—Statewide .. ....................
Substance Abuse or Dependence: Statewide .. ... . ... . ...
Figure 6.4: Alcohol and Drug Abuse/Dependence—Statewide . ... ........

Parental Stress Scale: Statewide and Regional.. ... . .. ...



Table 6.1: Parental Stress Scale and Sub-Scales by Region. . ............. 20
SUMMArY ... 20
Figure 6.6: Overall Risk for Child Matreatment by Region. . ............. 20
CHAPTER 7. CHILD AND PARENT SERVICES .. .. .. ... ... ... 20
Services for Children: Statewide . .. . ...................... 20
Figure 7.1: Services Received for Children—Statewide . . ... ............ 21

Figure 7.2: Unmet Needs Among Parents Not Receiving
Children’s Services—Statewide ............... .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..., 21

Parent Services for Basic Needs:

Statewide and Regional .. .. ...... ... .. ... .. ... ... .. ... ..., 21
Figure 7.3: Services Received for Parents’ Basic Needs—Statewide . ... ... 21
Figure 7.4: Parents’ Unmet Need for Basic Needs Services—Statewide. . . . . 21
Table 7.1: Services Received for Parents’ Basic Needs by Region ... ...... 21
Table 7.2: Parents’ Unmet Need for Basic Needs Services by Region. . . .. .. 22
Parent Services for Physical and Emotional Health:
Statewide and Regional .. ........ ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 22
Figure 7.5: Services Received for Parents’ Physical and

Emotional Health—Statewide . . .......... ... ... ... .. ... ... ....... 22
Figure 7.6: Parents’ Unmet Needs for Physical and

Emotional Health Services—Statewide. .. .......... ... ... ... ... .... 22
Table 7.3: Services Received for Parents’ Physical and

Emotional Healthby Region........ ... ... . ... . .. . .. ... ... 23
Table 7.4: Parents’ Unmet Needs for Physical and

Emotional Health Services by Region. .. ....... ... ... .. ... ... .... 23
SUMMANY . ... 23
CHAPTER 8. PARENT AND CHILD DEMOGRAPHIC
CHARACTERISTICS BY SERVICE CONTEXT............... 23
Parent Demographics Characteristics . ... ........ ... .. ... 23
Table 8.1: Parent Demographic Characteristics by Service Context . . ... ... 24
Parents’ Current Living Situation. . ... ............. ... .. ... 24

Figure 8.1: Living Situation by Service Context....................... 24



Household Compeosition . .................................. 24

Table 8.2: Household Composition by Service Context ................. 24
Children’s Characteristics and Special Needs . .. ... ... ... 24
Table 8.3: Parents with a Child with Special Needs by Service Context. . . .. 25
SUMMArNY . ... 25
CHAPTER 9. POVERTY INDICATORS

BY SERVICE CONTEXT ...... ... .. ... .. .. .. . .. 25
Sources of Financial Assistance . ... ...................... 25
Figure 9.1: Sources of Financial Assistance by Service Context........... 25
Financial Hardships .. .......... ... ... ... . ... ... ... ... ... 25
Figure 9.2: Lack of Money in Past 12 Months by Service Context......... 25

Figure 9.3: Financial Hardships in the Past 12 Months by Service Context . . 26

SUMMANY . ... e 26
CHAPTER 10. PARENT ENGAGEMENT BY

SERVICE CONTEXT . ... ... . 26
Yatchmenoff Engagement Sub-Scales ... ............. .. .. 26
Figure 10.1: Yatchmenoff Engagement Sub-Scales by Service Context . . ... 26

Solution Based Casework-Related Engagement Scales . .26

Figure 10.2: Worker Attributes Scale by Service Context................ 27
Figure 10.3: Engagement Scale by Service Context .. .................. 27
Figure 10.4: Family Strengths Scale by Service Context. . ............... 27
Parents’ Contact with Worker .. ......................... .. 27
Table 10.1: Amount of Contact with Social Worker by Service Context. . . . . 27
Table 10.2: Rating of Contact Amount with Social Worker

by Service CONEXE . . . ...ttt ittt e e e e e 28
SUMMANY . ... 28
CHAPTER 11. RISK FACTORS FOR CHILD

MALTREATMENT BY SERVICE CONTEXT.................. 28
Domestic Violence ...... ... .. ... ... ... .. il 28

Figure 11.1: Domestic Violence by Service Context.................... 28



Trauma History (Sexual AbuseasaMinor) ...................... 28

Figure 11.2: Sexual Abuse by Service Context .. ...................... 28
Mental Health Disorders. ... ... ... ... ... ... .............. 29
Figure 11.3: Mental Health Disorders by Service Context ............... 29
Substance Abuse ... ... ... ... 29
Figure 11.4: Alcohol and Drug Abuse/Dependence by Service Context . . . . . 29
Parental Stress Scale .. ........ ... ... ... ... ... L 29
Figure 11.5: Parental Stress Sub-Scales by Service Context.............. 29
Figure 11.6: Risk Factors for Child Maltreatment by Service Context . . .. .. 30
Summary ... .. 30

CHAPTER 12. PARENT SERVICES BY

SERVICE CONTEXT .. ... ... 30
Services for Children .. ... ... ... . ... .. ... ... L 30
Figure 12.1: Services Received for Children by Service Context . ......... 30
Figure 12.2: Unmet Need Among Parents Not Receiving

a Children Services by. . .. .. ... 30
ServiceContext ........ ... ... ... .. 30
Parent Services for Basic Needs . . ... ..................... 30

Figure 12.3: Services Received for Parents’ Basic Needs

by Service CONEXE . . ... .v vttt et 30
Figure 12.4: Parents’ Unmet Need for Basic Needs

Services by Service COnteXt . .. ..ottt e 31
Parent Services for Physical and Emotional Health. .. . . .. 31

Figure 12.5: Services Received for Parents’ Physical and
Emotional Health by Service Context............... ... .. ... ... 31

Figure 12.6: Parents’ Unmet Need for Physical and
Emotional Health by Service Context.................. ... ... 31



APPENDIX ... . 32

Table A3.1: Current Living Situation by Region....................... 32
Table A3.2: Age of Children by Region. . ........... ... ... ... ... .... 32
Table A4.1. Financial Assistance Sources by Region . .................. 32
Table A4.2: Poverty Indicators by Region. . .......................... 32
Table AS5.1: Yatchmenoff Buy-In Sub-Scale by Region. . ................ 33
Table A5.2: Yatchmenoff Mistrust Sub-Scale by Region. . ............... 33
Table A5.3: Yatchmenoff Receptivity Sub-Scale by Region ... ........... 33
Table A5.4: Yatchmenoff Working Relationship Sub-Scale by Region . . .. .. 33
Table A5.5: SBC-Related Worker Attributes Scale by Region. . ........... 33
Table A5.6: SBC-Related Engagement Scale by Region................. 34
Table AS5.7: SBC-Related Family Strengths Scale by Region . ............ 34
Table A6.1: Domestic Violence by Region .. ......................... 34
Table A6.2: Sexual Abuse by Region ............................... 34
Table A6.3: Mental Health Disorders by Region. . ..................... 34
Table A6.4: Alcohol and Drug Abuse/Dependence by Region ............ 34
Table A6.5: Summary of Risk Factors for Child Maltreatment by Region . . . 34
Table A6.6: Parental Stress Scale by Region. . ........................ 35
Table A7.1: Services for Children Received by Region. . ................ 35
Table A7.2: Children’s Unmet Service Needs by Region ................ 35
Table A8.1: Demographic Characteristics by Service Context ............ 35
Table A8.2: Age of Children by Service Context. ...................... 36
Table A9.1: Poverty Indicators by Service Context. . ................... 36
Table A10.1: Yatchmenoff Engagement Sub-Scales by Service Context. . . . . 36
Table A10.2: SBC-Related Worker Attributes Scale by Service Context. . . . . 36
Table A10.3: SBC-Related Engagement Scale by Service Context. ........ 36
Table A10.4: SBC-Related Family Strengths Scale by Service Context . . . . . 37
Table A11.1: Domestic Violence by Service Context . .................. 37
Table A11.2: Sexual Abuse as a Minor by Service Context............... 37
Table A11.3: Mental Health Disorders by Service Context............... 37

Table A11.4: Alcohol and Drug Abuse/Dependence by Service Context. . . . . 37

Table A11.5: Summary of Risk Factors for Child Maltreatment
by Service CONEXE . . .ottt et e e e e e 37

Table A11.6: Parental Stress Scale by Service Context.................. 37
Table A12.1: Services Received for Children by Service Context. ......... 38



Table A12.2: Children’s Unmet Service Needs by Service Context ........ 38
Table A12.3: Services Received for Parent’s Basic Needs

bY Service CONEXE . .. vttt e ettt e 38
Table A12.4: Parents’ Umet Needs for Basic Needs Services

by Service Context ... ...ttt e e e 38
Table A12.5: Services Received for Parents’ Physical and

Emotional Health by Service Context............. ... ... ... ... .... 38
Table A12.6: Parents’ Unmet Needs for Physical and

Emotional Health Services by Service Context........................ 38

REFERENCES .. ... ... ... . ... .. 39



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

We would like to acknowledge the individuals and
organizations that assisted with this study. Foremost,
we acknowledge the parents who generously shared
their experiences and time with us.

We appreciate the administrators and staff of the
Washington State Department of Social and Health
Services and the Children’s Administration (CA) who
have maintained a commitment to the independent
evaluation of the new Solution Based Casework (SBC)
practice model.

We are also grateful for the support of the SBC
Implementation Management Team at CA, especially
Dana Phelps and Chris Robinson, and Elizabeth Jones,
for their assistance with the parent interviews. Jessica
Pierce capably mailed out, tracked, and compiled initial
contacts with parents. Additionally, we benefited from
the skillful assistance of CA volunteers Crystal Norton,
Sharon Kleinhen, and Mary-Keith Deacon who helped
obtain contact information for the difficult-to-reach
parents.

We want to acknowledgeable the invaluable assistance
provided by Cindy Ellingson and Matthew Orme, CA
Decision Support Unit, in selecting the parent sample.
Director Elizabeth Kohlenberg, Senior Research
Manager Nancy Raiha, and staff at the DSHS Research
and Data Analysis Division were instrumental in
providing current parent contact information.

We want to especially acknowledge the Social
Development Research Group (SDRG) at the
University of Washington School of Social Work.
Under the capable leadership of Danielle Woodward,
Tiffany Woelfel, and Ron Rubin, the team of 22 field
interviewers completed interviews across Washington
State in an intense field period, and reached their goal
using creativity, persistence, and professionalism. Other
team members at SDRG tracked the response rate,
checked and entered data, and provided administrative
support throughout the interview process.

School of Social Work faculty, Susan Kemp and Tessa
Evans-Campbell, lent their expertise in the develop-
ment of the parent engagement measure that was
created specifically for this evaluation. Taryn Lindhorst
generously provided consultation regarding the domes-
tic violence sub-scale of the Conflict Tactic Scale.

Our own POC staff also contributed to the success of
the study. Laura Orlando, Kathy Brennan, and Maureen
Newby performed quality assurance on mental health
data from the survey. Maureen Newby and JoAnn Lee
contributed importantly to the data analysis, construction
of tables and figures, and writing of the report. Sandra
Lyons supported our POC team in maintaining commu-
nication with CA and in coordinating these efforts with
the implementation evaluation; she also developed parts
of this report narrative included in the introduction and
study design sections.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Washington State Department of Social and Health
Services, Children’s Administration (CA) has undertaken
the system-wide implementation of a new casework prac-
tice model called Solution Based Casework (SBC). By
implementing SBC, CA hopes to substantially shift the
way child welfare is practiced in Washington and thereby
improve outcomes for the children and families it serves.

To determine the degree to which implementing SBC
succeeds in improving child and family outcomes, CA
requested that Partners for Our Children (POC) conduct
an ongoing implementation study and impact evalua-
tion. In the initial phase of the study, POC interviewed
key informants involved in designing and directing
implementation of SBC, conducted focus groups with
social workers and supervisors participating in SBC
training, and observed SBC training activities supporting
implementation. POC also surveyed over 1,000 social
workers and supervisors to obtain baseline assessments
on relevant aspects of their work.

In addition to the social worker survey, the first phase of
the practice model study included interviews of a cohort
of parents. A pre- and post-test design is being used to
assess changes in parent reported interactions with CA
workers, utilization of services, and child and family
outcomes. Thus parents interviewed in the first phase will
serve as a baseline against which to measure changes

in practice and outcomes. For the pre-test, a statewide
sample of parents with a newly opened CA case (in

the past 60 to 180 days) was interviewed face-to-face
between July and December 2008. A different cohort of
parents will be interviewed after implementation of the
SBC practice model.

In later phases, the evaluation will make use of CA’s
administrative records to assess child maltreatment, the
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kinds and quantity of services provided, and child and
family outcomes including children’s entry to out-of-
home care, children’s length of stay in out-of-home care,
children’s reunification with their families, and the post-
reunification re-entry of children to out-of-home care.

Key Findings from the Baseline Parent
Survey: Statewide and Regional Analysis

Eight hundred and nine parents were interviewed for an
overall response rate of 82 percent. Regional response
rates were as follows: Region 1: 84 percent; Region 2:

89 percent; Region 3: 78 percent; Region 4: 82 percent;
Region 5: 80 percent, and Region 6: 80 percent. Regional
participation (as a percent of 809 participants) was
distributed as follows: Region 1: 18 percent; Region 2:
13 percent; Region 3: 21 percent; Region 4: 19 percent;
Region 5: 12 percent, and Region 6: 18 percent.

The first section of Partners for Our Children baseline
parent survey report contains a statewide and regional
analysis of parent responses to questions about: parent
and child demographic characteristics; poverty indica-
tors; worker-initiated parent engagement strategies;
parental risk factors for child maltreatment; and child and
parent service use and need.

Parent and Child Demographic Characteristics.
Parents in the study were predominately single (41%),
unemployed (67%) women, with an annual income of
less than $20,000 (69%). Seventy-two percent lived in
their own home or apartment; others were staying with
friends or family, living in a hotel/motel, in residential
treatment, or homeless. Almost two-thirds of the parents
were Caucasian, 19 percent were mixed race, and the
remainder was mostly split between African American,
Native American, and Latino.

The typical household was composed of less than two
adults (1.6 adults, including the parent) and two children.
Respondents had an average of three children biological
or adopted children. The 2,382 children averaged just
less than nine years of age.

One-third of the children of the parents surveyed had
one or more special need. The most commonly reported
special need among these children was a mental health
disability (59%). Half of the parents in the sample were
parenting at least one child with a special need.

With a few notable exceptions, the parents’ demographic
characteristics did not vary greatly by region. Parents in
Region 5 were at least two years younger than each other

region, and significantly younger than parents in Region
4.Region 1 had significantly fewer children living in the
household than Region 2.

The largest demographic difference was the racial
distribution by region. Seventy percent of the parents in
Regions 1, 3, and 6 were Caucasian, compared to less
than 50 percent in the other regions. In Region 2, 15
percent of the parents were Native American, twice the
percent of each other region, and 20 percent were Latino,
a significantly higher percent than each other region. In
Region 4, 18 percent of parents were African American,
significantly more than each other region except Region
5, where 12 percent of parents were African American.

Children’s characteristics did not vary regionally, with
the exceptions that Region 5 children were significantly
younger than each other region (6.5 years) and signifi-
cantly fewer children in Region 2 had a physical disabil-
ity than children in Region 3.

Poverty Indicators. The data indicate that many parents
in the sample were struggling to meet their most basic
needs. Eighty-one percent of parents were receiving as-
sistance from at least one public program or from friends
and families. Nonetheless, 73 percent of parents were
either unable to pay an important bill, buy needed cloth-
ing, or pay their rent/mortgage in the past 12 months.
Additionally, 73 percent of the parents experienced at
least one additional, major financial hardship such as
going to a food pantry, moving in with friends or family,
or being homeless.

Parents in Region 1 were significantly less likely to have
sufficient funds to pay an important bill than parents in
Region 4. Additionally, parents in Region 1 were signifi-
cantly less likely to have sufficient funds to pay the rent
or mortgage than parents in Regions 2 and 4. With these
few exceptions aside, there were no regional differences
in the poverty indicators.

Parent Engagement. A series of questions was used to
measure parents’ level engagement with their child wel-
fare social workers. The questions (from the Yatchmenoff
Engagement scale) are divided into four sub-scales:
Buy-In, Mistrust, Receptivity, and Working Relationship.
Items in the sub-scales asked parents about their invest-
ment in—and expected benefit from—working with child
welfare, their level of trust, their openness to receiving
help, and their working relationship with their worker.

Statewide, parents expressed stronger agreement with
the two sub-scales measuring their buy-in or investment
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in child welfare services and their receptivity towards
receiving help than they did with the two sub-scales
measuring their level of trust and their sense of a positive
working relationship with their social worker.

In addition, three scales were developed by the authors
to measure parents’ perception of worker attitudes and
strategies specific to SBC such as empathy, respect for
culture, use of engagement approaches (e.g., inclusion
and collaboration), and attention to family strengths.
Statewide analysis of two of these scales indicated that
parents had a slightly positive attitude towards their so-
cial worker and believed that they were working collab-
oratively with their worker. On the other hand, responses
to the third scale indicated that parents slightly disagreed
that their worker used a family strengths approach.

While average scores for both the Yatchmenoff sub-
scales and the SBC-related engagement scales tended to
be just on either side of a score of 3, or the midpoint, the
distribution of parent responses ranged widely.

The Yatchmenoff Engagement sub-scales and the SBC-
related engagement scales detected some regional differ-
ences. Parents in Regions 2 and 6 indicated the strongest
levels of agreement with the engagement measures (i.e.,
the most positive attitude towards CPS), while parents in
Regions 1 and 5 reported the lowest levels of agreement.
The differences between Region 2 and Region 5 were the
most consistently significant, while differences between
the other regions were for the most part, minimal.

Parents were also asked about their contact with their
social worker. They reported seeing their worker on a
consistent basis, with 60 percent indicating that they saw
their worker more than once a month. A little less than
half of parents believed they had too little contact with
their worker, while 42 percent reported that they had
about the right amount of contact. There were no regional
differences.

Parent Risk Factors. Parents were asked about five
risk factors that have been associated with child maltreat-
ment: domestic violence, childhood trauma (i.e., sexual
abuse), mental health issues, substance abuse/depen-
dence, and parental stress.

Domestic Violence. Parents were asked about the preva-
lence and nature of domestic violence in their relation-
ship with their current or most recent partner. Three ques-
tions querying verbal threats, aggressive physical contact,
and physical hurt or injury were asked to tap escalating
stages of violence between parent and partner. Statewide,

35 percent of parents indicated that they had experienced
domestic violence from or towards their current or most
recent partner.

Childhood Trauma: Sexual Abuse as a Minor. Parents
were asked if, before the age of 18, they were touched
inappropriately or sexually maltreated/molested by an
adult or older child. Over one-half (52%) of parents said
they had been touched by an adult or older child in a
sexual way once or more than once. Thirty-five percent
said they had been forced to touch an adult or older child
in a sexual way, and one in three (31%) indicated they
had been forced to have sex once or more than once.
Statewide, 55 percent of parents reported that at least
one of these three types of sexual abuse had happened to
them as a minor. There was no difference in sexual abuse
across regions.

Mental Health Disorders. Statewide, 56 percent of the
parents met criteria for one or more (current or past)
mental health disorder. The most common diagnosis
was major depressive disorder/episode (45% statewide).
Accounting for all mood disorders (i.e., depression,
manic or hypomanic episode, or bipolar I or II, past or
current), over one-half of the parents met diagnostic cri-
teria for at least one of these disorders. Anxiety disorders
(panic disorder, social phobia, obsessive-compulsive
disorder, posttraumatic stress disorder) were detected in
over 29 percent of the sample. There were no significant
differences in the incidence of mental health disorders
among parents across the six regions.

Substance Abuse/Dependence. Statewide, 29 percent of
the parents reported alcohol or drug use or dependence.
Prevalence of alcohol or drug abuse or dependence did
not vary by region.

Parental Stress Scale. Overall, as the Parental Stress
Scale indicated, respondents did not feel stressed in their
role as parents. Rather they felt highly rewarded and sat-
isfied and in control. Parents in Regions 2 and 4 tended to
experience more stress than parents in the other regions,
but the differences were not statistically significant.

Summary of Risk Factors for Child Maltreatment.

A measurement of overall risk combines the four risks

of domestic violence, sexual abuse, substance abuse/
dependence, or mental health conditions. Statewide, 87
percent of the parents reported that they experienced at
least one of these four risk factors. Although there were
no significant regional differences, 91 percent of Region
6 parents reported at least one of the four risks, compared
to 79 percent of the parents in Region 5.
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Parent Services. Parents were asked about child-focused
services as well as their need for services for concrete
needs and for their physical and emotional health.

The most frequently identified child-related services were
related to education. Conversely, among those parents not
receiving a particular service, the most frequently identi-
fied needs were for help finding community activities
(e.g., recreation) and respite care, followed by school/
education-related needs. There were no regional differ-
ences in receipt of, or need for, children’s services.

When parents were asked about services for concrete
needs, statewide comparison of service receipt and
service need for basic services shows high unmet need
for clothing, transportation, food, and housing, even
though a high percent of parents were already receiving
transportation and housing services.

Finally, the only significant regional difference for
needed services related to physical and emotional health
pertained to family counseling. Parents in Region 2
indicated a greater need for this service than did parents
in Region 3.

Key Findings from the Baseline Parent
Survey by Service Context (Children In-
Home or in Out-Of-Home Care)

The second section of the parent baseline survey report
analyzes the same survey questions as the first section by
service context, defined as whether or not the case was
considered in-home (i.e., all children were residing at
home and the parent was receiving services), or out-of-
home (i.e., at least one child was in placement).' Service
context response rates were 83 percent for families
whose children were in-home and 81 percent for families
whose children were placed out-of-home.

Child and Parent Demographic Characteristics. On
average, parents reported low incomes, educational
attainment, and rates of employment. These three demo-
graphic characteristics were significantly lower still for
parents whose children were in out-of-home placement,
compared to parents with children in-home. Parents

with children in out-of-home placement also reported
significantly less stable living situations than parents with
children in-home (i.e., parents with children out-of-home
were less likely to be living in a house or apartment, and

! The in-home and out-of-home classifications will be referred to
as “service context” in this report

more likely to be staying with friends/family, living in a
hotel/motel, in residential treatment, or homeless).

Statewide, children averaged just less than nine years

of age, with children in out-of-home care being signifi-
cantly younger than children in-home (8.4 vs. 9.2 years).
Parents had an average of three biological or adopted
children; parents with children out-of-home had signifi-
cantly more biological/adopted children than parents
with children residing in-home (3.1 vs. 2.8 children). Not
surprisingly, there were significantly fewer children in
households with children out-of-home than in households
with children in-home (1.4 vs. 2.5 children).

Parents with at least one child placed in out-of-home care
were more likely to report having a child with a physical
disability than those whose children were in-home.

Poverty Indicators. Overall, parents of children in out-
of-home care experienced deeper levels of poverty than
those whose children were in-home. Eighty-one percent
of the parents were receiving financial assistance from
at least one source (e.g., food stamps, cash from friends
or family). Although a relatively low percent of parents
received General Assistance (GA), responses indicated
that significantly more parents with children in out-of-
home care were receiving GA than parents with children
in-home.

Seventy-three percent of all parents, regardless of
regional location, were unable either unable to pay an
important bill, buy needed clothing, or pay their rent/
mortgage in the past 12 months. Measures of additional
financial hardship indicated that significantly more
parents with children out-of-home had to move in with
friends or family, had been homeless, or were evicted,
than parents with children in-home. With the exception of
being able to afford food for the family, a greater percent
of parents with children out-of-home experienced each
of seven major financial hardships than did parents with
children in-home.

Parent Engagement. Parents with children in-home were
significantly more positive about their worker’s use of
engagement strategies than parents of children out-of-
home. Specifically, parents with children in-home had
more buy-in or investment in child welfare services, as
well as more trust in and a better working relationship
with, their social worker. Both groups of parents scored
high on the Receptivity sub-scale, meaning they were
receptive to child welfare involvement.

partners for our children report

page 4



In addition, parents with children in-home were sig-
nificantly more positive than parents with children in
out-of-home care about their social worker’s attitude and
level of respect (Worker Attributes scale), worker use

of SBC strategies such as inclusion and collaboration
(Engagement scale), and their worker’s focus on family
strengths (Family Strengths scale). Note that for each

of the seven parent engagement scales, parents ranged
widely in their response.

In response to questions about contact with their social
worker, parents with children in-home were more likely
to report that they saw their social worker about the right
amount or too much, while parents with children out-of-
home were more likely to report that they saw their social
worker too little.

Parents’ Risk Factors.

Domestic Violence. Parents with children in out-of-home
care reported a higher percent of domestic violence
(38%) than parents with children in-home (31%) when
three domestic violence questions were combined into
one measurement.

Sexual Abuse. Fifty-five percent of parents indicated that,
as a minor, they had been touched inappropriately or
sexually molested by an adult/older child. There were no
differences in sexual abuse history by service content.

Mental Health Disorders. Fifty-six percent of the parents
met criteria for one or more (current or past) mental
health disorder. There were no significant differences in
the prevalence of mental health disorders among parents
whether or not their children were in-home or placed
out-of-home.

Substance Abuse and/or Dependence. Twenty-nine per-
cent of the parents indicated either alcohol or drug abuse/
dependence. Parents with children out-of-home were
significantly more likely to have either drug or alcohol
problems.

Parental Stress. Overall parents reported that they are not
overly stressed in their parenting role. Statewide, parents
averaged a score of 4 out of 5 on the overall Parental
Stress scale, with five indicating they were not at all
stressed. Parents with children in-home felt significantly
more stressors and lack of control than parents with
children in out-of-home placement.

Summary of Risk Factor for Child Maltreatment. Of the
four risk factors examined, there was a significant dif-
ference between the two groups for two risks —domestic
violence and alcohol or drug abuse/dependence —with

parents of children out-of-home significantly more likely
to report these risk factors than parents with children
in-home.

Parent Services. Among the child-focused services,
educational services were reported as the most frequently
received service by both parents of children in-home and
children in out-of-home care. The only service for children
that differed by service context was help finding com-
munity activities, with 24 percent of parents of children
in-home receiving help finding activities, compared to 17
percent of parents with children in out-of-home care.

Among parents not receiving a particular service for
children, parents of children in-home and in out-of-home
placement both identified the need for help finding
community activities and respite care most frequently.
The only unmet child service need that varied by service
context was respite care. Understandably, parents with
children in-home were significantly more likely to need
respite care (37%) than parents with children in place-
ment out-of-home (29%).

There were no differences in the receipt of basic services
by service context with the exception of transporta-
tion. Parents with children out-of-home were receiving
significantly more transportation assistance than parents
with children in-home. However, parents with children
in placement indicated a high, and significantly greater,
unmet need for seven of the nine basic services than
parents with children in-home, in spite of the fact that
parents with children out-of-home were already more
likely to receive five of the nine services (i.e., housing,
transportation, education, employment, and financial aid
assistance).

A significantly greater percent of parents with children
out-of-home than parents with children in-home were
receiving seven of the nine services for parents’ physical
and emotional health (e.g., basic parenting assistance,
mental health, and substance abuse services). The only
services for parents’ physical and emotional health that
were not being received at a significantly higher rate by
parents with children in out-of-home care were family
counseling and medical services.

Next Steps

Children’s Administration is to be commended for care-
fully monitoring and rigorously evaluating its implemen-
tation of the Solution Based Casework practice model.
Partners for Our Children will continue to monitor the
next phase of the implementation effort and will assess
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its impact on the outcomes of children and families. A
second cohort of parents will be interviewed starting in
April 2010.

In later phases, the evaluation will make use of CA’s
administrative records to assess child maltreatment, the
kinds and quantity of services provided, and child and
family outcomes including children’s entry to out-of-
home care, children’s length of stay in out-of-home care,
children’s reunification with their families, and the post-
reunification re-entry of children to out-of-home care.

CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION’

Washington State Department of Social and Health
Services (DSHS), Children’s Administration (CA) has
undertaken the system-wide implementation of a new
casework practice model —Solution Based Casework
(SBC). The SBC model integrates family development
and prevention theory with strengths-based social work
practice as an approach to family assessment, case
planning, and case management in the provision of child

welfare services (Christensen, Todahl, and Barrett, 1999).

Based on this practice paradigm, the National Resource
Center on Child Welfare Training and Evaluation (NRC-
CWTE) at the Kent School of Social Work, University
of Louisville, has developed a series of modules to train
child welfare workers in the casework model and a set
of practice skills with which to approach their work with
families. Initial case review studies evaluating the imple-
mentation of SBC in Kentucky suggest that the model
may effectively promote the worker-client relationship
and goal achievement for complex child welfare cases
(Antel, Barbee, Christensen, and Martin, 2008).

CA believes that implementation of SBC represents a
substantial shift in the way child welfare is practiced in
Washington. By implementing SBC, CA hopes to im-
prove child welfare practice in the following ways.

*  Promote family engagement and reduce adversarial
casework.

*  Find solutions rather than list problems.
e Promote collaborative relationships.

e Ensure the family culture is understood and
respected.

2 Substantial sections of the introduction were written by
Sandra Lyons at POC.

* Ensure case planning is “family-owned” as well as
“worker-owned”.

* Emphasize skill acquisition and not just service
completion.

In turn, these changes in child welfare practice are
expected to result in better outcomes for children and
families served by the CA.

Implementing SBC statewide is an enormous undertaking
and requires a substantial investment of state resources.
The magnitude and import of this effort calls for careful
monitoring and rigorous evaluation. Hence, CA requested
that Partners for Our Children (POC) conduct an ongoing
implementation study and impact evaluation to determine
the degree to which implementing SBC results in im-
proved outcomes for children and families.

Components of the
Implementation Strategy

Implementation Team. The Practice Model
Implementation Team is responsible for developing and
overseeing the Solution Based Casework implementa-
tion plan, which includes organizational readiness,
communication, training, quality assurance, and evalu-
ation. The Implementation Team is comprised of CA’s
clinical director, implementation manager, practice and
quality manager, SBC lead coach, administrative sup-
port, a Division of Licensing Resources representative,
and consultants from Rhodes Consulting, Boeing, and
Casey Family Programs. Boeing donated a consultant’s
time to advise CA on organizational readiness for the
system-wide implementation of SBC and Casey Family
Programs supported CA’s SBC coach training.

The Implementation Team worked closely with POC

to design the practice model evaluation and to develop
training observation protocols, key informant and focus
group interview guides, and worker and supervisor
surveys.

Solution Based Casework Coaches. Twelve SBC
coaches were hired to train and coach CA supervisors
and workers in Solution Based Casework principles and
skills. Most of the coaches were experienced child wel-
fare workers but they had not had previous experience as
SBC trainers. One exception was the lead coach who was
recruited from another state that had implemented SBC.

All twelve coaches attended a five-day training in SBC
provided by Dr. Dana Christensen at the Kent School
of Social Work, University of Louisville. Coaches

partners for our children report

page 6



also received Undoing Racism, Solution-Focused
Management, and Motivational Interviewing training,
and visited other states that have implemented SBC.
Additionally, CA retained the services of Dr. Christensen
for ongoing phone and in-person consultation for
coaches. To hone their training skills, coaches were also
observed by and received feedback from the lead coach.

SBC coaches were responsible for teaching the three-
day Intensive SBC curriculum to supervisors and social
workers and for providing post-training SBC coaching.
Coaches worked in teams of three to cover the three-day
SBC curriculum. Each coach provided post-training
coaching in SBC skills to an assigned group of trainees.

Solution-Focused Management. In addition to the
SBC training provided to workers and supervisors, CA’s
system-wide implementation plan includes Solution-
Focused Management (SFM) training of all Executive
Staff, Office Chiefs, Division Supervisors and Managers,
Headquarters Program Managers, Deputy Regional
Administrators, Area Administrators, Regional Business
Mangers, Regional Implementers, and Regional Program
Managers. SFM shares many principles and practice
techniques with SBC but is specifically designed for
managers.

SFM offered a two-day introductory training and
two-follow up workshops. Post-training, trainees were
encouraged to form SFM peer consultation groups. The
SFM two-day training began in early February and ended
in late April 2008. The two workshops were offered
between mid-April and late August 2008. SFM training
was provided by Dr. Stephen Langer & Associates of
Northwest Brief Therapy Training Center, Olympia,
Washington.

Solution-Based Curriculum. CA adopted a SBC
training curriculum designed by Dr. Dana Christensen
and his colleagues at the Kent School of Social Work,
University of Louisville, and, in consultation with Dr.
Christensen, adapted it to be specific to CA’s casework
context. The adapted SBC curriculum is comprised of
four units: foundational concepts, assessment, case plan-
ning, and practice and review. The foundational concepts
unit introduces the theoretical frameworks underpinning
SBC—family development, solution-focused interview-
ing, and relapse prevention—and presents the evidence
supporting the practice model. The remaining units

elaborate on each of the three components of SBC’s
framework and introduce practice techniques which
operationalize the practice principles.

The second unit, assessment, places the assessment
process in the context of a family’s stage of development
in the family life cycle and focuses on helping the family
identify the everyday life task it is trying to accomplish.
Thus, attention is shifted away from simply listing family
problems to seeking solutions for achieving family goals.
This unit also introduces solution-focused interview-

ing skills to engage family members in the assessment
process. Recognizing family routines, the difference be-
tween intentions and actions, threats of discouragement,
and building consensus are emphasized as important
components of a good assessment.

Unit three of the curriculum introduces case planning
using SBC principles and practice skills. SBC practice
shifts ownership of the case plan from the worker to
co-ownership by the family and the worker. An SBC

case plan would not be just a list of services the worker
believes the family needs but would include the goals

the family wants to achieve. Thus, the plan is goal rather
than service oriented. When the focus is on achieving
specific measurable goals, the worker is able to document
and celebrate change made by the family. SBC case plans
also include a family safety plan designed to help fami-
lies identify triggering events and early warning signs
and develop effective coping strategies to avoid relapse.

Lastly, over the course of the three-day training, many
opportunities are provided for trainees to apply SBC
practice skills through role playing and small group exer-
cises. Case vignettes developed by the CA clinical direc-
tor and SBC coaches in consultation with Dr. Christensen
are used in training exercises. Some of the vignettes
involve workers assessing a family and developing a case
plan, while other scenarios involve a supervisor consult-
ing with a social worker.

The SBC three-day intensive training was offered to
supervisors in all six CA regions between February and
late July 2008 and to workers in three pilot sites between
April and late July 2008. Workers not trained at selected
pilot sites were trained between April and October 2009.
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CHAPTER 2. STUDY DESIGN AND
METHODS

Overall Design’®

The overall goal of the practice model evaluation is to
assess SBC’s impact on CA policies, organizational
structures and procedures, supervisor and social worker
attitudes and practices, the experiences of CA clients, and
outcomes for children and families served by CA.

A core rationale underlying the SBC model is that a
family-centered and strengths-based approach to case-
work practice will enhance parent/caregiver* engagement
in child welfare services and thereby improve child and
family outcomes. Thus, pre- and post-implementation
measures are designed to assess changes in:

* worker attitudes, beliefs, and practices (e.g., greater
faith in parents’ willingness and ability to identify
what needs to be done to improve the safety and
well-being of their children; increased efforts by
caseworkers to engage extended family members and
other family supports in case planning),

* parental perceptions of the extent to which social
workers assess for parent strengths, seek parental in-
put, actively engage parents in the planning process,
and respect parents’ cultural and ethnic background,

* family understanding and ownership of case plan
goals and access to parent identified services,

* outcomes for children and families including
reduction in the length of time children spend in
out-of-home care; reduction in re-referrals for and
re-occurrence of child abuse and neglect; greater
rates of reunification and reduction in re-entries of
children after return home to their families.

In later phases, the evaluation will make use of CA’s
administrative records to assess child maltreatment, the
kinds and quantity of services provided, and child and
family outcomes including children’s entry to out-of-
home care, children’s length of stay in out-of-home care,
children’s reunification with their families, and the post-
reunification re-entry of children to out-of-home care.

3 Sandra Lyons authored segments of this section.

4 Parents and caregivers are used interchangeability to refer to
survey respondents throughout this document.

Parent Survey Design

The goal of the parent survey is two fold: to allow
detection of changes in child welfare related outcomes
for families after implementation of SBC and to provide
important information about the characteristics, needs,
and experiences of child welfare involved families and
children in Washington State.

A pre- and post-test design is being used to assess
changes in parent reported interactions with CA workers,
utilization of services, and child and family outcomes. A
statewide sample of parents with a newly opened case in
the past 60 to 180 days was interviewed face-to-face be-
tween July and December 2008, prior to implementation
of SBC. A different cohort of parents will be interviewed
following the SBC implementation.

Hypothesized Change Processes

A core element of SBC is family-centered and strengths-
based parent engagement. Thus, measures include

pre- and post-implementation changes in parental percep-
tion of the extent to which social workers assess parent
strengths, seek parental input, actively engage parents in
case planning, and respect parents’ cultural and ethnic
background.

It is theorized that operationalization of SBC strategies
will result in greater utilization of needed services.
Enhanced engagement and greater access to parent
identified services are expected to reduce length of
involvement in child welfare, increase reunification, and
reduce rates of re-entry to care. Recognizing that impact
may vary by factors such as parental and child demo-
graphic characteristics and risk factors typically found
at elevated rates among child welfare involved families
(family violence, trauma, mental health, substance abuse,
and parenting stress), these factors are also measured.
The hypothesized change model is outlined in Figure 2.1
below.

Figure 2.1: Hypothesized Change Model

Long Term Outcomes
Short Term Outcomes

Solution-
Based

Casework

Parent Buy-In Shorter Length of Stay

Take-up of needed Increased Reunification

services
Decreased Re-entry
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Sampling Procedure

The original sampling plan was to select a regionally
stratified random sample of 1080 primary parents who
had newly opened cases within the past 60 to 90 days.
This sample size was determined to be large enough to
detect differences in the outcomes of interest among the
six regions of the state. However, the number of parents
who met these criteria was not sufficient to generate a
sample of 1080 parents. Therefore, the sampling frame
was reconfigured to include all parents with newly
opened case in the past 60 to 180 days. This resulted in
1179 parents, 539 parents receiving in-home services
and another 640 parents whose children were placed in
out-of-home care. The inclusion and exclusion criteria
are specified below.

Inclusion criteria:
* parent/caregiver 18 years of age or older

* parent/caregiver with an open CA case (in-home
services or child out-of-home)

* most recent entry to child welfare in the past
60-180 days.

Exclusion criteria:
* unable to verbally communicate in English
* parent/caregiver under the age of 18

* parent/caregiver incarcerated at the time of
study recruitment

* parent/caregiver residing outside of
Washington State.

CA’s database (CAMIS) was used to select the sample

in accordance with the sampling plan. If two parents
were identified within a family, the primary caregiver
was selected. If a primary caregiver was not indicated,
the oldest female caregiver was selected. The identified
parent received a letter from then CA Assistant Secretary,
Cheryl Stephani that introduced the evaluation and
provided a phone number for those with questions or
concerns.

Following the general information letter, CA sent all
primary parents in the sample an “opt out” letter that
re-informed parents of the purpose of the study, assured
confidentiality, and provided the opportunity to decline
participation using a stamped envelope addressed to CA.
After two weeks CA provided POC with the contact
information for parents/caregivers who did not opt out or
for whom the letters were not returned undeliverable.

POC subcontracted the interviews to the Social
Development Research Group (SDRG). SDRG began by
sending parents an advance letter that reassured them of
confidentiality and described the in-person interviews.
The letter also informed parents of a $50 compensation
for their interview participation time and effort and pro-
vided a toll free phone number for parents who wanted
to ask additional questions or to schedule an interview.
One week after the advance letter was mailed, SDRG
interviewers started contacting participants by phone, or
in-person for families without phones. All recruitment
methods were reviewed and approved by the Washington
State Institutional Review Board.

Response Rate

The initial sample of 1179 parents was reduced to 1087
parents once CA removed those cases in which the care-
giver opted out or the opt out letter was undeliverable.
The SDRG team then deemed 97 cases ineligible, mainly
due to a parent’s language barrier, incarceration, out-
of-state residency, or because the parent was deceased.
Among the remaining 990 eligible parents, 86 had used
the toll free phone number to opt-in (79 of these complet-
ed interviews). Thirty-seven parents refused to participate
and 144 parents were unable to be contacted, cancelled
the interview, or did not appear for scheduled interviews.
Thus, between July and December 2008, interviews were
completed with 809 caregivers. The total response rate
was 82 percent: 83 percent parents with children in-home
(n=345) and 81 percent parents with children in out-of-
home placement (n=464). Figure 2.2 provides a response
rate flow chart.
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Figure 2.2: Response Rate Flow Chart

CA contacts parents
with a case opened
between 2-6 months

N=1179

&

Sample provided to
POC/SDRG

n=1087

Undeliverable
or Opted out

n=92

Ineligible
n=97

Total Eligible Sample
n=990

Region 1 Region 2 Region 3 Region 4 Region 5 Region 6
84% 89% 78% 82% 80% 80%
n=145 n=102 n=167 n=152 n=96 n=147

Structure of the Baseline Parent
Survey Report

~~

\\ll

Rate=82%

N=809

This report contains baseline findings from the parent
survey pre-test. It provides a statewide, regional, and
service context analysis of parent and child demographic
characteristics, worker initiated parent engagement strat-
egies, parental risk factors, and child and parent service
use and need. The post-implementation assessment will
be conducted in 2010, nine months after CA social work-
ers have been fully trained in SBC.

CHAPTER 3. PARENT AND CHILD
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

The survey sample is composed of 809 parents or care-
givers and 2,382 children. This chapter provides a state-
wide and regional profile of the parents’ demographic

characteristics as well as a profile of the characteristics —
including special needs—of the children.

Parents’ Demographic Characteristics:
Statewide

Ninety-two percent of the primary caregivers interviewed
were female with an average age of 32 years, ranging
from 18 to 82 years. Seventy percent of the parents had a
high school degree or greater. Almost one-third (32%) of
the parents reported they were married or in a committed
relationship; 41 percent were single or never married.

Nearly one-half (47%) of the parents reported a total
gross household income of less than $10,000 in 2007; 69
percent had a household income of less than $20,000 (see
Figure 3.1).

Figure 3.1: Household Income—Statewide

> $40,000

12%

,001 - $40,000 /
8%

20,001 - $30,000/
11%

<$10,000
47%

$10,001 - $20,000
)

22%

Not unexpectedly, given the high rates of poverty, state-
wide, two-thirds (67%) of the parents interviewed were
unemployed (see Figure 3.2).

Figure 3.2: Employment Status—Statewide

Employed full-time
(>35 hrs/wk)
20%

Employed/

part-time or
seasonally,
13%

Not currently
employed
67%

Sixty-two percent of the respondents were Caucasian; 19
percent identified as mixed, other, or more than one race.
The remainder was African American, Latino, or Native
American. Of the six percent who were Native American,
82 percent were enrolled in a tribe. Less than 2 percent of
the sample was Asian/Pacific Islander (see Figure 3.3 on
next page)
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Figure 3.3: Parents’ Race/Ethnicity by Region*

100%

B Hispanic,

o
0% Latino

16%
80% —|

0 African

70% — 1 15% % | 23% [ | — American

60% —| _— _— _— _— — —

18% 24%
50% —| _— _— _— _— _— —

M Asian American/
Pacific Islander

ONative

o —| [ [ [ — [ [
40% 7% American

73% 70%
30% — — e ] 1 e70, — [

45% 57 O Mixed/Multiple/
2% R 42% — — — Other

10% —| 1 1 1 1 1 [~ DCaucasian

0%
Region 1
‘p<.01

Region2 Region3 Region4 Region5 Region 6

Parents’ Demographic Characteristics:
Regional

As seen in Table 3.1 below, with the exceptions of age
and race, there were few statistically significant regional
differences in parents’ demographic characteristics.

Parents in Region 4 were older than those in Region 5,
with an average reported difference of five years (35
years versus 30 years). In addition, regional differences
existed for five of the race/ethnicity categories. Regions
1, 3, and 6 parents were predominately Caucasian (73%,
70%, and 77%, respectively), a higher percent than found
in the other three regions. More parents in Region 4 and
5 were African American (18% and 12%, respectively),
than in any other region. Fifteen percent of the respon-
dents from Region 2 were Native American, a higher per-
centage than in Regions 1, 3, 5, and 6. Lastly, one-fifth of
Region 2 parents were Hispanic or Latino, approximately
four times higher than in each other region.

Table 3.1: Parent Demographic Characteristics by Region

1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
n=145° n=102 n=167 n=152 n=96 n=147 N=809
% % % % % % % N
Age of Parent Mean Mean Mean Mean  Mean3  Mean Mean
32.2 32.5 32.2 35.7° 0.0 32.0 32.4
<29 years 48.97 46.08 46.71 34.87 56.25 46.58 45.92 371
30-39 years 29.66 35.29 33.53 31.58 30.21 31.51 31.93 258
40-49 years 13.10 10.78 13.77 25.00 11.46 15.07 15.35 124
> 50 years 8.28 7.84 5.99 8.55 2.08 6.85 6.81 55
Race/Ethnicity
Caucasian 73.10 45.10° 70.06 42.11°  57.45° 76.87 61.96 500
African American 0.69 0.98 1.20 17.76° 11.70° 1.36 5.45 44
Native American 5.52 14.71 5.39 7.24 3.19 3.40 6.32 51

Asian American,

Pacific Islander® 0.69 1.96 0.60 4.61 1.06 0.68 1.61 13

Hispanic, Latino 276 1961°" 539 395 319 204 558 45
g{?f:’""“"ip'y 1724 1765 1737 2434 2340 1565 19.08 154
Tribal Enrollment 483 1176 719 724 313 544 655 53

Marital Status

Single/Never

: 37.24 49.02 32.34  48.03 36.46 4218 4054 328
married

Separated/
Divorced/ 28.97 28.43 30.54 24.34 25.00 28.57 27.81 225
Widowed

Married/
Committed 33.79 22.55 37.13 27.63 38.54 29.25 31.64 256
relationship

Table 3.1: Parent Demographic Characteristics by Region cont

Income
< $10,000 53.54  42.07 4122 4659 4965 5354  46.81 367
$10,001 - $20,000 28.28 23.17 20.27 23.86 18.18 28.28 22.58 177
$20,001 - $30,000 9.09 9.15 11.49 12.50 11.89 9.09 10.59 83
$30,001 - $40,000  4.04 12.20 8.78 9.09 6.99 4.04 8.29 65
> $40,000 5.05 13.41 18.24 7.95 13.29 5.05 11.73 92

Education level
Less than/Some
high school
High school
graduate/GED
Some college/
Technical training
College degree 9.03 6.86 6.59 13.82 417 9.52 8.66 70

28.47 38.24 31.74 25.66 33.33 2381 2958 239

27.08 26.47 28.14 27.63 25.00 30.61 27.72 224

35.42 28.43 33.53 32.89 37.50 36.05 34.03 275

Parents’ Current Living Situation:
Statewide and Regional

Statewide, 72 percent lived in a house or an apartment,
13 percent were staying with friends or family, four
percent were in a homeless shelter or otherwise without
housing, and four percent were in residential treatment.
There were no regional differences in living situation.

Table 3.2: Current Living Situation by Region

1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
n=145° n=102 n=167 n=152 n=96 n=147 N=809
% % % % % % % N
Current Living Situation
House/Apartment 68.97 7549 7186 7483 66.67 7551 7240 585
Staying with 1448 882 1737 927 1563 10.88 1287 104
friends/family
Hotel/Motel/Single

residence occupancy/ 6.90 6.86 5.99 5.96 12.50 4.76 6.81 55
Other

Residential treatment 5.52 2.94 240 2.65 3.13 5.44 3.71 30

Homeless shelter/
No housing
“Actual ns may vary due to missing data

4.14 5.88 240 7.28 2.08 3.40 4.21 34

Household Composition: Statewide
and Regional

The respondent was the only adult in the household for
more than one-quarter (28%) of parents in the sample.

A second adult over 19 years of age lived in 40 percent
of households, and more than two adults lived in almost
one-third of the households (32%). There were no region-
al differences in the number of adults in households (see
Table 3.3 next page).

Statewide, there were no children residing in 28 percent
of households. Forty-four percent of households had

one or two children under the age of 18 years and 29
percent had three or more children. Region 1 averaged
significantly fewer children less than 18 years of age than
Region 2.

Although there was an average of two children in the

households, the parents had an average of three biologi-
cal or adopted children. Nineteen percent of the parents
had one biological or adopted child, 27 percent had two

partners for our children report

page 11



children, 23 percent had three children, and 31 percent
had four to eleven children (see Table A3.1 in the
Appendix).

Table 3.3: Household Composition by Region

1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
n=145° n=102 n=167 n=152 n=96 n=147 N=809
% % % % % % % N
2;3?126; (;;Aii:??nal Mean Mean Mean  Mean  Mean  Mean Mean
4 1.3 1.6 1.5 1.9 17 14 1.6
Household
None 25.00 29.41 29.94 31.58 17.71 30.14 2788 225
One adult 48.61 3529 4012 36.84 39.58 3836 40.02 323
Two adults 13.19 2157 15.57 9.21 19.79 1781 1561 126
Three or more adults ~ 13.19 13.73 1437 2237 2292 1370 1648 133
Number of Children <18 Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean  Mean Mean
Years in Household 1.6° 2.5 2.0 2.0 1.8 1.7 1.9
None 3056 2745 2575 2237 3333 28.08 2751 222
One child 24.31 14.71 25.75 21.05 18.75 20.55 21.44 173
Two children 20.83 1863 2515 20.39 19.79 2671 2230 180
Three children 15.97 10.78 1257  18.42 9.38 1164 1351 109

Four or more children 8.33 28.43 10.78 17.76 18.75 13.01 15.24 123

“Actual ns may vary due to missing data
°Sig. diff. from Region 2 p <.05

Children’s Characteristics:
Statewide and Regional

Children were evenly split between female (49%) and male
(51%). The average age of the children was just under nine
years, while the median age was eight years. Twenty-nine
percent were three years of age or younger, 31 percent were
between four and nine years of age, and 30 percent were
over 10 year of age. Children in Region 5 were significantly
younger (6.5 years of age) than the children in the other five
regions (see Table A3.2 in the Appendix).

Children’s Special Needs:
Statewide and Regional

Nearly one-third (32%) of the 2,382 children of the
parents surveyed had one or more special need. A total of
1,132 special needs were identified among 737 children;
485 children had one special need and 252 had more than
one special need.

As shown in Figure 3.4, 59 percent of the 737 children
with one or more special need had a mental health condi-
tion; 41 percent had a learning disability.

Figure 3.4: Types of Children’s Special Needs (Among those
with Needs)—Statewide
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Analysis by region shows that Region 2 had significantly
fewer children with physical disabilities than each other
region; the difference between Regions 2 and 3 was
significant (see Table 3.4 below).

Table 3.4: Children’s Special Needs by Region

1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
n=428 n=314 n=464 n=466 n=286 n=424 N=2,382°
% % % % % % % N
No special needs 65.78 68.75 70.11 69.93 71.38 64.11 68.19 1,580

One or more special need 3422 3125 29.89 30.07 2862 3589 31.81 737
Among those with a need

Mental health
conditions

Learning disabilities 34.51 3474 4485 4370 46.84 4400 4138 435
Speech, hearing, or
vision problems

Physical disabilities 16.20 8.42° 22.79 13.33 1519 1533 15.60 115

®Actual ns may vary due to missing data
°Sig. diff. from Region 3 p <.05

57.04 61.05 5515 57.04 5949 6467 59.02 305

40.85 3368 36.76 33.33 4937 3533 3758 277

An examination of children’s special needs by household
(Table 3.5) reveals that, of the 809 parents surveyed, 50
percent had one or more children with at least one special
need. Sixty-six percent of the parents with a child with
special need(s) had a child with a mental health condi-
tion. Approximately one-half of the parents had a child
with a learning disability and 47 percent had a child

with a speech, hearing, or vision problem. There were

no significant differences in the distribution of the four
disability types across regions.

Table 3.5: Parents with Children with Special Needs by Region

1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
n=145 n=102 n=167 n=152 n=96 n=147 N=809
% % % % % % % N
No special needs 48.94 46.46 53.89 46.67 5521 46.58 4956 396

One or more special need  51.06 5354  46.11 5333 4479 5342 5044 403
Among those with a need

Mental health
conditions

Learning disabilities 45.83 43.40 5455 5125 5349 4487 4888 197

Speech, hearing, or
vision problems

Physical disabilities 25.00 15.09 29.87 20.00 2558 2692 24.07 97

63.89 66.04 63.64 6625 6512 7179 6625 267

50.00 43.40 4416  40.00 5349 5128 46.65 188

Summary

Parents in the study were predominately single (41%),
unemployed (67%) women, with an annual income of
less than $20,000 (69%). Seventy-two percent lived in
their own home or apartment; others were staying with
friends or family, living in a hotel/motel, in residential
treatment, or homeless. Almost two-thirds of the parents
were Caucasian, 19 percent were mixed race, and the
remainder was mostly split between African American,
Native American, and Latino.

The typical household was composed of less than two
adults (1.6 adults, including the parent) and two children.
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Respondents had an average of three children biological
or adopted children. The 2,382 children averaged just
less than nine years of age.

One-third of the children of the parents surveyed had
one or more special need. The most commonly reported
special need among these children was a mental health
disability (59%). Half of the parents in the sample were
parenting at least one child with a special need.

With a few notable exceptions, the parents’ demographic
characteristics did not vary greatly across the regions.
Parents in Region 5 were at least two years younger than
each other region, and significantly younger than parents
in Region 4. Region 1 had significantly fewer children
living in the household than Region 2.

The largest demographic difference was the racial
distribution by region. Seventy percent of the parents in
Regions 1, 3, and 6 were Caucasian, compared to less
than 50 percent in the other regions. In Region 2, 15
percent of the parents were Native American, twice the
percent of each other region, and 20 percent were Latino,
a significantly higher percent than each other region. In
Region 4, 18 percent of parents were African American,
significantly more than each other region except Region
5, where 12 percent of parents are African American.

Children’s characteristics did not vary regionally, with
the exceptions that Region 5 children were significantly
younger than each other region (6.5 years) and signifi-
cantly fewer children in Region 2 had a physical disabil-
ity than children in Region 3.

CHAPTER 4. POVERTY INDICATORS

Given the low income and high rates of unemployment
reported by the parents in the study, it is important to un-
derstand parents’ financial situation in order to provide a
context for the later chapter on parent needs. This chapter
summarizes parents’ sources of assistance as well as their
financial hardships, statewide and by region.

Sources of Assistance: Statewide
and Regional

Statewide, 81 percent of the parents were receiving
assistance from at least one private or public source.

In descending order these sources included: Food
Stamps; cash from family, friends, or partner; Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF); Social Security

Disability; public housing; General Assistance (GA)’;
and Unemployment Insurance (see Figure 4.1 below and
Table A4.1 in Appendix).

Figure 4.1: Sources of Assistance—Statewide
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Figure 4.2 below shows the top four sources by region.
While there are no statistically significant regional differ-
ences in sources of assistance, note that Region 2 parents
received the greatest percent of food stamps assistance,
Region 5 parents received more cash from family or
friends than each other region, Region 2 parents were
recipients of the largest percent of TANF, and Region 6
parents reported that they received a greater percent of
Social Security Disability than each other region.

Figure 4.2: Top Four Sources of Assistance by Region
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Sixty- one percent of parents interviewed indicated they
were unemployed and receiving public and/or private
assistance. Only 13 percent of parents were employed
full or part-time and not receiving assistance, while six
percent were unemployed and received no public or
private assistance.

5 General Assistance programs provide benefits to low-income
persons who are not eligible for federal assistance and are funded
and administered entirely by the state, county, and/or locality in
which the particular program operates.
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Figure 4.3: Income Sources—Statewide
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Financial Hardships: Statewide
and Regional

Parents were asked if in the past 12 months they

had lacked money for any one of three basic needs.
Statewide, 61 percent of parents reported they had times
when they could not pay an important bill (e.g., a util-

ity or medical bill), 55 percent indicated they did not
have enough money to purchase needed clothing, and

44 percent did not have sufficient funds to pay the rent

or mortgage (see Table A4.2 in the Appendix). Seventy-
three percent of parents had lacked money for at least one
of these three basic needs.

There were two significant regional differences. As seen
in Figure 4.4 below, parents in Region 1 were significant-
ly less likely to have sufficient funds to pay an important
bill than parents in Region 4. Additionally, parents in
Region 1 were significantly less likely to have sufficient
funds to pay the rent or mortgage than parents in Regions
2 and 4.

Figure 4.4: Lack of Money in Past 12 Months
—Statewide and Regional
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*Region 1 and 4 sig. diff. p <.05 mdid not have enough money to pay an important bill (e.g., medical)*
@did not have enough money buy clothing or shoes
Odid not have enough money to pay the rent or mortgage**

**Region 2 and 4 sig.diff. from
Region 1 p <.01

Parents were also asked about seven other major finan-
cial hardships they may have encountered in the last 12
months. Statewide, 73 percent of the parents experienced

at least one of these hardships. As Figure 4.5 indicates,
52 percent of the parents had been to a food pantry or
community meal program, 35 percent had to move in
with friends or family, 31 percent had not been able to
feed their family, and 29 percent had been homeless.

There were no significant differences between regions.
Figure 4.5: Financial Hardships in Past 12 Months—Statewide
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Summary

The data indicate that many parents in the sample were
struggling to meet their most basic needs. Eighty-one
percent of parents were receiving assistance from at

least one public program or from friends and families.
Nonetheless, 73 percent of parents were either unable to
pay an important bill, buy needed clothing, or pay their
rent/mortgage in the past 12 months. Additionally, 73
percent of the parents experienced at least one additional,
major financial hardship such as going to a food pantry,
moving in with friends or family, or being homeless.

Parents in Region 1 were significantly less likely to have
sufficient funds to pay an important bill than parents in
Region 4. Additionally, parents in Region 1 were signifi-
cantly less likely to have sufficient funds to pay the rent
or mortgage than parents in Regions 2 and 4. With these
few exceptions aside, there were no regional differences
in the poverty indicators.

CHAPTER 5. PARENT ENGAGEMENT

Parents were asked a series of questions to assess their
level of engagement with the child welfare system and
the extent to which they felt their social worker used
various engagement strategies. Multiple dimensions of
engagement were measured by a standardized instrument
developed by Yatchmenoff (2005) as well as by three
SBC-related engagement scales developed by Marcenko,
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Evans-Campbell, and Kemp. These scales and the results
are described in this chapter.

Yatchmenoff Engagement Scales:
Statewide

The Yatchmenoff Engagement Scale was developed to
measure non-voluntary clients’ experience of engagement
within a child protective service context. This instru-
ment is composed of four sub-scales: Buy-In, Mistrust,
Receptivity, and Working Relationship (see Table 5.1
below and Tables A5.1 to A5.4 in the Appendix).

The Buy-In sub-scale measures parents’ investment in
working with Child Protective Services (CPS) and their
expected benefits from their investment. On average,
parents across the state tended to slightly agree that child
welfare was to be trusted. Note, as Figure 5.1 illustrates,
that although parents’ average score was 3.1 for Buy-In
(on a scale from 1 to 5), the standard deviation® was 1.1.
Thus, the average score was in the middle range, but par-
ents’ responses varied from 1 to 5, a distribution pattern
also found in the other three Yatchmenoff sub-scales.

Figure 5.1: Yatchmenoff Buy-In Sub-Scale—Statewide
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The Mistrust sub-scale” measures the degree to which
parents trust CPS. On average, parents across the state
slightly disagreed (2.8) that CPS was trustworthy, but the
standard deviation was 1.2.

The Receptivity sub-scale measures parents’ openness
to receiving help. Parents statewide reported moderate
agreement (3.4) to questions about their willingness to
receive help (standard deviation of 1.0).

% The standard deviation is a measure of the spread of a set of
values from the mean or average value.

7 The Mistrust sub-scale has been reverse coded so that a higher
score means more trust.

The Working Relationship sub-scale measured parents’
assessment of their relationship with their social worker.
On average, parents reported that they slightly agreed
(3.1) that they had a positive working relationship with
their social worker (standard deviation of 1.3).

Table 5.1: Yatchmenoff Sub-Scales by Region?

2 3 4 5 6
n=102 n=167 n=152 n=96 n=147 N=809

1 . Statewide
n=145

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total

Buy-In Sub-Scale® 304 349" 312 318 310 323 318 106 808
Mistrust Sub-Scale® 259 321 283 295 255 294 284 120 809
gs;z‘;ﬁmy Sub- 327 360 329 339 328 350 338 102 808

Working
Relationship Sub- 2.89
Scale®

333" 311 3.07 275 3.13 305 128 807

®Scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=not sure, 4=agree, 5=strongly agree
“Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data

°Cronbach’s alpha = .91

dSig. diff. from Regions 1 and 3 p <.05

°Cronbach’s alpha = .86

'Sig. diff. from Regions 1 and 5 p <.05

9Cronbach’s alpha = .79

"Sig. diff. from Region 5 p <.05

Yatchmenoff Engagement Scales:
Regional

When the Yatchmenoff sub-scales were examined by
region, some patterns of regional difference emerged.

In the six graphs in Figure 5.2 below, departure from

the midpoint is visually displayed for each sub-scale by
region. Scores below the midpoint indicate a less worker/
client engagement and scores above the midpoint indicate
greater engagement.

Parents in Region 2 reported more agreement with the
Buy-In sub-scale than parents in Regions 1 and 3. Parents
in Region 5 reported among the highest levels of agree-
ment with items pertaining to their personal effort, but
among the lowest levels of agreement with items relating
to the expected positive impact child welfare would have
on their children and their lives.

As seen in the Mistrust sub-scale in Figure 5.2, parents in
Region 2 consistently expressed greater agreement with
trust items than parents in Regions 1 and 5.

There were few significant differences between regions
on the Receptivity sub-scale. Parents in Region 2 re-
ported less agreement than parents in Regions 1 and 3
that the problem was the child welfare agency’s rather
than their own.

Parents in Region 2 slightly agreed with statements about
having a positive working relationship with their worker,
while parents in Region 5 slightly disagreed. This overall
difference was most likely driven by expressed stronger
average agreement from Region 2 parents that there is
mutual respect between parents and social workers.
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Figure 5.2: Yatchmenoff Engagement Sub-Scales by Region
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Solution Based Casework-Related Engagement Scale

Engagement Scales: Statewide
and Regional

In addition to the four Yatchmenoff sub-scales, three
additional scales were developed to measure engage-
ment attitudes and strategies specific to Solution Based
Casework (SBC). These scales include items related to
worker attributes such as empathy, hopefulness, respect
for parents’ culture, engagement styles (e.g., inclusion
and collaboration), and whether they focus on family
strengths (see Table 5.2 below and Tables A5.5 to A5.7 in
the Appendix).

Worker Attributes Scale

The Worker Attributes Scale consists of five items
designed to capture the degree to which parents feel the
worker demonstrates empathy, communicates a hopeful
attitude, and respects their culture. Parents in Region

2 more strongly agreed with positive statements and
more often disagreed with negative statements about
their worker than parents in other regions, although the
regional differences were not significant.

This scale uses 11 items to assess workers’ use of SBC
strategies such as inclusion and collaboration. Parents
agreed more strongly with questions regarding a workers’
solicitation of parent thoughts or ideas, and disagreed
slightly that their worker keeps them informed and

helps them understand what they need to do to get child
welfare out of their lives.

Family Strengths Scale

Parents were asked five questions about their workers’
attention to their strengths. Overall, parents slightly
disagreed that workers used a strengths-based approach,
although parents from Region 2 slightly agreed. Parents
from Region 2 also expressed significantly higher

levels of agreement that their worker emphasizes family
strengths than parents in Regions 1 and 5.

Table 5.2: SBC-Related Engagement Scales by Region®

1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
n=145" n=102 n=167 n=152 n=96 n=147 N=809
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total

2.94 3.34 3.15 3.12 2.87 3.15 310 1.12 809

Worker Attributes
Scale®

Engagement Scale’ 2.96 3.29°  3.06 3.12 2.83 3.13 307 1.00 806

Famil}/ Strengths
Scale’

“Scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=not sure, 4=agree, 5=strongly agree
°Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data

°Cronbach’s alpha = .89

9Cronbach’s alpha = .90

°Sig. diff. from Region 5 p <.05

‘Cronbach’s alpha = .85

9Sig. diff. from Regions 1 and 5 p <.05

273 3.18° 292 2.82 2.59 294 287 1.10 808
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Figure 5.3: SBC-Related Engagement Scales by Region
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Responses to the SBC-related engagement scales are
displayed visually in Figure 5.3 below. Scores above the
mid-point indicate more positive views and those below
the mid-point are more negative.

Parents’ Contact with Worker: Statewide and Regional

Parents were asked about the frequency and quality of
their contact with their social worker.* Sixty percent of
the parents who were asked this question reported that
they saw their social worker more than once a month
and 22 percent reported that they saw their social worker
about once a month. Only two percent of the parents
reported that they never saw their social worker. There
were no regional differences.

Table 5.3: Amount of Contact with Social Worker by Region

NVhen your case was open, how

sften did you have contact (in 1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
»erson or by phone) with your n=66 n=38 n=87 n=46 n=32 n=68 N=337
social worker?
% % % % % % %
More than once a month 5162 5526 5747 5435 56.25 79.41 59.94
About once a month 28.79 2895 2299 19.57 1875 1471 22.26
Less than once a month 18.18  10.53 18.39 2391 1875 441 15.43
Never 1.52 5.26 1.15 217 6.25 147 2.37

$ Questions about contact were added to the survey after the start
of the data collection; consequently, the number of respondents is
smaller and not representative of the entire sample.

Nearly one-half (46%) of the parents who responded to
the question reported that they had too little contact with
their social worker and over two-fifths (43%) reported
that they had the right amount of contact. There were no
differences between regions in these patterns.

Table 5.4: Rating of Contact Amount with Social Worker
by Region

How would you rate the amount 1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
of contact you have had with n=62 n=37 n=86 n=46 n=32 n=67 N=330
your social worker?
% % % % % % %
Too little 50.00 51.35 4419 4565 50.00 41.79 46.36
About right 4194 4054 4535 4348 3750 38.81 41.82
Too much 8.06 8.1 10.47 10.87 1250 19.40 11.82

Summary

To measure their engagement with child welfare social
workers, parents were asked a series of questions (using
four Yatchmenoff Engagement sub-scales) about their
attitude toward and perception of their worker and child
protective services. Statewide, parents expressed stronger
agreement with two sub-scales measuring their receptivity
towards receiving help and their buy-in or investment in
the child welfare services program than they did with two
sub-scales measuring their level of trust and their sense of
a positive working relationship with their social worker.

In addition, three scales were developed to measure
parents’ perception of worker attitudes and strategies
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specific to SBC such empathy, respect for culture, use of
engagement approaches (e.g., inclusion and collabora-
tion), and attention to family strengths. Analysis of two
of these scales indicated that parents had a slightly posi-
tive attitude towards their social worker and believed that
they were working collaboratively with their worker. On
the other hand, responses to the third scale indicated that
parents slightly disagreed that their worker used a family
strengths approach.

While average scores for both the Yatchmenoff sub-
scales and the SBC-related engagement scales tended
to be just on either side of a score of 3 or not sure, the
distribution of parent responses ranged widely from
1to5.

The Yatchmenoff Engagement sub-scales and the SBC-
related engagement scales detected some regional differ-
ences. Parents in Regions 2 and 6 indicated the strongest
levels of agreement with the engagement measures (i.e.,
the most positive attitude towards child welfare services),
while parents in Regions 1 and 5 reported the lowest
levels of agreement. The differences between Region

2 and Region 5 were the most consistently significant,
while differences between the other regions were for the
most part minimal.

Parents reported seeing their worker on a consistent ba-
sis, with 60 percent reporting that they saw their worker
more than once a month. A little less than half of parents
believed they had too little contact with their worker,
while 42 percent reported that they had about the right
amount of contact. There were no regional differences.

CHAPTER 6. RISK FACTORS FOR CHILD
MALTREATMENT

Families involved with the child welfare system typically
have one or more of five risk factors for child maltreat-
ment: domestic violence, history of trauma (e.g., sexual
abuse as a minor), substance abuse, mental health
problems, and/or parental stress. Respondents were asked
about all five risks. Their responses are assessed at a
statewide and regional level in this chapter.

Domestic Violence: Statewide
and Regional

Parents were asked about the prevalence and nature of
domestic violence in their relationship with their current
or most recent partner. Three questions querying verbal

threats, aggressive physical contact, and physical hurt
or injury tapped escalating stages of violence between
parent and partner.

Statewide, 30 percent of parents indicated they had
experienced threats or violence from their current or most
recent partner. Seventeen percent of parents said they had
never been aggressive in any of the three ways towards
their partner.

Thirty-five percent of parents reported there had been at
least one of the three levels of domestic violence between
themselves and their current/most recent partner: 29
percent had made or received verbal threats; 29 percent
had been physical aggressive or had experienced physical
aggression; and 18 percent had physically injured their
partner or had been physically injured by their partner
(see Table A6.1 in the Appendix).

Figure 6.1 below shows the prevalence of domestic
violence, statewide and regionally, among parents who
reported at least one of the three types of domestic vio-
lence between themselves and their current/most recent
partner. Parents in Region 2 and 6 reported the highest
rates of domestic violence (38% each) and Region 4
parents reported the lowest rate (30%). However, neither
this overall regional difference, nor the regional varia-
tions in the rates of the three individual levels or types of
domestic violence, varied significantly.

Figure 6.1: Domestic Violence—Statewide and Regional
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Trauma History (Sexual Abuse as a
Minor): Statewide and Regional

Parents were asked if, as a minor, they had experienced
any one of three forms of sexual abuse. Over one-half
(52%) of parents said they had been touched by an adult
or older child in a sexual way once or more than once.
Thirty-five percent said they had been forced to touch

an adult or older child in a sexual way, and one in three
(31%) indicated they had been forced to have sex once or
more than once. Statewide, 55 percent of parents reported
that at least one of these three types of sexual abuse had
happened to them as a minor.

partners for our children report

page 18



The highest rate of any sexual abuse was found in Region
6 (60%) and the lowest rate was in Region 1 (53%).

The regional variations are not statistically significant,
however (see Figure 6.2 below and Table A6.2 in the
Appendix).

Figure 6.2: Sexual Abuse as a Minor—Statewide and Regional
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Mental Health Disorders: Statewide

Statewide, 56 percent of the parents met criteria for one
or more (current or past) mental health disorder. The
most common diagnosis was major depressive disorder/
episode (46% statewide).

Accounting for all mood disorders (i.e., depression,
manic or hypomanic episode, or bipolar I or II, past or
current) over one-half of parents (52%) met diagnostic
criteria for at least one of these disorders. Anxiety
disorders (i.e., panic disorder, social phobia, obsessive-
compulsive disorder, or posttraumatic stress disorder)
were detected in 29 percent of the sample (see Figure 6.3
below and Table A6.3 in the Appendix).

There were no significant regional differences for the
mental health disorders.

Figure 6.3: Mental Health Disorders—Statewide
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Substance Abuse or Dependence:
Statewide

Statewide, 12 percent of parents reported alcohol abuse
or dependence; twice the percentage of parents (24%)
reported drug use or dependence. Twenty-nine percent

of the parents indicated either alcohol or drug abuse/
dependence.

There were no regional differences in alcohol and drug
abuse/dependence, although 34 percent of the parents
in Region 3 reported alcohol or drug abuse/dependence
in the past year, compared to 24 percent of parents in
Region 4 (see Figure 6.4 below and Table A6.4 in the
Appendix).

Figure 6.4: Alcohol and Drug Abuse/Dependence—Statewide
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Parental Stress Scale:
Statewide and Regional

The Parental Stress Scale is a self-report measure that has
four sub-scales: Parental Rewards, Parental Stressors,
Parental Lack of Control, and Parental Satisfaction. The
scales range from one to five, with a score of five being
strongly agree, indicating the least stress.

For the Parental Rewards sub-scale, statewide parents
averaged a score of 4.6 out of 5, indicating they agreed
that they were rewarded in their role as parents. The
Parental Rewards sub-scale items were consistent across
the six regions (see Figure 6.5 below and Table A6.6 in
the Appendix).

Parents had an average score of 3.6 on the Parents
Stressors sub-scale, indicating that they largely agreed
that they were not experiencing stress. Parents in Regions
2 and 4 reported experiencing more stress about having
children (e.g., lack of time, balancing multiple responsi-
bilities, financial burdens) than parents in Region 3.

Parents reported an overall score of 4.2 on the Parental
Lack of Control sub-scale, meaning they agreed that they
felt in control. In general, parents in Regions 2 and 4 felt
less personal control than parents in Region 3.

The Parental Satisfaction sub-scale score of 4.2 indicated
that on the whole parents agreed they were satisfied with
their children’s behavior and in their role as parents. The
Parental Satisfaction sub-scale items were consistent
across the six regions.
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Figure 6.5: Parental Stress Sub-Scales—Statewide
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For the overall Parental Stress Scale, which includes all
the items in the four sub-scales, parents statewide aver-
aged a score of 4 out of 5. Consistent with the sub-scales,
the overall stress scale revealed that parents were not
overly stressed in their role as a parent or with their
children. Parents in Regions 2 and 4 reported they were
more stressed than parents in Regions 3 and 5 (see Table
6.1 and Figure 6.6 below).

Table 6.1: Parental Stress Scale and Sub-Scales by Region?

A measurement of overall risk combines the four risks

of domestic violence, sexual abuse, substance abuse/
dependence, or mental health conditions. Statewide, 87
percent of the parents reported that they experienced at
least one of these four risk factors. Although there were
no significant regional differences, 91 percent of Region
6 parents reported at least one of the four risks, compared
to 79 percent of the parents in Region 5 (see Table A6.5
in the Appendix).

Figure 6.6: Overall Risk for Child Matreatment by Region
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1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
n=145" n=102 n=167 n=152 n=96 n=147 N=809
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total
Parental Rewards® 461 450 461 455 462 460 459 049 807
Parental Stressors® 3.55 3.42 3.73° 3.45 3.73 3.58 3.58 0.83 807
Ef;ﬁ?;la.' Lack of 417 400 438 400 425 418 417 080 806

Parental Satisfaction 4.25 4.06 4.31 414 430 4417 421 069 808

Overall Parental

4.03 3.90' 413 3.94 411 4.02 4.03 053 805
Stress Scale

“Scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3=undecided, 4=agree, 5=strongly agree
°Actual ns may vary due to missing data.

°Cronbach’s alpha = .78

“Cronbach’s alpha = .80

°Sig. diff. from Regions 2 and 4 p <.05

‘Cronbach’s alpha = .71

9Sig. diff. from Regions 2 and 4 p <.01

"Cronbach's alpha = .85

'Sig. diff. from Region 3 p <.01

’Sig. diff. from Region 4 p <.05

Summary

Statewide, 35 percent of parents indicated that they had
experienced domestic violence, either from or directed
towards their current or most recent partner. Fifty-five
percent of parents indicated they had been sexually
abused (ranging from touching to sex) as a minor. Fifty-
six percent of the parents met criteria for one or more
(current or past) mental health disorder. Twenty-nine
percent of the parents indicated either alcohol or drug
abuse/dependence. There were no regional differences on
these four risk factors.

Overall, as the Parental Stress Scale indicated, respon-
dents did not feel stressed in their role as parents. Rather
they felt highly rewarded, satisfied, and in control. There
were no significant regional differences on parental
stress.

CHAPTER 7. CHILD AND
PARENT SERVICES

This chapter explores services received and services
needed by children and parents. Services for parents

were divided into two types: help running a household
and taking care of the family (e.g., housing, food), and
services needed for physical or emotional health and
well-being (e.g., family counseling, parenting assistance).
The responses are analyzed at a statewide and regional
level below.

Services for Children: Statewide

Parents were asked, from a list of six child-related
services, to indicate whether they were receiving the
service, and if not, whether they needed it. In Figure

7.1 below the percent of parents receiving services is
presented in descending order. Figure 7.2 presents the
percent of parents who need the service in the same order
as Figure 7.1. Note that because only those not receiv-
ing a service were asked about needing the service, the
number of parents responding to questions about need is
smaller (represented by the n below the service).

Statewide, two educational services— preparatory day
care and educational plan preparation —were the most
commonly received services for children (31% and 28%,
respectively). This was followed by respite care (23%),
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help finding community activities, help with school at-
tendance, and developmental disabilities services.

Figure 7.1: Services Received for Children—Statewide
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Statewide, among those parents who were not receiving
the child-focused service, the most frequently cited un-
met need was for community activities (42%), followed
by a need for respite care (32%). There were no regional
differences in either the receipt of, or need for, children’s
services (see Tables A7.1 and A7.2 in the Appendix).

Figure 7.2: Unmet Needs Among Parents Not Receiving
Children’s Services—Statewide
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Parent Services for Basic Needs:
Statewide and Regional

Parents were asked, from a list of nine services related to
their basic needs, whether they were receiving each ser-
vice. Statewide, parents most often were receiving food
assistance (47%) and help with transportation (36%), as
shown below.

Figure 7.3: Services Received for Parents’ Basic Needs
—Statewide
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Figure 7.4 shows, in the same order as Figure 7.3, the
percent of parents who were not receiving a particular
service. There was strong unmet need for basic, concrete
needs such as clothing (49%), transportation (42%), food
(41%), and housing (36%). Of note is the fact that a high
percentage of parents needed food and transportation,
even though many parents were already receiving these
services.

Figure 7.4: Parents’ Unmet Need for Basic Needs Services
(Among Those Not Receiving the Service)—Statewide
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Examination of receipt of basic services by region
revealed that parents in Region 2 received significantly
more food assistance (62%) than parents in Regions 3
and 5 (43% and 41%, respectively). The need for food
assistance in Regions 3 and 5 was not significantly
higher than it was in Region 2, however. Additionally, a
significantly smaller percent of parents in Region 5 were
receiving assistance with basic home management (3%)
than parent in Regions 1 and 3 (both 17%).

Table 7.1: Services Received for Parents’
Basic Needs by Region

1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
Services received n=145" n=102 n=167 n=152 n=96 n=147 N=809

% % % % % % %
Food 43.45 61.76" 43.11 4474 4063 48.98 46.60
Transportation 44.83 31.37 30.54 3158 37.50 40.14 35.97
Clothing 24.83 26.47 20.36 3289 19.79 27.21 25.46

Applying for financial

g 24.14 30.39 20.36 23.68 20.83 22.60 23.39
assistance

Housing 1862 1765 1627 1447 1053 1837  16.23
Basic home management 16.55 16.67 17.37 1192 3.16° 1224 13.51
Obtaining educationorgetting 15 44 4176 719 927 1042 1497 1089
aGED

Finding or keeping a job 1448 882 727 658 938 1088 954

Home repair or maintenance 9.03 7.84 4.85 10.53 3.13 8.84 7.57

®Actual ns may vary due to missing data
®Sig. diff. from Regions 3 and 5 p<.05
“Sig. diff from Regions 1 and 3 p<.05

The only needed concrete basic service for which there
was a significant difference in need across regions was
home repair or maintenance where 35 percent of parents
in Region 2 reported a need compared to 17 percent in
Region 3. Only a small percent of parents in these two
regions reported that they were receiving assistance with
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home repair or maintenance (8 percent in Region 2 and 5
percent in Region 5) (see Tables 7.1 and 7.2 below).

Table 7.2: Parents’ Unmet Need for Basic Needs
Services by Region

Figure 7.6: Parents’ Unmet Needs for Physical and
Emotional Health Services (Among Those Not Receiving the
Service)—Statewide
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Home repair or maintenance ~ 23.26 35.11° 16.56 19.85 21.51 27.61 23.28 743
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“Sig. diff. from Region 3 p<.05

Parent Services for Physical and
Emotional Health: Statewide and Regional

Parents were also asked about their receipt of, and

need for, nine different types of services related to their
physical and emotional health. Many of the 809 parent
interviewed were already receiving several of the ser-
vices. For instance, approximately one-half were receiv-
ing basic parenting assistance and medical services, 43
percent were receiving mental health services, and 39
percent were receiving assistance with their child’s chal-
lenging behaviors.

Figure 7.5: Services Received for Parents’ Physical and
Emotional Health—Statewide
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In spite of the high percentages of parents receiving these
services, as Figure 7.6 below shows (in the same order as
Figure7.5), 31 percent of the parents needed basic parent-
ing assistance, 39 percent needed medical services, and
29 percent needed mental health services. Strong unmet
was also reported for help with children’s behavior (40%)
and family counseling (44%).

Three needs, however, appear to be being met to a greater
extent. Thirty-six percent of all parents reported they
were receiving substance abuse series, 18 percent were
receiving domestic violence services, and 15 percent
were receiving anger management services. Among those
not receiving the service, the additional need for these
three services was relatively low: only six percent of

the parents not receiving substance abuse services still
needed the service; nine percent stated a need for domes-
tic violence service; and 12 percent indicated a need for
anger management services.

Examination of services received for physical and
emotional needs by region revealed that parents in
Region 1 received significantly more basic parenting
assistance (61%) than parents in Regions 4 and 6 (41%
and 43%, respectively). Additionally, the data show that
significantly fewer parents in Region 4 received anger
management services (7%) than parents in Regions 1 and
6 (24% and 22%, respectively). There were no significant
differences in the need for basic parenting assistance or
anger management service across the regions, however.

The only significant regional differences for services
related to physical and emotional needs were for family
counseling. Fifty-eight percent of parents not receiving
family counseling in Region 2 indicated a need for this
service, compared to 37 percent of the parents in Region
3. This shows a high need for family counseling given
that 27 percent of Region 2 parents and 19 percent of the
Region 3 parents were already receiving this service (see
Tables 7.3 and 7.4 on the next page).
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Table 7.3: Services Received for Parents’ Physical and
Emotional Health by Region

1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
Services being received n=145" n=102 n=167 n=152 n=96 n=147  N=809

% % % % % % %
Basic parenting assistance 60.69° 57.84 47.90 4145 5833 42.86 50.56
Medical services 48.61 56.86 43.11 49.34 4896 49.66 48.89
Mental health services 4897 39.22 39.52 4145 3854 46.26 42.65
Help with child's challenging 4414 4706 3593 3487 3750 3562  38.74
Substance abuse services 37.93 4412 3593 2829 3646 36.73 36.09
Social or emotional support 33.10 4412 3413 38.16 30.21 36.05 35.85
Family counseling 30.34 2745 19.28 3092 1579 25.17 25.15
Domestic violence services 15.86 19.61 2036 10.53 1875 21.77 17.68
Anger management services 23.61 10.78 13.86 6.62° 12.05 2245 15.26

Actual ns may vary due to missing data
“Sig. diff. from Regions 4 and 6 p <.05
“Sig. diff from Regions 1 and 6 p <.05

Table 7.4: Parents’ Unmet Needs for Physical and Emotional
Health Services by Region

Needed services among 1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
parents not receiving the n=145" n=102 n=167 n=152 n=96 n=147 N=809
service

% % % % % % % _ Total
Family counseling 5000 58.11° 36.84 46.15 3671 4182 4417 600
Help with child's challenging 3509 5370 3832 4242 3667 3871 40.16 493
behaviors
Medical services 3973 5227 3579 37.66 3673 3514 3859 412

Social or emotional support 3711  41.07 30.00 3511 3284 3298 3436 518
Basic parenting assistance 2456 4186 27.59 2697 4250 29.76 30.50 400
Mental health services 27.78 29.03 27.72 3258 30.51 27.85 29.22 462
Anger management services  11.93  12.09 9.09 15.00 16.67 9.73 1213 668
Domestic violence services 6.56 8.54 6.77 11.76 7.69 10.43 8.71 666
Substance abuse services 4.44 5.26 8.41 8.26 6.56 3.28 6.19 517

Actual ns vary due to nonuse of specific service or missing data
°Sig. diff. from Region 3 p <.05

Summary

When asked about the child-related services they were
receiving, the most frequently identified services were
related to education. Conversely, among those parents
not receiving a particular service, the most frequently
identified unmet needs were for help finding community
activities (e.g., recreation) and respite care, followed by
school/education-related needs. There were no regional
differences in receipt of, or need for, children’s services.

When parents were asked about services for concrete
needs, statewide comparison of service receipt and
service need for basic services shows high unmet need
for clothing, transportation, food, and housing, even
though a high percent of parents were already receiving
transportation and housing services.

Regarding emotional and physical health needs, parents
most frequently reported they needed family counseling
and help with their children’s behavior problems.

Examination of receipt of basic services by region
revealed that parents in Region 2 received significantly
more food assistance (62%) than parents in Regions 3
and 5 (43% and 41%, respectively). The only needed
concrete service for which there was a significant differ-
ence across regions was home repair or maintenance.

Finally, the only significant regional difference for unmet
needs related to physical and emotional health was that
parents in Region 2 had a greater need for family coun-
seling than parents in Region 3.

CHAPTER 8. PARENT AND CHILD
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS BY
SERVICE CONTEXT

Of the 809 parents or caregivers interviewed, 345 had all
children in-home and 464 had at least one child in out-
of-home care. Chapters 8 through 12 examine whether or
not parent and child demographic characteristics, poverty
indicators, level of engagement, risk factors, and service
delivery vary depending upon service context (i.e.,
in-home or out-of home care). This chapter begins with
an analysis of the relationship between parents’ demo-
graphic characteristics by service context.

Parent Demographics Characteristics

There were no statistically significant differences be-
tween the in-home and out-of-home groups for parents’
age, race, or tribal enrollment. However, parents with
children in out-of-home placement were more likely to
be single, and to have lower incomes, less educational
attainment, and greater unemployment rates, than parents
whose children were residing in-home (see Table 8.1 on
the next page for details).
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Table 8.1: Parent Demographic Characteristics
by Service Context

In-Home Out-of-Home Statewide
n=345" n=464 N=809
% % % N
Age of Parent Mean=33.2  Mean=31.9 Mean=32.4
< 29 years of age 43.60 47.63 45.92 371
30-39 years of age 30.81 32.76 31.93 258
40-49 years of age 18.60 12.93 15.35 124
> 50 years of age 6.98 6.68 6.81 55
Race/Ethnicity
Caucasian 61.81 62.07 61.96 500
African American 5.54 5.39 5.45 44
Native American 5.54 6.90 6.32 51
Asian American/Pacific Islander 2.33 1.08 1.61 13
Hispanic, Latino 6.12 517 5.58 45
Mixed/Multiple/Other 18.66 19.40 19.08 154
Tribal Enrollment 4.64 7.97 6.55 53
Marital Status®
Single/Never married 34.49 45.04 40.54 328
Separated/Divorced/Widowed 28.70 27.16 27.81 225
Married/Committed relationship 36.81 27.80 31.64 256
Income®
< $10,000 35.50 55.38 46.81 367
$10,001 - $20,000 23.08 22.20 22.58 177
$20,001 - $30,000 12.43 9.19 10.59 83
$30,001 - $40,000 10.95 6.28 8.29 65
> $40,000 18.05 6.95 11.73 92
Education®
Less than/Some high school 24.06 33.69 29.58 239
High school graduate or GED 28.99 26.78 27.72 224
Some college/Technical training 35.94 32.61 34.03 275
College degree 11.01 6.91 8.66 70
Employment Status®
Not currently employed 62.61 7112 67.49 546
Part-time or seasonally 14.78 11.21 12.73 103
Full-time (> 35 hrs/wk) 22.61 17.67 19.78 160
“Actual ns may vary due to missing data.
°p <.01
°p <.05

Parents’ Current Living Situation

Figure 8.1 below shows parents’ current living situation

by whether children were living in-home or out-of-home.

Parents with children in-home reported significantly
more stable living situations than parents with children
in out-of-home care. For example, 84 percent of parents
with children in-home lived in a house or apartment,
compared with 64 percent of parents with children in
out-of-home care.

Conversely, parents with children in out-of-home care
more frequently utilized alternative living arrangements.
For instance, 17 percent of parents with children living
out-of-home were staying with friends/family, compared
with seven percent of parents with children in-home.
Additionally, significantly more parents with children in
out-of-home care were in residential treatment, living in
a hotel/motel, or homeless, than parents with children
in-home.

Figure 8.1: Living Situation by Service Context
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Household Composition

Households with children in-home averaged 1.4 adults,
compared to 1.7 adults in household with children in
out-of-home placement. Households with children in-
home averaged 2.5 children, whereas significantly fewer
children (1.4) were residing in households with children
in out-of-home care. This is not unexpected, however,
since 45 percent of the parents with children in out-of-
home placement had no children in the household (see
Table 8.2 below).

Parents with children out-of-home had an average of 3.1
biological or adopted children, which is significantly
more than the 2.8 children for parents whose children
were residing in-home (see Table A8.1 in the Appendix).

Table 8.2: Household Composition by Service Context

In-Home Out-of-Home Statewide
n=345° n=464 N=809
% % % N
Number Adults > 19 years in Household Mean=1.4 Mean=1.7 Mean=1.6
None 31.01 25.54 27.88 225
One adult 41.45 38.96 40.02 323
Two adults 15.36 15.80 15.61 126
Three or more adults 12.17 19.70 16.48 133
Number Children < 18 years in Household Mean=2.5" Mean=1.4 Mean=1.9
None 3.77 45.24 27.51 222
One child 25.51 18.40 21.44 173
Two children 29.86 16.67 22.30 180
Three children 20.00 8.66 13.51 109
Four or more children 20.87 11.04 15.24 123
“Actual ns may vary due to missing data
*p<.01

Children’s Characteristics
and Special Needs

Children’s average age was just under nine; children in
out-of-home placement were significantly younger than
children in-home (8.4 years compared to 9.2 years old)
(see Table A8.2 in Appendix).

Chapter 3 showed that nearly one-third (32%) of the
children of the parents surveyed had one or more special
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need. Fifty percent of parents had one or more children
with special need(s). Of these parents, 29 percent with
children in out-of-home care had a child with a physical
disability, which is significantly more than the 19 percent
of parents with children in-home who had a child with a
physical disability.

Table 8.3: Parents with a Child with Special Needs
by Service Context

In-Home Out-of-Home Statewide
n=345 n=464 N=809
% % % N
No special needs 46.49 51.86 49.56 396
One or more special need 53.51 48.14 50.44 403
Among those with special needs
Mental health conditions 66.67 65.91 66.25 267
Learning disabilities 45.90 51.36 48.88 197
Speech, hearing, or vision problems 44.81 48.18 46.65 188
Physical disabilities® 18.58 28.64 24.07 97
®p <.05
Summary

Parent income, educational attainment, and employment
rates were significantly lower for parents whose children
were in out-of-home placement, compared to parents
with children in-home. Parents with children in out-of-
home placement also reported significantly less stable
living situations than parents with children in-home (i.e.,
parents with children out-of-home were less likely to

be living in a house or apartment, and more likely to be
staying with friends/family, living in a hotel/motel, in
residential treatment, or homeless).

Statewide, children averaged just less than nine years

of age, with children in out-of-home care being signifi-
cantly younger than children in-home (8.4 vs. 9.2 years).
Parents had an average of three biological or adopted
children; parents with children out-of-home had signifi-
cantly more biological/adopted children than parents
with children residing in-home (3.1 vs. 2.8 children). Not
surprisingly, there were significantly fewer children in
households with children out-of-home than in households
with children in-home (1.4 vs. 2.5 children).

Parents with at least one child placed in out-of-home care
were more likely to report having a child with a physical
disability than those whose children were in-home.

CHAPTER 9. POVERTY INDICATORS BY
SERVICE CONTEXT

The majority of parents surveyed are low income and
unemployed, leading to the need for financial assistance

and substantial financial hardship. This chapter explores
whether parents’ financial circumstances are different for
parents with children in-home compared to parents with
children in out-of home care.

Sources of Financial Assistance

As seen in Chapter 4, statewide, 81 percent of the parents
were receiving assistance from at least one source. A
significantly greater percent of parents with children
in-home were receiving TANF than parents with children
in out-of-home care’. Conversely, more parents with out-
of-home children were receiving GA than parents with
children in-home (see Table A9.1 in the Appendix).

Figure 9.1: Sources of Financial Assistance by Service Context

100%

80%

61% 66% Oin-Home  BO0ut-of-Home
60%
o
40% 26% 32% 32%
o 24%  24% o
20% 20% _18% 15% 15%
9%
0% [ W
Food Cash TANF** Social Public General Un-
Stamps from Security Housing  Assistance* employment
family/ Disability Insurance
*p <.05, **p <.01 friends

Financial Hardships

Seventy-three percent of parents were unable to pay an
important bill, buy needed clothing, or pay their rent/
mortgage in the past 12 months. As Figure 9.2 below
shows, there were no differences between the in-home
and out-of-home groups for any of these three major
financial hardship variables.

Figure 9.2: Lack of Money in Past 12 Months
by Service Context
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® TANF is provided for family households; therefore it is logical
that parents with children in-home would have higher rates of
TANF receipt.
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Seventy-three percent of the parents also experienced
at least one additional major financial hardship in the
previous 12 months. Significant differences were found
between the in-home and out-of-home groups for three
of these financial hardship items. As Figure 9.3 below
indicates, compared to parents with children in-home,
significantly more parents with children out-of-home
needed to move in with friends or family, had been
homeless, or were evicted. With the exception of being
able to afford food for the family, more parents with
children out-of-home experienced each hardship than
parents with children in-home.

Figure 9.3: Financial Hardships in the Past 12 Months by
Service Context
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Summary

Overall, parents of children in out-of-home care experi-
enced deeper levels of poverty than those whose children
were in-home. Eighty-one percent of the parents were re-
ceiving financial assistance from at least one source (e.g.,
food stamps, cash from friends or family). Measures of
additional financial hardship indicated that significantly
more parents with children out-of-home experienced
housing instability than parents with children in-home.

CHAPTER 10. PARENT ENGAGEMENT BY
SERVICE CONTEXT

This chapter analyzes the relationship between seven
scales that measure the parent-worker engagement by
whether children were in-home or in out-of-home care.

Yatchmenoff Engagement Sub-Scales

Three of the four Yatchmenoff Engagement sub-scales'
indicated that parents with children in-home felt signifi-

10 See Chapter 5 for introductory information about the
Yatchmenoff sub-scales.

cantly more positive about their engagement with child
welfare services than parents with children out-of-home.

On the Buy-In sub-scale, parents with children in-home
were significantly more likely to believe that “CPS is
helping my family get stronger” and “Things will get
better for my children because CPS is involved”. All
parents, however, equally agreed that they were not just
going through the motions, but that they were really
involved with child welfare services.

Overall differences between parents with children
in-home and parents with children out-of-home were
greatest on the Mistrust sub-scale; parents with children
out-of-home were significantly more likely to mistrust
their worker."

Differences between parents with children in-home and
parents with children out-of-home were also significant
for the Working Relationship sub-scale; parents with
children out-of-home were more likely to have a slightly
problematic working relationship with their social
worker.

There were no differences between service context
groups for the Receptivity sub-scale (see Figure 10.1
below and Table A10.1 in the Appendix).

Figure 10.1: Yatchmenoff Engagement Sub-Scales
by Service Context

Buy-In* [3 1] 33
Mistrust* [26 | 32
OlIn-Home
- ] 3.4
Receptivity ] 3.4 B Out-of-Home
Working ] 3.4
Relationship* ] 2.8

Strongly disagree Strongly agree

Solution Based Casework-Related
Engagement Scales

The three SBC-related Engagement scales revealed many
differences between parents with children in-home and
parents with children in out-of-home placement.

Worker Attributes Scale

The Worker Attributes Scale consists of five items
designed to capture the degree to which the social worker
demonstrates empathy, communicates a hopeful attitude

' The Mistrust sub-scale has been reverse coded so that a higher
score means more trust.
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to parents, and respects the parent’s culture. As seen
below, parents with children in-home were significantly
more positive about their interaction with their worker
on each of these dimensions than parents with children
out-of-home (also see Table A10.2 in the Appendix).

Figure 10.2: Worker Attributes Scale by Service Context

Family Strengths Scale

Parents were asked five questions about their work-

ers’ attention to the parents’ strengths. Overall, parents
expressed slight disagreement that workers used a
strengths-based approach. Parents with children in-home
felt more strongly that their worker focused on family
strengths than parents with children out-of-home (see
Table A10.4 in the Appendix).

Figure 10.4: Family Strengths Scale by Service Context
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Engagement Scale

The Engagement scale uses 11 items to measure SBC
strategies such as inclusion and collaboration. The differ-
ence in parents’ level of engagement is clear in the Figure
below. Parents with children in-home endorsed each of
the 11 engagement strategies to a significantly greater
extent than parents with children out-of-home (also see
Table A10.3 in the Appendix).

Figure 10.3: Engagement Scale by Service Context
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Parents’ Contact with Worker

Sixty percent of the parents who were asked this ques-
tion" reported that they saw their social worker more
than once a month. There were no significant differences
in contact with the social worker for parents with chil-
dren in-home versus out-of-home placements.

Table 10.1: Amount of Contact with Social Worker
by Service Context

When your case was open how often did you

> ) In-Home Out-of-Home Statewide
have contact (in person or on the phone) with n=126 n=211 N=337
your social worker?
% % %

More than once a month 60.32 59.72 59.94
About once a month 23.81 21.33 22.26
Less than once a month 14.29 16.11 15.43
Never 1.59 2.84 237

Almost one-half (48%) of parents with children in-

home reported that they had about the right amount of
contact with their social worker, with a little more than a
third (35%) reporting that they had too little contact. In
contrast, these percentages were reversed for parents with
children in out-of-home placements. Although more than
one-third (38%) of the parents with children out-of-home
reported that they had about the right amount of contact,

12 Questions about contact were added to the survey after the start
of the data collection so responses may reflect a systematic bias.
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more than half (53%) of this group of reported that they
had too little contact. These differences were statistically
significant.

Table 10.2: Rating of Contact Amount with Social Worker by
Service Context?

How would you rate the amount of contact you In-Home Out-of-Home Statewide

have had with your social worker? n=124 n=206 N=330
% % %
Too little 35.48 52.91 46.36
About right 47.58 38.35 41.82
Too much 16.94 8.74 11.82
%p <.01
Summary

Parents with children in-home were significantly more
positive about their worker’s use of engagement strate-
gies than parents of children out-of-home. Specifically,
parents with children in-home had more buy-in or
investment in child welfare services, as well as, more
trust in and a better working relationship with, their
social worker. Both groups of parents scored high on the
Receptivity sub-scale, meaning they were receptive to
child welfare involvement.

In addition, parents with children in-home were sig-
nificantly more positive than parents with children in
out-of-home care about their social worker’s attitude
and level of respect (Worker Attribute scale), worker use
of SBC strategies such as inclusion and collaboration
(Engagement scale), and their worker’s focus on family
strengths (Family Strengths Scale). Note that for each
of the seven parent engagement scales, parents ranged
widely in their response.

In response to how questions about contact with their
social worker, parents with children in-home were more
likely to report that they saw their social worker about
the right amount or too much, while parents with children
out-of-home were more likely to report that they saw
their social worker too little.

CHAPTER 11. RISK FACTORS FOR CHILD
MALTREATMENT BY SERVICE CONTEXT

Five factors that put parents at risk for child maltreat-
ment are analyzed in this chapter. Differences between
parents with children in-home and parents with children
in out-of-home care are considered for the following
risks factors: domestic violence, sexual abuse, substance
abuse, mental health problems, and parental stress.

Domestic Violence

Statewide, 35 percent of parents reported there had been
domestic violence between themselves and their current/
most recent partner. Thirty-eight percent of parents with
children out-of-home had experienced at least one type"
of domestic violence, significantly more than parents
with children in-home (31%).

While the difference in the rates of individual levels of
domestic violence between parents with children in-home
and parents with children out-of-home were not signifi-
cant, for each of the three levels parents with children

in out-of-home care reported a higher rate of domestic
violence (see Figure 11.1 below and Table A11.1 in the
Appendix).

Figure 11.1: Domestic Violence by Service Context
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Trauma History (Sexual Abuse as a Minor)

Fifty-five percent of parents reported that they were
sexual abused as minor." There were no differences
between the parents with children in-home and parents
with children out-of-home for any of the three levels of
sexual abuse (Table 11.2 below and Table A11.2 in the
Appendix).

Figure 11.2: Sexual Abuse by Service Context
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60% 53% 52% 55% 56%
o

0% 36%  34% 31%  32%

20%
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older child

Forced to touch
an adult or
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Any sexual
abuse

13 See Chapter 6 for introductory information regarding the survey
questions about domestic violence.

'4 See Chapter 6 for introductory information on the sexual
abuse questions.

partners for our children report

page 28



Mental Health Disorders

Statewide, 56 percent of parents met criteria for one or
more (current or past) mental health disorder. As Figure
11.3 shows, there were no significant differences in the
prevalence of mental health disorders among parents
whether or not their children were in-home or placed
out-of-home (see Table A11.3 in Appendix).

Figure 11.3: Mental Health Disorders by Service Context
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Substance Abuse

Statewide, 29 percent of the parents reported alcohol or
drug abuse or dependence. When parents were compared
across service context, the percent of parents with chil-
dren out-of-home with alcohol and drug problems was
nearly twice that of the parent with children in-home (see
Figure 11.4 below and Table A11.4 in the Appendix).

Figure 11.4: Alcohol and Drug Abuse/Dependence
by Service Context

100%

0% OIn-Home B Out-of-Home
b

60%

36%

40% 31%
14% 16% 21%
20% 8% [
N s L
Alcohol Drug abuse/ Alcohol or

abuse/dependence* dependence** drug abuse/

*p <.05, **p<.01 dependence**

Parental Stress Scale’

The Parental Stress Scale had four sub-scales. Scores
on four of the six items in the Parental Stressor sub-
scale indicated that parents with children in-home had

15 See the introductory discussion of the Parental Stress Scale in
Chapter 7 of this report. For the Parental Stress Scale, a high score
means less stress.

significantly more stress related to the amount of time
and money required to be a parent than those with
children in out-of-home care.

On the Parental Lack of Control sub-scale, parents with
children in-home felt significantly less control than par-
ents with children out-of-home. Neither group of parents,
however, felt a strong lack of control.

The Parental Satisfaction sub-scale indicated that on

the whole parents were satisfied with their children’s
behavior and the Parental Rewards sub-scale revealed
that respondents felt highly rewarded in the role as
parent. There were no significant differences between
parents with children in-home and parents with children
in out-of-home care on either the Satisfaction or Rewards
sub-scale.

For the overall Parental Stress Scale, which includes all
the items in the four sub-scales, parents with children
in-home and parents with children in out-of-home care,
averaged a score of 4 out of 5, indicating that to some
extent the rewards and satisfactions of parenting balance
out the stresses (see Table A11.6 in the Appendix).

Figure 11.5: Parental Stress Sub-Scales by Service Context’
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Figure 11.6 presents a comparative graph for the risk
factors queried by in-home and out-of-home status. Of
the four risk factors examined, there was a significant
difference between the two groups on domestic violence
and substance abuse/dependence, with parents of children
out-of-home significantly more likely to report these risk
factors than parents with children in-home (see Table
A11.5 in the Appendix).
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Figure 11.6: Risk Factors for Child Maltreatment
by Service Context
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Summary

There were significant differences by service context for
two of the four risk factors. Parents with children in out-
of-home care reported a higher rate of overall domestic
violence and substance abuse than parents with children
out-of-home. There were no differences between the two
groups on sexual abuse as a minor and mental health.

Finally, there were sub-scale differences on the Parental
Stress Scale. Parents with children in-home reported
more parenting stress and felt less control than parents
with children out-of-home.

CHAPTER 12. PARENT SERVICES BY
SERVICE CONTEXT

Chapter 7 indicated that while children and parents are
receiving many services, many more are still in need of
essential services. This chapter provides an analysis of
the relationship between the children’s and parents’ needs
and service context. That is, do the rates of services
received and/or needed vary depending upon whether the
parent has children in-home or in out-of-home care?

Services for Children

Parents with children in-home and parents with

children out-of-home indicated that two educational
services —preparatory day care and educational plan
preparation— were the most commonly received services
for their children (31% and 28%, respectively). Only
help finding community activities significantly differed
by service context, with parents of children out-of-home
less likely to receive this service than those with children
in-home (see Figure 12.1 top right and Table A12.1 in the
Appendix).

Figure 12.1: Services Received for Children by Service Context
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Among parents who were not receiving a given service
for their children, the most frequently cited unmet need
was for help finding community activities (42%). The
only difference by service context was that parents with
children in-home reported a greater need for respite care
than those with children out-of-home (see Figure 12.2 be-
low and see Table A12.2 in the Appendix for the number
of parents who were not receiving a children’s service
and therefore were asked about needing the service).

Figure 12.2: Unmet Need Among Parents Not Receiving a
Children Services by Service Context
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Parent Services for Basic Needs

Parents with children in-home more frequently received
transportation assistance than parents with children out-
of-home. Otherwise, there were no significant differences
in services received by service context (see Figure 12.3
and Table A12.3 in the Appendix).

Figure 12.3: Services Received for Parents’ Basic Needs by
Service Context
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Statewide, there was high unmet need for basic, concrete
needs such as clothing (49%), transportation (42%), food
(41%), and housing (36%). When examining whether

or not a basic service was needed by service context,
significant differences emerged between the in-home

and out-of-home groups for seven out of nine essential
services.

For example, 50 percent of parents with children out-of-
home needed help with transportation, compared to 33
percent of parents with children in-home. Additionally,
the out-of-home group reported a significantly greater
need for assistance obtaining food, housing, financial
aid, clothing, education, and employment than the
in-home group (see Figure 12.4 below and Table A12.4
in Appendix for the number of parents who were not
receiving a basic need service and therefore were asked
about needing the service).

Figure 12.4: Parents’ Unmet Need for Basic Needs Services
(Among Those Not Receiving the Service) by Service Context
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Parent Services for Physical and
Emotional Health

There was a significant difference in the receipt of
services related to physical and emotional needs between
parents with children in-home and out-of-home on seven
out of nine items.

Compared with the in-home group, parents with chil-
dren in out-of-home placement were significantly more
likely to receive: basic parenting assistance; help with
challenging child behaviors; mental health, substance
abuse, domestic violence, anger management, and social/
emotional support services. There were no significant dif-
ferences in the receipt of family counseling and medical
services by service context (see Figure 12.5 below and
Table A12.5 in the Appendix).

Figure 12.5: Services Received for Parents’ Physical and
Emotional Health by Service Context
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In addition to receiving more services for physical and
emotional well-being, parents of children in out-of-home
placement needed more services. Parents of children in
out-of-home placement reported that they needed signifi-
cantly more family counseling, social/emotional support
services, and mental health services. Most notably, nearly
twice as many parents with children out-of-home report-
ed an unmet need for medical services (25% vs. 48%),
basic parenting assistance (21% vs. 41%), and substance
abuse services (3% vs. 10%). See Figure 12.6 below and
Table A12.6 in the Appendix for the number of parents
who were not receiving a physical or emotional health
service and therefore were asked about needing the
service.

Figure 12.6: Parents’ Unmet Need for Physical and
Emotional Health (Among Those Not Receiving the Service)
by Service Context
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Summary

Among the child-focused services, educational services
were reported as the most frequently received service by
both parents of children in-home and children in out-of-
home care. The only service for children that differed by
service context was help finding community activities,
with 24 percent of parents of children in-home receiving
help finding activities, compared to 17 percent of parents
with children in out-of-home care.
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Among parents not receiving a particular service for Table A3.2: Age of Children by Region

children, both groups of parents identified the need for

1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
help finding community activities and respite care most RO hUM nee neln R o R
frequently. The only unmet child service need that varied  age of children Mean  Mean  Mean  Mean  Mean  Mean Mean
by service context was respite care. Understandably, par- 0-3 years 27.38 2396 27.81 2761 4021 3042 2016 687
ents with children in-home were significantly more likely . oo e e e e e e
to need respite care (37%) than parents with children in 10-12 years 1429 1565 1104 1435 1119 1108 1290 304
_ " 13-15 years 12.38 10.22 11.26 11.74 8.39 9.67 10.78 254
placement out Of home (29%) > 16 years 16.67 16.29 16.56 19.57 7.69 19.34  16.55 390
. . . . . “Sig. diff. from Regions 1, 2,3, 4 and 6 p <.05
There were no differences in the receipt of basic services
by service context with the exception of transporta-
tion. Parents with children out-of-home were receiving Table A4.1. Financial Assistance Sources by Region
significantly more transportation assistance than parents 1 E 4 5 6 Statewide
. . . . . . n=145° n=102 n=167 n=152 n=96 n=147 N=809
with children in-home. However, parents with children in % % % % % % % N
placement indicated a hlgh, and Signiﬁcantly greater, un- Food Stamps ‘ ‘ 66.21 73.53 59.28 58.28 61.46 68.03 63.99 517
. . . Cash ffom famiy, filends of 341 2549 2814 3092 3854 2313 2042 238
met need for seven out of nine basic services than parents B resstanet
emporary Assistance for
with children in-home, in spite of the fact that parents Needy Familes (TANF) 2021 3020 2099 2000 1875 3129 2r4d 222
. . . Social Security Disability 19.44 2157 1677 1974 27.08 2857 2178 176
with children out-of-home were already more hkely to Public Housing 1655 1200 1677 2171 12550 1370 16.00 129
receive ﬁVe out Of nine SerViCCS (i'e.’ hOuSing, transporta_ General Assistance 10.93 9.27 1035 1217 3.48 1153 1234 99
. . . . Unemployment Insurance 1.38 0.00 240 1.32 417 2.74 1.98 16
thIl 5 educatlon s help ﬁndlng ald, and employment) . ?Actual ns may vary due to missing data
A significantly greater percent of parents with children
out-of-home than parents with children in-home were . :
o P . . , ] Table A4.2: Poverty Indicators by Region
receiving seven of the nine services for parents’ physical , L
and emotional health (e.g., basic parenting assistance, O AU A U P

mental health and substance abuse services). The only % % % % % % N
In the past 12 months have
services for parents’ physical and emotional health that

there been times when you
have not had the money to....

were not being received at a significantly higher rate by pay an important bill 4897° 6634 6205 6711 6354 5850 6072 490
(e.g., medical)?
parents with children in out-of-home care were family buyclotting/shoes your g3 7 6733 5000 6789 5521 4898 5477 442
. K . amily needed?
counsehng and medical services. pay the rentor mortgage?  31.72° 5588 44.58 51.32 4063 40.82 4381 354
During the past 12
months have you ...
gone to a food pantry or
community meal 5448 58.82 4910 4803 5104 5306 5204 421
APPENDIX o
had to move in with
fomilyfiiends 3862 3529 3293 2895 3542 3973 3502 283
o o ) notbeenabletobuy 750 3922 2711 3684 2813 2093 3119 252
Table A3.1: Current Living Situation by Region on Y
been homeless? 3172 3069 2934 2895 2396 2534 2850 230
p 2 3 " 5 6 Statewide had your utiliies shut off? ~ 17.93 3431 2349 2895 27.08 2449 2550 206
n=145" n=102 n=167 n=152 n=96 n=147 N=809 been evicted? 1379 2353 1677 1250 1354 2055 1658 134
% % % % % % % N had your car or other
Number of Biological or Mean Mean  Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean belongings repossessed? 8.28 1471 1257 662 729 852 878 79
Adopted Children 3.0 3.1 2.8 3.1 3.0 2.9 3.0 Actual ns may vary due to missing data
One child 2138 1863 17.96 1711 1875 1973 1891 153 °Sig. dif. from Region 4 p <.05
Two children 2207 2647 2934 2632 2604 3061 2695 218 Sig. diff. from Regions 2 and 4 p <.01
Three children 2690 2255 2335 2303 2500 1905 2324 188
Four children 2000 2255 2635 2434 2083 2517 2349 190
Five to eleven 966 980 299 921 938 544 742 60

children
®Actual ns may vary due to missing data
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Table A5.1: Yatchmenoff Buy-In Sub-Scale by Region?®

Table A5.4: Yatchmenoff Working Relationship
Sub-Scale by Region?

1 . 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
n=145> n=102 n=167 n=152 n=96 n=147 N=809 1 > 3 4 5 5 Statewide
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total n=145° n=102 n=167 n=152 n=96 n=147 N=809
| believe my family Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total
wilgetthehelowe 570 347 587 286 273 287 285 135 807 Its hard for me to
really need from work with my 3.06 266  2.81 292 322 28 291 148 805
CPS assigned worker
I really want to | think my worker
make use of the 381 402 377 385 400 382 386 141 803 and | respect each 301  356° 324 331 281 318 319 143 808
service (help) CPS other
is providing me
. - My worker and |
Working with CPS agree about what's 2.90 338 308  3.01 294 316 307 144 805
has given me more best for my children
hope about how my 2.82 3.23 2.76 279 2.79 2.96 288 1.36 808 .
I N . My worker doesn't
life is going to go in understand where
the future . . 3.28 2.95 3.05 3.1 3.46 2.99 3.13 142 808
I'm coming from at
I'm not just going all
through the motions. 3 g5 404 394 383 394 380 389 115 805 Yatchmenof:
I'm really involved in Working R
working with CPS Relationship Sub- 289  3.33 3.11 307 275 313 305 1.28 807
| think things will get Scale
be_tter for my 2.56 3.07 2.64 2.81 2.45° 3.01 275 1.39 808 °Scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=not sure, 4=agree, 5=strongly agree
chlldrlen. because °Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data
CPS is involved :Sig. diff. from Regions 1 and 5 p <.05
What CPS wants ogronbach's alpha =91, @ 05
me to do is the 272 354 297 314 302 307 305 137 808 9. il from Region 5 p =<
same as what | want
CPS is helping my o
family get stronger 2.88 3.43 2.92 3.00 2.78 3.08 3.00 139 805
Yatchmenoff: Buy- . i i
oo YT 304 349" 312 318 310 323 318 106 808 Table A5.5: SBC-Related Worker Attributes Scale by Region?
Scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=not sure, 4=agree, 5=strongly agree )
“Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data 1 b 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
°Sig. diff. from Regions 5 and 6 p <.05 n=145"> n=102 n=167 n=152 n=96 n=147 N=809
:Sig. diff. from Regions 1 and 3 p <.05 Mean Mean  Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total
Sig. diff. from Region 1 and 5 p <.05 . -
I - My worker is helping
me plan so I can 269 303 284 286 263 311 28 142 807
prevent problems in
the future
Table A5.2: Yatchmenoff Mistrust Sub-Scale by Region? I don't think my
worker knows how 378 327 344 344 381 337 351 141 804
- hard it is to be
1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide involved with CPS
n=145" n=102 n=167 n=152 n=96 n=147 N=809
My worker believes |
. Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total can grow and 320 374° 346 353 318 341 344 126 804
/?]nythlng | say change
they're going to turn c .
o o ke 346 280° 322 313 354 310 321 136 809 My wo;.f(elr ,?
me look bad respectiu’ of my 355 384° 371 356 359 336 359 1.18 803
i cultural, ethnic
| feel like | can trust background
CPS to be fair and 2.31 3.00° 2.50 2.68 225 2.69 257 136 808 X
to see my side ;rgﬁ: tr:r?;ﬁv;;gl:;:?ts
f . 2.92 3.40° 3.20 3.08 278 3.22 311  1.45 804
CPSis notoutto 291  344° 322 329 294 323 317 135 806 when | do something
get me well
Yatchmenoff: "
Misirust Sub-Scale’ 259 321° 283 295 255 204 284 120 809 gVCZf/;e’ Attributes 294 334 345 342 287 345 340 112 809

“Scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=not sure, 4=agree, 5=strongly agree
°Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data

°Sig. diff. from Regions 1 and 5 p <.05

“Sig. diff. from Regions 1, 3and 5 p <.05

°Sig. diff. from Region 1 p <.05

‘Cronbach’s alpha = .86

Table A5.3: Yatchmenoff Receptivity Sub-Scale by Region?

1 2 3 4 5 6
n=145° n=102 n=167 n=152 n=96 n=147

Statewide
N=809

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total

I realize | need
some help to make
sure my kids have
what they need

| was fine before
CPS got involved.
The problem is
theirs, not mine

There's a good
reason why CPS is
involved in my
family

3.77 3.93 3.68 3.83 3.86 3.86 381 122 807

2.33° 279 276 297 2.61 272 131 804

3.26 3.01 3.21 2.96 3.21 310 138 808

There were
definitely some
problems in my
family that CPS saw
Yatchmenoff:
Receptivity Sub-
Scale”

3.52 3.28 3.30 3.27 3.56 334 130 808

3.27 3.60 3.29 3.39 3.28 3.50 338 1.02 808

°Scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=not sure, 4=agree, 5=strongly agree
Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data

°Sig. diff. from Regions 1, 3 and 5 p <.05

YCronbach’s alpha=.79

“Scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=not sure, 4=agree, 5=strongly agree
°Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data
°Sig. diff. from Region 5 p <.05
9Sig. diff. from Region 6 p <.05

°Crobach’s alpha =.89
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Table A5.6: SBC-Related Engagement Scale by Region?

Table A6.1: Domestic Violence by Region

1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide 1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
n=145" n=102 n=167 n=152 n=96 n=147 N=809 n=145" n=102 n=167 n=152 n=96 n=147 N=809
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD  Total % % % % % % % N

My worker asks me
about others in my life
who could be helpful
to me

3.14 3.65° 3.17 317 294 331 322 141 808

My worker listens to
my ideas about what
would be helpful for
me and my family

2.90 3.41° 3.17 3.24 2.76 3.21 3.12 147 808

My worker asks what |

N 3.12 3.47 3.26 338 2.83° 3.30 324 141 807
need help with

My goals are included

in'my CPS case plan 3.05 3.33 3.13 307 303 321 313 135 802

| don't have a say in
decisions made about 3.46 2.99 3.27 2.99 3.54 3.20 3.24 147 809
my case

My worker acts like

he/she already knows

what my problems 3.62 3.04° 334 322 362 318 333 147 806
were without listening

to my side of things

| was connected to
services that are
helpful to me and my
family

3.40 3.48 3.25 343 309 328 333 139 807

My worker helps me
see —step by step —
what | need to do to
get CPS out of my life

2.85 3.1 2.99 297 27 307 296 148 805

The services | was

referred to were not

sensitive to my 244 2.55 2.52 265 263 270 258 116 797
cultural, ethnic

background

My worker keeps me

informed about my 242 2.86 2.65 273 233 298 267 148 806
case

Sometimes my worker

says things | don't 2.94 2.55 2.85 2.81 2.82 2.83 281 130 808
understand

Engagement Scale’ 2.96 3.29° 3.06 3.12 2.83 3.13 3.07 1.00 806

“Scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=not sure, 4=agree, 5=strongly agree
“Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data

°Sig. diff. from Region 5 p <.05

dSig. diff. from Regions 2 and 4 p <.05

°Sig. diff. from Region 1 p <.05

‘Cronbach’s alpha = .90

Table A5.7: SBC-Related Family Strengths Scale by Region?

1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide Total
n=145° n=102 n=167 n=152 n=96 n=147 N=809

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total

My social worker is
interested in learning 3.00 3.58° 3.29 3.31 2.94 3.37 325 142 809
about me and my family

My social worker asks
me about things | do 2.59 3.14° 286
well

2.80 241 2.81 277 135 808

| get the feeling that my
worker thinks | have
more problems than
strengths

3.34 2.99 3.13 330 355 321 325 141 807

My worker asks me
about my strengths as a 2.7 3.20° 2.81 278 2.51 2.94 282 144 806
parent

My worker only focuses
on my problems

Family Strengths Scale®  2.73 3.18° 2.92 2.82 2.59 2.94 287 110 808

3.33 3.00 3.22 347 335 319 327 138 807

Threat of violent (e.g., hit,
use a weapon)

Grabbed, shook, slapped
or kicked

2517 3039 30.12 26.32 3021 3197 2891 233

27.78 3725 2814 2566 2292 34.01 29.21 236

Physically injury (e.g.,
beat, choked, burned, or 13.89 2549 16.17 1645 1250 21.77 17.57 142
used a weapon)

#Actual ns may vary due to missing data.

Table A6.2: Sexual Abuse by Region

1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
n=145° n=102 n=167 n=152 n=96 n=147 N=809
% % % % % % % N

Touched (without consent) in
a sexual way by an adult or
older child once or more than
once

4931 5196 5030 52.63 51.04 5850 5236 422

Forced to touch an adult or

older child in a sexual way 32.64 2941 3434 3487 39.58 3810 34.82 281
once or more than once
Forced to have sex with an
adult or older child (within or
outside the family) once or
more than once

@Actual ns may vary due to missing data.

2587 2871 2952 3355 37.50 34.69 3143 253

Table A6.3: Mental Health Disorders by Region

1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
n=145" n=102 n=167 n=152 n=96 n=147  N=809"

% % % % % % % N
Any Depression 4552 5196 4611 4408 4167 4634 4586 360
Bipolar 2690 2255 2455 2697 2604 2683 2573 202
Panic Disorder 2138 1176 1856 1579 1667 1301 1656 130
Social Phobia® 690 686 599 1184 1458 488 828 65
Obsessive-Compulsive 828 588 599 1053 1042 732 803 63
Posttraumatic Stress Disorder 9.66 6.86 5.99 11.18 1354 7.32 8.92 70
Any Mood Disorder 5241 5294 5150 5132 47.92 5447 5185 407
Any Anxiety® 3172 2843 3114 2697 3542 2195 2017 229

Actual ns may vary due to missing data.

"There were 24 parents who were not administered the MINI (Mini - International Neuropsychiatric Interview).
Those who were not given the MINI did not differ from those who did in most demographic and other risk
factors. However, a higher percentage of Caucasian parents did not respond to the MINI.

“There were significant overall differences, p <.05, but there were no between region differences.

Table A6.4: Alcohol and Drug Abuse/Dependence by Region

1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide

n=145° n=102 n=167 n=152 n=96 n=147 N=809"

% % % % % % % N
Alcohol abuse/dependence 11.72 1471 1437 7.89 9.38 1220 1172 92
Drug abuse/dependence 22.76 2745 2575 1974 25.00 26.83 24.33 191
:Li";;%g;g;‘;%me 2759 3333 3413 2368 27.08 30.89 2943 231

®Scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=not sure, 4=agree, 5=strongly agree
°Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data

°Sig. diff. from Regions 1 and 5 p <.05

9Sig. diff. from Region 5 p <.05

°Cronbach’s alpha = .85

“Actual ns may vary due to missing data.

“There were 24 parents who were not administered the MINI (Mini - International Neuropsychiatric Interview).
Those who were not given the MINI did not differ from those who did in most demographic and other risk
factors. However, a higher percentage of Caucasian parents did not respond to the MINI.

“There were significant overall differences, p <.05, but there were no between region differences.

Table A6.5: Summary of Risk Factors for
Child Maltreatment by Region

1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
n=145" n=102 n=167 n=152 n=96 n=147 N=809

% % % % % % % N
Domestic violence 3403 3824 3593 30.26 3333 3810 3490 282
Sexual abuse 5347 5490 53.01 5592 5417 59.86 5527 446
Mental health disorder” 57.24 5588 5749 5526 51.04 5691 5592 439
ﬁ'COhO' or drugfabuse or 2759 3333 3413 2368 27.08 30.89 2943 231

ependence

Any Risk (of the four above) 8759 8529 8862 88.16 79.17 91.16 87.27 706
®Actual ns may vary due to missing data.

®There were 24 parents who were not administered the MINI. Those who were not given the MINI did not differ
from those who did in most demographic and other risk factors. However, a higher percentage of Caucasian
parents did not respond to the MINI.
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Table A6.6: Parental Stress Scale by Region?

1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
n=145° n=102 n=167 n=152 n=96 n=147 N=809
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total
lamhappyinmyrole 4 a5 430 448 443 441 446 442 091 807
as a parent
Having children gives
me a more certain 429 424 431 414 428 429 426 085 806
and optimistic view for
the future
| find my children 475 463 471 466 473 474 471 054 808
enjoyable
| feel close to my 467 450 465 463 476 460 463 073 808
children
lenjoyspendingtime ;g7 469 481 476 484 478 479 048 808
with my children
My children are an
important source of 474 468 472 470 469 473 471 062 805
affection for me
Parental Rewards
Sub-Scale® 4.61 4.50 4.61 4.55 4.62 4.60 459 049 807
Caring for my children
sometimes takes 327 332 315 351 321 325 320 135 806
more time and energy
than | have®
The major source of
stress in my life is my 2.05 2.16 1.87 2.24 1.92 2.03 2.04 120 808
children®
Having children
leaves little time and 2.56 278 251 2.80 2.58 2.66 264 126 806
flexibility in my life®
Having children has
been a financial 2.36 240 217 2.30 2.03 2.28 226 117 807
burden®
“Scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3=undecided, 4=agree, 5=strongly agree
°Actual ns may vary due to missing data.
°Cronbach’s alpha = .78
“These items have been reverse coded
°Sig. diff. from Region 5 p <.05
'Sig. diff. from Region 3 p <.01
9Sig. diff. from Region 4 p <.05
"Cronbach'’s alpha = .80
'Sig. diff. from Regions 2 and 4 p <.05
ICronbach’s alpha = .71
“Sig. diff. from Regions 2 and 4 p <.01
'Cronbach’s alpha = .85
"Parental Stress Scale includes all items in this table.
Table A6.6: Parental Stress Scale by Region?(Cont.)
1, 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
n=145" n=102 n=167 n=152 n=96 n=147 N=809
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total
Itis difficult to balance
responsipilities 253 265° 225 246 211 245 241 114 807
because of my
children®
Having children has
meant having too few f g
choices and too little 1.91 217 1.65° 1.99 1.79 1.83 1.87 094 805
control over my life’
Parental Stressors i
Sub-Scale” 245 2.58 2.27 2.55 2.27 242 242 083 807
If I had it to do over
again, | might decide 1.67 1.57 1.44° 1.78 1.60 1.62 158 094 805
not to have children®
| feel overwhelmed by
the responsibility of 2.00 227 1.77% 2.20 1.85 212 203 1.11 806
being a parentd
Having children has
meanthavingtoofew 4 g1 5471 4659 199 179 183 187 094 805
choices and too little
control over my life’
Parental Lack of k
Control Sub-Scale 1.83 2.00 1.62 2.00 1.75 1.82 1.83 0.80 806
I am satisfied as a 419 407 438 420 426 411 421 099 807
parent
| find my children 475 463 471 466 473 474 471 054 808
enjoyable
The behavior of my
children is often 220 252 216 243 210 234 229 128 806
embarrassmg or
stressful to me*
Parental Safisfaction 455 406 431 414 430 417 421 069 808

Sub-Scale

Scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3=undecided, 4=agree, 5=strongly agree
°Actual ns may vary due to missing data.
°Cronbach’s alpha = .78

“These items have been reverse coded

“Sig. diff. from Region 5 p <.05

Sig. diff. from Region 3 p <.01

98ig. diff. from Region 4 p <.05

"Cronbach's alpha = .80

'Sig. diff. from Regions 2 and 4 p <.05

ICronbach’s alpha = .71

*Sig. diff. from Regions 2 and 4 p <.01

'Cronbach’s alpha = .85

"Parental Stress Scale includes all items in this table.

Table A6.6: Parental Stress Scale by Region?(Cont.)

L. 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
n=145"> n=102 n=167 n=152 n=96 n=147 N=809
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD  Total
There is little or
nothing | wouldn’t do
for my children if it 4.84 4.74 4.86 4.87 4.88 4.88 4.85 0.41 807
was necessary
| sometimes worry
whether | am doing
enough for my 3.69 3.87 3.54 3.73 3.67 3.79 370 119 807
children
Rarenta) Stress 403 3900 413° 394 411 402 403 053 805
cale
®Scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3=undecided, 4=agree, 5=strongly agree
“Actual ns may vary due to missing data.
“Cronbach’s alpha = .78
“These items have been reverse coded
°Sig. diff. from Region 5 p <.05
'Sig. diff. from Region 3 p <.01
9Sig. diff. from Region 4 p <.05
"Cronbach’s alpha = .80
'Sig. diff. from Regions 2 and 4 p <.05
ICronbach’s alpha = .71
“Sig. diff. from Regions 2 and 4 p <.01
'Cronbach’s alpha = .85
"Parental Stress Scale includes all items in this table.
Table A7.1: Services for Children Received by Region
1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
Services being received n=145" n=102 n=167 n=152 n=96 n=147 N=809
% % % % % % %
Preparatory day care/ preschool ~ 30.07 32.67 30.54 3113 2872 30.61 30.64
Educational plan 27.34 29.79 2590 29.17 33.70 26.06 28.19
Respite care or paid babysitting 26.57 29.41 20.36 19.21 25,53 21.77 23.26
Finding community activities 21.53 18.81 2048 23.03 16.84 18.37 20.12
Children’s school attendance
assistance 13.19 13.73 12.57 13.91 8.42 7.59 11.69
Developmental disabilities 1250 1176 1317 855 1263 1103 1155
support
“Actual ns may vary due to missing data
Table A7.2: Children’s Unmet Service Needs by Region
Needed services among
parents not receiving the 1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
service n=145" n=102 n=167 n=152 n=96 n=147 N=809
% % % % % % % N
Finding community 3805 4390 4470 4017 5190 3667 4199 643
activities
Respite care or paid 3714 3333 2576 4016 27.14 3043 3247 616
babysitting
Preparatory day care/ 1600 2388 2155 1923 2085 2277 2162 555
preschool
Educational plan 13.00 22.73 21.31 2255 13.56 1442 18.08 553
Developmental disabilities 4459 2209 1111 1679 18.07 1508 1567 702
support
Children's school 480 1250 1096 1231 581 977 946 708
attendance assistance
Actual ns vary due to nonuse of specific service or missing data
Table A8.1: Demographic Characteristics by Service Context
In-Home Out-of-Home Statewide
n=345° n=464 N=809
% % % N
Number of Biological or Adopted Children in Mean=2.8" Mean=3.1 Mean=3.0
Household
One child 20.00 18.10 18.91 153
Two children 28.99 25.43 26.95 218
Three children 24.06 22.63 23.24 188
Four children 21.45 25.00 23.49 190
Five to eleven children 5.51 8.84 7.42 60

®Actual ns may vary due to missing data.
°p <.05
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Table A8.2: Age of Children by Service Context Table A10.1: Yatchmenoff Engagement Scales

In-Home Out-of-Home Statewide by Service Context (cont.)?
n=970 n=1412 N=2382
% % % In-Home (ilut-of- Statewide
Age of Children Mean=9.2° Mean=8.4 Mean=8.8 n=345" n=04m63 N=809
0-3 years 24.90 3213 2916 687 Mean Mean Mean  SD ol
4-6 years 16.94 16.28 16.55 390 ' i i
7-9 years 15.19 13.26 14.05 331 \I:I(S)rtll:g forme o work with my assigned 254 318 291 1.48 805
10-12 years 14.77 11.60 12.90 304 | think my worker and | respect each other* 3.49 297 3.19 143 808
13-15 years 11.67 10.16 10.78 254 My worker and | agree about what's best for 338 284 307 144 805
> 16 years 16.53 16.57 16.55 390 my children
%p <.01 My worker doesn't understand where I'm 2.80 3.37 313 142 808

coming from at all®

. . Yatch ff: Working Relationship Sub-
Table A9.1: Poverty Indicators by Service Context Saae oo roring Retaionsaip S 3.38 2.81 305 128 807

®Scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=notsure, 4=agree, 5=strongly agree
PActual ns may vary due to missing data.

In-Home Out-of-Home Statewide

n=345""° n=464 N=809 p <.01
o, o, o, Cronbach’s alpha = .91
" % % % N °Cronbach’s alpha = .86
Source of Assistance ‘Cronbach’s alpha = .79
Food Stamps 61.34 65.95 6399 517 “Cronbach'’s alpha =.91
Cash from family, friends or partner 25.80 32.11 2942 238
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families® 32.46 23.71 2744 222
Social Security Disability 24.35 1987 2178 176 Table A10.2: SBC-Related Worker Attributes Scale
Public Housing 17.73 14.72 16.00 129 by Service Contexta
General Assistance (GA)d 9.33 14.60 12.34 99
Unemployment Insurance 2.61 1.52 1.98 16 Out-of-
- - In-Home Statewide
During the past 12 months have there been times n=345° Home N=809
when you have not had the money to.... n=464
pay an important bill (e.g., utility or medical)? 62.39 59.48 60.72 490 Mean Mean Mean SD Total
buy clothing/shoes that your family needed? 52.62 56.37 54.77 442 My worker is helping me plan so I can 3.21 2.61 286 142 807
prevent problems in the future® ) : : .
pay the rent or mortgage? 4477 43.10 43.81 354 | don't think cer ki how hard it
- on't think my worker knows how hard it is
During the past 12 months have you ... to be involved with CPS® 3.24 3.71 3.51 1.41 804
gone to a food pantry/community meal program? 48.41 54.74 52.04 421 My worker believes | can grow and change* 374 321 3.44 126 804
- ) . c
had to move in with family or friends 25.00 42.46 35.02 283 My worker iec; respectful of my cultural, ethnic 378 345 359 118 803
been unable to buy enough food for your family? 32.56 30.17 31.19 252 background . : . .
been homeless?® 17.73 36.50 28.50 230 | get compliments from my worker when | do 3.41 288 311 145 804
had your utilities shut off? 25.00 25.86 2550 206 something well s
. <.
been evicted?** 12.21 19.83 16.58 134 aVI/orker Attributes .Scale . 3.38 2.89 3.10 112 809
had your car or other belongings repossessed? 8.43 10.78 9.78 79 bf\gﬂ; :,;Sr;rg;%grs'Sﬁgr;e;nigﬂ:zagarf: » 3=notsure, 4=agree, 5=strongly agree
®Actual ns may vary due to missing data. ?7 <.01
"ltem responses are not mutually exclusive. Crobach’s alpha =.89
Zo <01
p <.01
Table A10.3: SBC-Related Engagement Scale
Table A10.1: Yatchmenoff Engagement Sub-Scales by Service Context
by Service Context?
In-Home Out-of- Statewide
In-Home  Outof Statewide n=345" Home N=809
n=345" 1 N=809
n=464 Mean Mean Mean SD  Total
Mean Mean Mean SD _ Total My worker asks me about others in my life 356 207 329 141 808
| believe my family will get the help we 2.93 2.78 2.85 135 807 who could be helpful to me® : ) : :
really need from CPS My worker listens to my ideas about what
. e 3.43 2.90 3.12 147 808
| really want to make use of the service would be helpful for me and my family'
(help) CPS is providing me 3.87 3.85 3.86 1.1 803
P p 9 My worker asks me about what | need help 3.62 2.96 3.24 1.41 807
Working with CPS has given me more hope with® : } i .
?uti‘::‘e‘chOW my life is going to go in the 3.06 2.74 2.88 136 808 My goals are included in my CPS case plan® 3.31 3.00 313 135 802
| don't have a say in decisions made about
\ i i i ¥ 2.82 3.54 3.24 147 809
I'm noltjust going throqgh thle motions. I'm 3.89 3.89 3.89 115 805 my case®
really involved in working with CPS .
| think things will get better for my children My worker acts like he or she already knows
what my problems were without listening to 3.00 3.58 3.33 1.47 806
because CPS is involved® 295 261 275 1.39 808 my sideyoF; things® 9
Whha;t|CPSt\f/ants me to do is the same as 3.30 287 3.05 137 808 | was connected to services that are helpful to 356 315 333 139 807
what fwan me and my family® : . : '
. ) . c
CPS is helping my family get stnz:ger 3.25 2.82 3.00 1.39 805 My worker helps me see — step by step — 527 073 206 148 605
Yatchmenoff: Buy-In Sub-Scale® 3.32 3.08 3.18 1.06 808 what | need to do to get CPS out of my life° g . g B
Anything | say they're going to turn it around Th i | ferred
2.80 3.51 3.21 1.36 809 e services | was referred to were not
to make me look bad® sensitive to my cultural, ethnic background® 243 269 258 116 797
| feel like | can trust CPS to be fair and to i i
M ker k fi h:
see my side of things® 2.90 2.33 2.57 1.36 808 hayp\ggrr“:; “ﬁ;psmrynsa:gegrmed about what is 287 253 267 148 806
CPS is not out to get me® 3.55 2.89 3.17 1.35 806 . . §
Sometimes my worker says things | don't 254 3.02 2.81 1.30 808
Yatchmenoff: Mistrust Sub-Scale® 3.22 2.57 2.84 120 809 understand® : - : E
I realize | need some help to make sure my 3.71 3.89 3.81 122 807 Engagement Scale®® 3.35 2.86 307 1.00 806

kids have what they need °Scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=not sure, 4=agree, 5=strongly agree

| was fine before CPS got involved. The :Actual ns may vary due to missing data

problem is theirs, not mine 271 2.72 2.72 1.31 804 dp<.0015
<
There's a good reason why CPS is involved 312 3.08 31 1.38 808 eléronbach's alpha = .90
in my family . . : .
There were definitely some problems in my 3.35 3.34 334 1.30 808

family that CPS saw
Yatchmenoff: Receptivity Sub-Scale” 3.37 3.40 3.38 1.02 808

“Scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=not sure, 4=agree, 5=strongly agree
°Actual ns may vary due to missing data.

p <.01

Cronbach’s alpha = .91

:"Cronbach’s alpha = .86

Cronbach’s alpha = .79

SCronbach’s alpha =.91
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Table A10.4: SBC-Related Family Strengths Scale Table A11.5: Summary of Risk Factors for Child Maltreatment

by Service Context? by Service Context
In-Home Out-of- Statewide In-Home  Out-of-Home Statewide
n=345° Home N=809 =345° - -
Nn=464 n=345 n=464 N=809
Mean Mean Mean SD  Total 5 % % % N
i is i i i Domestic violence 30.72 38.01 34.90 282
My social worker is interested in learning
about me and my family® 3.56 3.03 3.25 142 809 Sexual abuse as a minor 54.65 55.72 55.27 446
My social worker asks me about things | do 295 264 2.77 135 808 Mental health disorders . 56.81 55.23 55.92 439
well Alcohol or drug/abuse or dependence 21.45 35.68 29.43 231
I get the feeling that my worker thinks | have 204 348 395 141 807 Any Risk (of the four above) 84.64 89.22 87.27 706
more problems than strengths 2 —
hActual ns may vary due to missing data
My wogker asks me about my strengths as a 312 260 282 144 806 P <.05
parent p <.01
My worker only focuses on my problems 3.20 3.32 3.27 1.38 807
Family Strengths Scale®” 3.10 2.70 2.87 110 808 .
Scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=not sure, 4=agree, 5=strongly agree Table A1 1 6 Parental StreSS Scale by SerV|Ce ConteXta
:Actual ns may vary due to missing data®Cronbach’s alpha = .85
<.01
Cronbach’s alpha = .90 In-Home ?'Lgr':: Statewide
n=345" T4 N=809
. . . Mean Mean Mean SD  Total
Table A11.1: Domestic Violence by Service Context 1am happy in my role as a parent® 453 433 442 091 807
Having children gives me a more certain and
In-Home  Out-of-Home Statewide optimigstic view fgr the future 4.26 4.26 426 085 806
n=345° n=464 N=809 | find my children enjoyable® 463 476 471 054 808
e . 26%0 s 31°/sz 2;/; : 2’;‘3 I feel close to my children 468 460 463 073 808
o ":;“; VI: e"kt (el'g" ';’ ”SE akW:apon) 00 . ro a1 e I enjoy spending time with my children 476 480 479 048 808
P: e”, Sook, s app: or rI]C ked b J ’ 3153 ’ 3 My children are an important source of affection 4.71 472 4.71 0.62 805
i inj .g. t
useyj.:avye:#:)rx)(e 9 DeaR choked, bamed. of 15.94 18.79 1757 142 Parental Rewards Sub-Scale® 459 458 459 049 807
2Actual ns may vary due to missing data Caring for my children séometimes takes more time 246 291 271 135 806
and energy than | have' : : : :
The major source of stress in my life is my children® 3.76 4.11 3.96 1.20 808
Table A11.2: Sexual Abuse as a Minor by Service Context Having children leaves little time/flexibility in my life® 3.10 3.55 336 126 806
Having children has been a financial burden® 3.60 3.84 3.74 1.17 807
In-Home  Out-of-Home Statewide Itis difficult to balance different responsibilities
n=345" n=464 N=809 because of my children 348 3.67 359  1.14 807
% % % N Having children has meant having too few choices 4.08 416 413 094 805
Touched (without consent) in a sexual way by and too little control over my life . : : -
Y 52.62 52.16 52.36 422 of
an adult or older child once or more than once Parental Stressors Sub-Scale® 341 3.71 358 083 807
Forced to touch an adult or older child in a If I had it to do over again, | might decide not to have
sexual way once or more than once 3576 3413 34.82 281 children gain. 1 mig 4.39 4.45 442 094 805
Forced to have sex with an adult or older child ibili i
| feel overwhelmed by the responsibility of being a
(within or outside the family) once or more than 30.90 31.82 31.43 253 parent® Y P Y g 3.80 4.10 397 111 806
once
— Having children has meant having too few choices
°Actual ns may vary due to missing data and too little control over my life 4.08 4.16 413 094 805
Parental Lack of Control Sub-Scale®® 4.09 4.24 417 0.80 806
| am satisfied as a parent 4.28 4.16 4.21 0.99 807
Table A11.3: Mental Health Disorders by Service Context I find my children enjoyable® 463 476 471 054 808
The behavior of my children is often embarrassing or
In-Home Out-of-Home Statewide stressful to me® 255 209 229 1.28 806
n=345% n=464 N=809 Parental Satisfaction Sub-Scale 4.12 4.28 4.21 069 808
% % % N ®Scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3=undecided, 4=agree, 5=strongly agree
Any Depression 46.96 45.00 45.86 360 :Actual ns may vary due to missing data
. <.01
Bipolar 23.77 27.27 25.73 202 ‘%ronbach's alpha = .78
Panic Disorder 17.39 15.91 16.56 130 fp <.05
Social Phobia 8.99 773 8.28 65 (ronbachis alpfa = &0
ronbach’s alpha = .71
Obsessive-Compulsive Disorder 6.96 8.86 8.03 63 "Cronbach’s alpha = .85
Posttraumatic Stress Disorder 8.12 9.55 8.92 70 'Parental Stress Scale includes all items in the four sub-scales
Any Mood Disorder 52.75 51.14 51.85 407
Any Anxiety 29.28 29.09 29.17 229
*Actual n1s may vary due to missing data Table A11.6: Parental Stress Scale by Service Context (cont.)?
In-Home ?'Lgt;?;- Statewide
. n=345" —A6a N=809
Table A11.4: Alcohol and Drug Abuse/Dependence n=
i Mean Mean Mean SD  Total
by Service Context — . , .
There is little or nothing | wouldn’t do for my children 486 484 485 0.41 807
if it was necessary . . . .
In-Home Out-of-Home Statewide : f
| sometimes worry whether | am doing enough for my
n=345° n=464 N=809 children 227 282 230 119 807
% % % N Parental Stress Scale®™' 3.95 4.08 403 053 805
Aleohol abuse/dependence 8.41 14.32 172 92 #Scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3=undecided, 4=agree, 5=strongly agree
Drug abuse/dependence 16.23 30.68 24.33 191 °Actual ns may vary due to missing data
°p <.01
elcohol or drug abuse/depgnQence 21.45 35.68 29.43 231 ‘!(J:ronbach's alpha = 78
‘Actual ns may vary due to missing data °p <.05

‘Cronbach's alpha = .80
9Cronbach’s alpha = .71
"Cronbach's alpha = .85
'Parental Stress Scale includes all items in the four sub-scales
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Table A12.1: Services Received for Children by Service Context

Table A12.5: Services Received for Parents’ Physical and
Emotional Health by Service Context

In-Home Out-of-Home Statewide
Services being received n=345" n=464 N=809 In-Home Out-of-Home Statewide
% % % Services being received n=345" n=464 N=809
Preparatory day care/preschool 28.99 31.88 30.64 % % %
Educational plan 25.66 30.14 28.19 Basic parenting assistance” 40.29 58.19 50.56
Respite care or paid babysitting 23.19 23.06 23.11 Medical services 50.72 4752 48.89
Finding community activities® 23.84 17.35 20.12 Mental health services® 37.97 46.12 42.65
Children’s school attendance assistance 11.59 11.76 11.69 Help with child’s challenging behaviors® 34.78 4168 38.74
Developmental disabilities support 10.76 12.15 11.55 Substance abuse services® 24.06 45.04 36.09
:chl(g ns may vary due to missing data Social or emotional support® 31.01 39.44 35.85
Family counseling 28.20 22.89 25.15
Domestic violence services® 11.30 22.41 17.68
; b
Table A12.2: Children’s Unmet Service Needs ﬁ?f;r:f ;iii?f,l‘uiiﬁﬁiimg Tata 24 1980 1528
by Service Context v
Yy Service Lontex p <.01
Needed services among parents ot in-Home  Outof-Home Statowide
% % % N Table A12.6: Parents’ Unmet Needs for Physical and Emotional
Finding community activities 42.37 41.73 41.99 643 . .
Respite care or paid babysitting® 36.98 29.06 32.47 616 Health Services by Service Context
Preparatory day care/preschool 21.31 21.86 21.62 555 -
Educational plan 20.00 16.50 18.08 553 Zi‘;?\jggﬁ’;’gif;c”e"’"g parents not In-Home  Out-of-Home Statewide
Developmental disabilities support 16.78 14.82 15.67 702 % % % N
Shildren’s school attendance assistance 11.15 8.19 9.46 708 Family counseling” 36.59 4944 4417 600
p<05 Help with child’s challenging behaviors 40.63 39.78 40.16 493
Medical services” 25.44 47.74 38.59 412
Table A12.3: Services Received for Parent’s Basic Needs Social o emotional support? 20.83 38.21 34.36 518
by SerVice Context Basic parenting a5§|stance° 20.87 40.72 30.50 400
~ Mental health services® 23.47 34.14 29.22 462
In-Home Out-of-Home Statewide Anger management services 11.15 12.95 1213 668
Services being received n=345" n=464 N=809 Domestic violence services® 8.50 8.89 8.71 666
% % % Substance abuse services” 2.67 9.80 6.19 517
Food 47.25 46.12 46.60 :p <.05
Transportation® 26.38 43.10 35.97 P <01
Clothing 25.80 25.22 25.46
Applying for financial assistance 21.22 25.00 23.39
Housing 13.70 18.10 16.23
Basic home management 14.58 12.72 13.51
Obtaining education or getting a GED 8.99 12.31 10.89
Finding or keeping a job 8.72 10.15 9.54
Home repair or maintenance 9.01 6.49 7.57

?Actual ns may vary due to missing data
°p <.01

Table A12.4: Parents’ Umet Needs for Basic Needs Services

by Service Context

Needed services among parents not

receiving the service In-Home Out-of-Home Statewide
% % % N

Clothing® 31.59 40.17 49.00 602
Transportation® 33.20 50.00 41.78 517
Food® 34.07 45.60 40.74 432
Housing® 25.00 45.12 36.30 675
Applying for financial assistance® 25.56 40.87 34.15 615
Obtaining education or getting a GED* 24.20 33.33 29.35 719
Basic home management 26.03 29.88 28.26 697
Finding or keeping a job® 17.57 34.70 27.34 728
Home repair or maintenance 22.51 23.84 23.28 743
°p <.01

p <.05
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