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Table 32. Solution-Focused Interviewinga 
(cont.)

5y. Shares responsibility 
with parents for finding and 
achieving solutions to 
problems 

3.5 3.3 3.5 3.7 3.4 3.6 3.5 0.62 109 

5z. Accompanies parents to 
services 2.9 3.1 2.9 2.9 2.9 2.7 2.9 0.83 104 

5aa. Recognizes and 
acknowledges difference 
between parents' intention 
and action 

3.3 3.1 3.5 3.6 3.3 3.5 3.4 0.61 104 

5bb. Recognizes and helps 
parents overcome 
discouragement 

3.5 3.2 3.6 3.7 3.4 3.5 3.5 0.61 116 

Solution-focused 
interviewing scalee 3.5 3.3 3.7 3.6 3.4 3.5 3.5 0.39 116 

aScale: 1=not at all like worker 2=rarely like worker 3=somewhat like worker 4=very much like worker 
bActual regional ns may vary due to missing data. 
cSig. diff. from Region 3 p <.10 
dSig. diff. from Region 5 p <.10 
eCronbach’s alpha = .92 
 

The survey asked supervisors a series of questions to 
determine the ways they perceived their supervisees’ 
practices to be consistent with Solution Based Casework. 
Overall, the supervisors’ answers suggested that they 
viewed their supervisees’ practice to be somewhat to very 
much consistent with the new practice model. There were 
some significant between-region differences.

Supervisors in Region 3 reported somewhat higher •	
agreement than supervisors in Regions 2 and 5 with 
the statement that their supervisees seek information 
from family members about how to respond to their 
needs (5e).

Supervisors in Region 4 reported somewhat higher •	
agreement than those in Region 5 with the statement 
that the supervisees expressed concern and caring for 
family members (5w).

Table 33. Family Developmenta
Table 33.  Family Developmenta 
 Region Statewide 
 1 

(n=12)b 
2 

(n=15) 
3 

(n=19) 
4 

(n=24) 
5 

(n=25) 
6 

(n=24) 
 

 Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total 
5cc. Places parents' behavior 
in context of family's stage 
of development 

3.0 2.7 3.2 3.1 2.9 2.7 2.9 0.87 96 

5dd. Defines problems as 
difficult situation in 
everyday family life 

3.2 2.9 3.2 3.3 3.0 3.0 3.1 0.71 101 

5ee. Focuses on helping 
family successfully manage 
everyday tasks 

3.3 3.4 3.4 3.8 3.3 3.5 3.4 0.66 106 

5ff. Aware of family 
developmental needs 3.4 3.1 3.4 3.5 3.0 3.5 3.3 0.78 106 

5gg. Identifies specific 
family management tasks 
that are giving a family 
problems 

3.3 3.4 3.6 3.6 3.4 3.5 3.5 0.68 106 

5hh. Assesses how each 
family member’s  
interaction results in their 
unsuccessful attempts to 
accomplish family 
management tasks 

3.1 2.9 3.3 3.5 3.0 3.4 3.2 0.75 98 

5ii. Helps family to 
recognize behavior patterns 
that undermine their ability 
to accomplish everyday 
tasks 

3.3 3.5 3.6 3.6 3.5 3.5 3.5 0.60 108 

5nn. Identifies everyday 
family management tasks 
that challenge family or 
create risk 

3.5 3.4 3.4 3.7 3.2 3.5 3.5 0.70 108 

Family development scalec 3.3 3.2 3.4 3.6 3.2 3.4 3.3 0.57 105 
aScale: 1=not at all like worker 2=rarely like worker 3=somewhat like worker 4=very much like worker 
bActual regional ns may vary due to missing data. 
cCronbach’s alpha = .92 
 

 

Supervisors were asked a series of questions addressing 
their perceptions of their supervisees’ attention to family 
development in their practice. Their responses indicated 
that they perceive their supervisees’ practice to be 
somewhat to very much attentive to family development. 
There were no significant between-region differences in 
these supervisor perceptions.

Table 34. Preventiona

Table 34.  Preventiona 
 Region Statewide 
 1 

(n=12)b 
2 

(n=15) 
3 

(n=19) 
4 

(n=24) 
5 

(n=25) 
6 

(n=24) 
 

 Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total 
5jj. Identifies skills needed 
by family to reduce safety 
risks 

3.6 3.7 3.8 3.8 3.5 3.6 3.7 0.56 115 

5kk. Helps individual family 
members to identify patterns 
of problematic behavior 

3.5 3.5 3.8 3.7 3.4 3.5 3.6 0.63 111 

5ll. Helps family identify 
situations that are high-risk 
for them and early warning 
signals 

3.4 3.4 3.5 3.6 3.6 3.8 3.6 0.61 107 

5mm. Identifies specific risk 
prevention skills that are 
needed 

3.4 3.4 3.3 3.8 3.6 3.6 3.5 0.62 111 

5oo. Provides child safety 
information even if the 
family disagrees with the 
information 

3.5 3.5 3.7 3.9 3.8 3.8 3.7 0.55 116 

5qq. Helps parents learn 
strategies to avoid, cope, or 
escape from high-risk 
situations 

3.3 3.4 3.4 3.6 3.2 3.6 3.4 0.65 106 

Prevention scalec 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.7 3.6 3.6 3.6 0.48 112 
aScale: 1=not at all like worker 2=rarely like worker 3=somewhat like worker 4=very much like worker 
bActual regional ns may vary due to missing data. 
cCronbach’s alpha = .88 
 

Supervisors were asked a series of questions about 
their perceptions of their supervisees’ practice directed 
towards helping families prevent future maltreatment of 
their children. Supervisors’ responses indicated that they 
perceived their supervisees’ practice to be somewhat 
to very much focused on prevention. There were no 
significant between-region differences in these supervisor 
perceptions.

Table 35. Cultural Sensitivitya

Table 35.  Cultural Sensitivitya 
 Region Statewide 
 1 

(n=12)b 
2 

(n=15) 
3 

(n=19) 
4 

(n=24) 
5 

(n=25) 
6 

(n=24) 
 

 Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total 
5t. Considers family's 
beliefs, values, and practices 
in identifying resources to 
help them 

3.7 3.6 3.8 3.8 3.5 3.5 3.7 0.53 114 

5u. Works with families to 
identify culturally specific 
services and resources 

3.7 3.7 3.6 3.7 3.5 3.6 3.6 0.55 112 

5v. Explores the role of 
culture in family problem 
solving and help seeking 

3.6 3.3 3.5 3.7 3.5 3.5 3.5 0.60 110 

Cultural sensitivity scalec 3.7 3.6 3.6 3.7 3.5 3.6 3.6 0.49 111 
aScale: 1=not at all like worker 2=rarely like worker 3=somewhat like worker 4=very much like worker 
bActual regional ns may vary due to missing data. 
cCronbach’s alpha = .85 
 

Supervisors were asked a series of questions about their 
perceptions of the cultural sensitivity of their supervisees’ 
practice. Their responses indicated that they perceived 
their supervisees’ practice to be somewhat to very much 
attentive to cultural issues. There were no significant be-
tween-region differences in these supervisor perceptions.
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Table 36. Family Involvement in Case Planninga

Table 36.  Family Involvement in Case Planninga 
 Region Statewide 
 1 

(n=12)b 
2 

(n=15) 
3 

(n=19) 
4 

(n=24) 
5 

(n=25) 
6 

(n=24) 
 

 Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total 
5f. Focuses more on what 
family members want than on 
what he/she thinks they need 

3.4 2.8 3.1 2.9 3.2 3.2 3.1 0.68 113 

5h. Considers herself/himself 
the expert when it comes to 
what is good for parents and 
their child 

2.7 2.3 2.5 2.8 2.7 2.4 2.6 0.87 112 

5i. In deciding what services 
are needed, considers parents' 
opinions to be more 
important than his/her own 

3.3c 2.7 3.0 2.7 2.8 2.8 2.9 0.67 107 

5q. States treatment goals in 
terms of what parents will do, 
not what they will not do 

3.3 3.2 3.7 3.8d 3.3 3.5 3.5 0.64 111 

5s. Incorporates family's 
beliefs, values, and practices 
in case planning 

3.7 3.3 3.6 3.7 3.4 3.5 3.5 0.55 113 

5rr. Includes objectives in 
case plan that family 
members will work on 
together 

3.5 3.1 3.5d 3.7d 2.8e 3.4 3.3 0.75 107 

5ss. Includes objectives in 
case plan for individual 
family members to work on 
to accomplish family 
management task(s) 

3.1 3.5 3.4 3.6d 2.9 3.3 3.3 0.84 100 

5tt. Uses parents' language in 
formulating case plans 3.2 2.8 3.3 3.5 3.0 3.1 3.2 0.84 99 

5uu. Specifies in case plan 
everyday life tasks that 
family members will follow 
to accomplish each objective 

2.8 2.9 2.8 3.4 2.7 3.0 3.0 0.88 101 

5vv. When setting goals, 
helps parents state what they 
want in concrete, behavioral, 
and measurable terms 

2.9 3.1 3.2 3.4 3.0 3.0 3.1 0.80 103 

5zz. Tasks included in the 
case plans are related to 
reducing risk to family safety 

3.6 3.7 3.8 3.9 3.5 3.7 3.7 0.49 111 

Case planning scalee 3.3 3.2 3.3 3.4 3.1 3.3 3.3 0.45 108 
aScale: 1=not at all like worker 2=rarely like worker 3=somewhat like worker 4=very much like worker 
bActual regional ns may vary due to missing data. 
cSig. diff. from Region 4 p<.10 

dSig. diff. from Region 5 p <.10 
eSig. diff. from Region 6 p <.10 
eCronbach’s alpha = .82 

Supervisors were asked a series of questions about 
their perceptions of their supervisees’ efforts to involve 
families in case planning. Their responses indicated that 
they perceived their supervisees’ practice to be somewhat 
to very much focused on involving families in case 
planning. There were some significant between-region 
differences in these supervisor perceptions.

Supervisors in Region 4 reported somewhat higher •	
agreement than supervisors in Regions 5 with the 
statement that their supervisees state treatment goals 
in terms of what parents will do, rather than what 
they will not do (5q).

Supervisors in Regions 3 and 4 reported somewhat •	
higher agreement than those in Region 5 with the 
statement that their supervisees included objectives 
in the case plan that family members will work on 
together (5rr).

Supervisors in Region 4 reported somewhat higher •	
agreement than supervisors in Region 5 with the 
statement that their supervisees included objectives 
in the case plan for individual family members to 
work on to accomplish family management tasks 
(5ss).

Table 37. Monitoring/Acknowledging Progressa

Table 37.  Monitoring/Acknowledging Progressa 
 Region Statewide 
 1 

(n=12)b 
2 

(n=15) 
3 

(n=19) 
4 

(n=24) 
5 

(n=25) 
6 

(n=24) 
 

 Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total 
5m. Finds ways to praise 
parents' strengths and 
progress 

4.0c 3.5 3.7 3.7 3.4 3.8 3.7 0.54 114 

5n. Looks for small 
successes that families have 
made on their own 

3.8 3.5 3.6 3.6 3.3 3.7 3.6 0.59 113 

5r. Documents, 
acknowledges and helps 
families recognize small 
successes 

3.7 3.0d 3.6 3.6 3.3 3.6 3.4 0.64 112 

5pp. Focuses on helping 
family develop risk 
reducing skills rather than 
service delivery 

3.0 2.9 3.1 3.3 3.0 3.3 3.1 0.77 103 

5ww. Works with family to 
develop measures of success 3.1 3.3 3.5 3.5 3.2 3.1 3.3 0.77 103 

5xx. Tasks included in  case 
plans are small and 
manageable 

3.3 3.5 3.2 3.7 3.2 3.3 3.4 0.63 110 

5yy. Timelines for tasks are 
reasonable and clearly 
articulated 

3.5 3.4 3.5 3.8 3.4 3.3 3.5 0.67 111 

Monitoring/acknowledging 
progress scalee 3.5 3.3 3.5 3.6 3.3 3.4 3.4 0.48 109 

aScale: 1=not at all like worker 2=rarely like worker 3=somewhat like worker 4=very much like worker 
bActual regional ns may vary due to missing data. 
cSig. diff. from Region 5 p <.10 
dSig. diff. from Regions 1 and 6 p <.10 
eCronbach’s alpha = .82 
 

Supervisors were asked a series of questions about their 
perceptions of their supervisees’ efforts to create reason-
able expectations for families and involve families in 
monitoring their own progress. Their responses indicated 
that they perceived their supervisees’ practice to be 
somewhat to very much focused on these goals. There 
were some significant between-region differences in 
these supervisor perceptions.

Supervisors in Region 1 reported somewhat higher •	
agreement than supervisors in Regions 5 with the 
statement that their supervisees find ways to praise 
parents’ strengths and progress (5m).

Supervisors in Regions 1 and 6 reported somewhat •	
higher agreement than those in Region 2 with the 
statement that their supervisees document, acknowl-
edge and help families recognize small successes (5r).

Table 38. Assessment Skillsa

Table 38.  Assessment Skillsa 
 Region Statewide 
 1 

(n=12)b 
2 

(n=15) 
3 

(n=19) 
4 

(n=24) 
5 

(n=25) 
6 

(n=24) 
 

 Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total 
6a. Assessing problems 4.2 4.3 4.4 4.5 4.4 4.4 4.4 0.75 117 

6b. Assessing family 
strengths 4.3 3.8 4.3 4.4 4.1 4.0 4.2 0.83 118 

6c. Assessing risk/safety 4.1 4.3 4.3 4.5 4.3 4.1 4.3 0.91 115 

6d. Assessing substance 
abuse 3.8 3.6 3.8 3.9 3.9 4.1 3.9 0.94 107 

6e. Assessing domestic 
violence 3.6 3.7 3.8 4.1 3.8 4.0 3.9 0.87 109 

6f. Assessing mental health 3.8 4.0 3.9 4.2 3.8 4.0 4.0 0.83 112 

6g. Assessing family 
functioning 4.3 3.8 3.9 4.3 3.9 4.0 4.0 0.85 115 

6h. Assessing child 
functioning and well-being 4.3 4.1 4.2 4.4 4.2 4.3 4.2 0.83 116 

6i. Assessing family 
development 3.6 3.5 3.7 4.2 3.7 3.8 3.8 0.97 112 

Assessment skills scalec 4.0 3.9 4.0 4.3 4.0 4.1 4.1 0.67 115 
aScale: 1=poorly skilled 5=highly skilled 
bActual regional ns may vary due to missing data. 
cCronbach’s alpha = .92 
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Supervisors were asked a series of questions about their 
perceptions of their supervisees’ assessment skills across 
a number of dimensions of family functioning. Their re-
sponses indicated that they perceive their supervisees’ to 
be fairly highly skilled at assessment (an average of 4.1 
on a 5-point scale). There were no significant between-
region differences in these supervisor perceptions.

Table 39. Case Planning Skillsa
Table 39.  Case Planning Skillsa 
 Region Statewide 
 1 

(n=12)b 
2 

(n=15) 
3 

(n=19) 
4 

(n=24) 
5 

(n=25) 
6 

(n=24) 
 

 Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total 
6j. Engaging parents in 
planning and services 4.2 4.1 4.1 4.3 3.8 4.0 4.1 0.91 114 

6l. Case planning 4.0 3.7 3.9 4.4 4.0 3.9 4.0 0.89 113 

6q. Permanency planning 3.8 3.8 3.9 4.1 3.9 3.7 3.9 1.03 100 

6k. Facilitating family 
meetings 3.9 3.9 3.7 3.9 3.5 3.8 3.8 1.02 104 

6p. Counseling families 4.0 3.4 3.4 4.1 3.4 3.8 3.7 0.99 97 

6n. Working with parents 
who repeat behaviors that 
keep children at risk 

3.7 3.9 4.0 4.3 3.5 3.8 3.9 1.01 112 

6o. Developing safety plans 4.2 3.7 3.9 4.2 4.0 3.9 4.0 0.89 111 

Case planning skills scalec 4.2 3.8 3.9 4.2 3.6 3.9 3.9 0.76 99 
aScale: 1=poorly skilled 5=highly skilled 
bActual regional ns may vary due to missing data. 
cCronbach’s alpha = .91 
 

Supervisors were asked a series of questions about their 
perceptions of a number of aspects of their supervisees’ 
case planning skills. Their responses indicated that they 
perceive their supervisees’ to be fairly highly skilled 
at case planning (an average of 3.9 on a 5-point scale). 
There were no significant between-region differences in 
these supervisor perceptions.
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