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What are we learning from the SBC
evaluation?
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Why we are here today?

e To tell you about the needs of families and how
they experience services provided by CA

e To share our initial understanding of factors
affecting parent engagement

e To get your feedback and reflections
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Context: Solution Based Casework

e New practice model

e POC conducting evaluation of implementation and
Impact

e The purpose of SBC is to involve or engage families in
the helping process

e Why iIs “engagement” important?

e Baseline data to help us to understand the engagement
process
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What you are going to hear today:

1. Study design
2. Characteristics of social workers and families

3. Use data to illustrate worker and parent

perceptions of child and family needs
(engaging families requires consideration of their needs)

4. Discuss factors associated with parents’
perception of engagement

5. Discuss factors associated with workers’ general
attitudes toward engagement

6. Discuss factors associated with workers’ actual
use of engagement practices on a specific case
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3 sources of data
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Understanding the factors that influence the
helping relationship
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Engagement is a dynamic process
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How did we find out about “engagement”?

For workers we assessed engagement in 2 ways:
1. their beliefs and attitudes about practice and
2. their actual practice with a specific case

For parents we used a standardized scale developed
by Yatchmenoff
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Profile of case carrying social workers

Female 76.6% Service Area
Caucasian 74.0% FVS 9.2%
Age CFSW 53.3%
Up to 30 21.1% FRS 3.9%
31 - 40 32.1% CPS 23.2%
A1+ 46.8% 2+ svcC areas 10.5%
Education
Total years Masters and up 52%
In position o =\ |
Up to 2 45.4% v i
2-5 25.9%
6-10 15.4%

10 + 13.3%



A profile of the parents

%

Female 03
Caucasian 69
Age
Under 25 28
26 - 35 41
36 and above 31
Education _
Single parent
Less than High School 29.4
Unemployed
High School / GED 27.2
Above High School 43.5 Not living at home 28

(motel, friends, homeless..)

Typical household had
two adults and two children One or more child with 50
special need
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Their children

Parents had an average of 3
children

Parents with children in out-
of-home placement had
slightly larger families

32% of the children had
one or more special needs
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Financial assistance — parents report

65%

21%
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Financial hardships- parents report

61%

Could not pay Could not buy Food Pantry  Utilities shut Live with Homeless
a bill clothing off family/friends
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Financial hardships in past 12 months

mIn-Home ®Out-of-Home

33% 30%
25% 26%

Went to Moved in  Was unable Was Had utilities Was Had
a food with family/ to afford homeless™ shut off evicted* furniture/
pantry/ friends™ food for car/other
community family belongings
meal repossessed
program
*p<.01
partners
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Personal challenges

89%
mIin-Home ™ Qut-of-Home 85%

54% 56%

57%

Any alcohol Any domestic Any sexual Any mental Any AOD,
or drug abuse/ violence** (n=282) abuse (n=446) health disorders domestic violence,
dependence™* (n=439) sexual abuse, or
(n=231) mental health,
risks (n=706)
*p<.01
**p<.05
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Services for children

100%

80%

60%

40%
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m Unmet need

W Service received

parents worker

Community Activities

parents worker

Respite Care

parents worker

Day Care

parents worker

Developmental
Disabilities
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Services for basic needs: families and
parents

100%
W Service received mUnmet need

80%
60%
40%
20%
0%
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Clothing™> Finding a [Transportation Obtaining | Applying for Finding/ Getting
Place to Live Education/ Financial |Keeping a Job Food*
Getting a GED| Assistance
*Workers were asked about clothing and food in the same question
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Services for parents’ psychological and emotional

health

100%

m Unmet need
W Service received

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%
parents

Family

worker

Counseling

parents worker

Help with Child's
Challenging
Behaviors

worker

parents

Medical

parents worker

Mental
Health
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Services for parents’ psychological and emotional
health (contd.)
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parents worker

Basic Parenting
Assistance

parents worker

Anger
Management

parents worker

Domestic
Violence

parents worker
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Abuse
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Top Ten perceived service needs

Parents: Social workers:

» Getting food 69% » Social/emotional support 66%
» Basic Parenting 66% « Family counseling 63%

» Child’s challenging behaviors 64% * Mental health 63%

» Clothing 63% » Basic parenting 63%

e Transportation 63% » Substance abuse 48%

* Mental health 60% » Child behavior management 43%
« Family counseling 58% e Transportation 34%

» Social/emotional support 58%  Domestic violence 32%

» Applying for financial assistance 50% ¢ Anger management 27%

* Finding a place to live 46% * Help w/ employment 26%
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Parents and workers don’t always agree on
what parents and families need

* Parents were more likely = e
i “ e W < - \
than workers to report . BT b 5% .

unmet needs. N
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* Workers were more s A\ "' ‘,\ -/
likely than parents to o = =
iIdentify mental health,
basic parenting, anger
management, domestic
violence, and substance
abuse needs as unmet.




Now we are going to peel back the onion on
engagement

Factors associated with parents feeling engaged

Factors associated with workers attitudes towards
families engagement with individual families

The first thing that jumped
out in the analysis was the
big impact of both parents’
assessment of their needs
and social workers’
assessment of need

Oourcsay



Here I1Is how we measured families’
engagement

» The Yatchmenoff Engagement Scale (2005) was developed
to measure non-voluntary clients’ experience of engagement
within a child protective service context

» The instrument is composed of four sub-scales:
. Buy-In: “I believe my family will get the help we really need from CPS”

. Mistrust: “Anything | say they're going to turn it around to make me
look bad”

. Receptivity: “I realize | need some help to make sure my kids have
what they need”

. Working Relationship: “I think my worker and | respect each other”

Overall scale was used for this analysis: 18 items, alpha .91
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Factors associated with parents’ feeling of

engagement

Marriage/Partner
Out of Home
Parents Stress Scale
No. Hardships

No. Assistance
Unmet Family Needs

Unmet Personal Needs

Workers' Approach by Office ™

Office Medium Size

-0.3

-0.2

-0.1

o -

0.1

0.2
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Here is how we measured the workers’
approach/attitudes to their work with families

APPROACH TO FAMILIES SCALE
(summary of items below)

There is always an exception to a parent’s pattern of
problem behavior

3.1

[

Even abusive and neglectful parents sometimes do a
good job parenting

All parents have strengths and resources they can
use to solve problems

Emphasizing family strengths draws attention from
protecting children

Families served often have more problems than
strengths

2 3

|

Scale alpha=.64 Strongly disagree
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Factors associated with workers’
approach/attitudes to engagement

Female

age

MA and above

Service Area (FRS)
Emotional exhaustion
Exposure to violence
Personal accomplishment
Case Load

Relations with the court

-0.6

-0.5

-0.4

-0.3

0.2

0.3 0.4
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Workers’ Use of Engagement Practices with

Target Family

WORKERS' APPROACH TO FAMILIES SCALE
(summary of items below)

Building trusting relationships with the primary caregiver is an
essential part of helping

There are exceptions to the primary caregiver's pattern of
problem behavior

Building on the primary caregiver's successful strategies is the
beginning step

Primary caregiver sometimes does a good job parenting

Primary caregiver has strengths and resources to use to solve
problems

Emphasizing family’s strengths draws attention from efforts to
protect children

Family has more problems than strengths

Focusing on family strengths is essential to helping family
resolve problems

Scale alpha=.83

3.8

1

N 59
K
3.8
2.2
2.6
4.1
2 3 4
Strongly disagree Neutral Strongly agree
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Factors associated with workers’
actual use of engagement practices

-0.6

- 0.19 > Mental Health
i £
-0.24 [N ©  Child Out-of-Home
Enough Income
- 0.22 for Basic Needs
-0.06 . @  Worker Tenure
X
n -
(@]
F0.0G < | Personal Accomplishment
-0.4 -0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6

Standardized Coefficients
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What matters in terms of engagement?

Worker

Education

Sense of personal
accomplishment

More positive perception of

Organizational parenting ability Family
Emotional exhaustion
S 4 A
Relationship with courts
Caseload size \ J
Obstacles to new approach Child out of home
Worker approach Basic needs
Office size Parent’s mental health
Supervisor support for SBC
\. / \_ J
Engagement
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Next Steps

e Engagement with regions around what we are learning

e Continued work on SBC Evaluation

— Connecting family, worker, and office characteristics to
child and family outcomes (e.g., reunification)

— Post-SBC implementation follow-up surveys

Where to get more information:

e Reports
— Parents Interim Report
— Workers Interim Report
— Supervisor Survey Interim Report

e Fact Sheets

e Contact us at POC
partners
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