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

March 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 ll1: Social workers’ baseline
survey results

Prepared by
Sandra Lyons
Mark Courtney
Maureen Newby

JoAnn Lee


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

Contents

Acknowledgements. ....... ... ... ... ... 1
Executive Summary ............. ... ... 1
Chapter 1. Introduction. . ... ... ... .. ... ... ................ 6
Components of the implementation strategy . . . ........................ 6
Study design and methods . ......... ... ... .. .. . ..., 8

Chapter 2. Social Workers’ Baseline Survey Responses .. .9

Current casework practices . . ...ttt 9
Obstacles to helping families. . ........... ... .. .. ... ... ... 12
Jobdemands . ......... ... 14
Role expectations ... ......... it 15
Control at work . . . ... ... 15
Social INteractions . . . . ..t i et 16
Leadership. . .. ... o 16
Organizational culture and climate . .......... ... ... ... ... ... ... .... 17
Perception of group work . . ... .. . e 17
Team climate and psychological safety . ............................. 18
Job satisfaction and turnover intention . ............... ... .. ... ... ... 19
Professional burnout . . ... ... ... 19
CHAPTER 3. Social Workers’ Assessments of Cases ... .. 20
Perpetrators of maltreatment . . . ......... ... ... ... .. 22
Caregivers’ history. . . ..o v e 22
Stability of primary caregivers’ living arrangements. . .. ................ 23
Primary caregivers’ money management characteristics . . . .............. 24
Caregivers’ diSpoSIition . . ... ...ttt 25
Children’s disabilities and problems . .. ................ ... ... ..., 26
Permanency plans for child(ren) in out-of-home care................... 28
Primary caregivers’ contact with child(ren) place in out-of-home care. . . . .. 28
Workers’ casework approach. ... ... .. .. . . 29
Workers’ inclusion of family in case planning. . . ...................... 31

Workers’ contact with caregivers and children ........................ 31



Barriers to achieving casework goals . ......... ... ... . ... ... ... ..., 32

Access to services and informal support . ....... ... ... . 33
CarCIVET SEIVICES .« & v v vt v v et e et e et ettt e e et e 33
Child SETVICES . . . o ottt 35
Appendix A: Parental Disposition Items,

Child Well-Being Scale. . . .. ......... .. ... .. .. ... ........... 43
References. ... ... ... ... .. . 44
TABLES

Table 2.1a.  Approach to families by region. . ........... ... . ... .. ... 9
Table 2.1b.  Approach to families by servicearea .................... 10
Table 2.2a.  Use of informal supports by region. .. ................... 10
Table 2.2b.  Use of informal supports by servicearea ................. 10
Table 2.3a.  Perception of superior’s support by region . ............... 10
Table 2.3b.  Perception of superior’s support by service area. . .......... 10
Table 2.4a.  Obstacles to new approaches by region. . . ................ 10
Table 2.4b.  Obstacles to new approaches by servicearea . ............. 11
Table 2.5a.  Inclusion of families in case planning by region............ 11
Table 2.5b.  Inclusion of families in case planning by service area . ... ... 11
Table 2.6a. Monitoring family progress by region. . .................. 11
Table 2.6b.  Monitoring family progress by servicearea ............... 11
Table 2.7a.  Family assessment procedures by region ................. 11
Table 2.7b.  Family assessment procedures by servicearea . . ........... 12
Table 2.8a.  Organizational characteristics by region.................. 12
Table 2.8b.  Organizational characteristics by service area. . ............ 12
Table 2.9a.  Family characteristics by region . . ...................... 12
Table 2.9b.  Family characteristics by servicearea. . .................. 12
Table 2.10a. Service characteristics by region. . ...................... 13
Table 2.10b. Service characteristics by servicearea . .................. 13
Table 2.11a. Foster home characteristics by region. . .................. 13
Table 2.11b. Foster home characteristics by servicearea ............... 13
Table 2.12a. Court characteristics by region . . ....................... 14

Table 2.12b. Court characteristics by servicearea .................... 14



Table 2.13a.
Table 2.13b.
Table 2.14a.
Table 2.14b.
Table 2.15a.
Table 2.15b.
Table 2.16a.
Table 2.16D.
Table 2.17a.
Table 2.17b.
Table 2.18a.
Table 2.18b.
Table 2.19a.
Table 2.19b.
Table 2.20a.
Table 2.20b.
Table 2.21a.
Table 2.21b.
Table 2.22a.
Table 2.22b.
Table 2.23a.
Table 2.23b.
Table 2.24a.
Table 2.24b.
Table 2.25a.
Table 2.25b.
Table 2.26a.
Table 2.26D.
Table 2.27a.
Table 2.27b.
Table 2.28a.
Table 2.28b.
Table 2.29a.
Table 2.29b.

Quantitative job demands by region . .. .................. 14
Quantitative job demands by servicearea................. 14
Learning demands by region. .. ........................ 14
Learning demands by servicearea ...................... 15
Roleclaritybyregion . ..., 15
Role clarity by servicearea. ... .............couuvuo .. 15
Role conflictbyregion ............................... 15
Role conflict by servicearea. .. .............c.covunn .. 15
Positive challenge at work by region .. .................. 15
Positive challenge at work by serviceare . ................ 15
Control of decisions and work pacing by region............ 15
Control of decisions and work pacing by service area .. ..... 16
Cases with crisis or violence by region. . ................. 16
Cases with crisis or violence by servicearea .............. 16
Support from superior by region. .. ..................... 16
Support from superior by servicearea. ... ................ 16
Empowering leadership by regions. . .................... 16
Empowering leadership by servicearea .................. 17
Social climate and cultural sensitivity by region. . .......... 17
Social climate and cultural sensitivity by service area .. ..... 17
Human resources primacy by region. . ................... 17
Human resources primacy by servicearea ................ 17
Perception of group work by region . .................... 17
Perception of group work by servicearea................. 18
Team psychological safety by region . ................... 18
Team psychological safety by servicearea................ 18
Team climate by region. . . .......... ... . ... ..., 18
Team climate by servicearea . ......................... 19
Job satisfaction and turnover intention by region .. ......... 19
Job satisfaction and turnover intention by service area. . . .. .. 19
Emotional exhaustion by region .. ...................... 19
Emotional exhaustion by servicearea. ................... 20
Depersonalization by region . .. .............covutau... 20

Depersonalization by service area. . .. ................... 20



Table 2.30a.
Table 2.30b.
Table 3.1.
Table 3.2.
Table 3.3a.

Table 3.3b.

Table 3.3c.

Table 3.4a.
Table 3.4b.
Table 3.4c.

Table 3.5a.

Table 3.5b.

Table 3.5c¢.

Table 3.6a.

Table 3.6b.

Table 3.6c.

Table 3.7a.

Table 3.7b.

Table 3.7c.

Table 3.8a.
Table 3.8b.
Table 3.8c.
Table 3.9a.

Table 3.9b.

Personal accomplishment by region .. ................... 20
Personal accomplishment by servicearea................. 20
Caregiver demographics . . .......... ... ..., 21
Child demographics ............ ... ... 21
Relationship to the perpetrator(s) of

maltreatment by region . .. ............ct it 22

Relationship to the perpetrator(s) of maltreatment
DY SEIVICE AI€a. . v oot vt e it e e 22

Relationship to the perpetrator(s) of maltreatment
by Service ConteXt . . ... ..ovi et 22

Caregiver(s) has a prior open CPS/CFWS case by region. . . .. 22
Caregiver(s) has a prior open CPS/CFWS case by service area 22
Caregiver(s) has a prior open CPS/CFWS case

DY SEIVICe COMEXE . . . v vttt e et e 22
Primary caregiver’s parental rights terminated
inthepastbyregion ............ ... ... . ... ... . ... ... 23
Primary caregiver’s parental rights terminated

inthe pastby servicearea......................oiu.... 23
Primary caregiver’s parental rights terminated

in the past by service context . ...............ovvunr.... 23
Primary caregiver’s childhood history of

maltreatment by region . . .. ......... .. ... ... 23
Primary caregiver’s childhood history of

maltreatment by service area. . . .............. . ... ... .. 23
Primary caregiver’s childhood history of

maltreatment by service context . ....................... 23
Number of times primary caregiver changed residence

DY TEION . . . ittt e 23
Number of times primary caregiver changed residence

DY SEIVICE AI€a. . . o oot v et et et e e 24
Number of times primary caregiver changed residence

by Service CONteXt . . .. oo v vttt e 24
Primary caregiver homeless by region . .................. 24
Primary caregiver homeless by servicearea . .............. 24
Primary caregiver homeless by service context. . ........... 24

Primary caregiver is living with friend or other
family member by region . ......... ... ... . oLl 24

Primary caregiver is living with friend or other
family member by servicearea......................... 24



Table 3.9c.

Table 3.10a.

Table 3.10Db.

Table 3.10c.

Table 3.11a.
Table 3.11b.

Table 3.11c.

Table 3.12a.
Table 3.12b.
Table 3.12c.
Table 3.13a.
Table 3.13b.
Table 3.13c.
Table 3.14a.

Table 3.14b.

Table 3.14c.

Table 3.15a.

Table 3.15b.

Table 3.16.
Table 3.17.

Table 3.18.

Table 3.19a.
Table 3.19b.

Table 3.20a.

Primary caregiver is living with friend or other
family member by service context

Primary caregiver has enough income for child(ren)’s
basic needs by region

Primary caregiver has enough income for child(ren)’s
basic needs by servicearea............... ...t

Primary caregiver has enough income for child(ren)’s
basic needs by service context

Primary caregiver’s money management skills by region. . . ..

Primary caregiver’s money management skills by
service area

Primary caregiver’s money management skills by
service context

Primary caregiver’s disposition by region. ... .............
Primary caregiver’s disposition by service area ............

Primary caregiver’s disposition by service context..........

Diagnosed child disabilities by region
Diagnosed child disabilities by servicearea . ..............
Diagnosed child disabilities by service context. ............

Child substance abuse, behavior and health problems
DY TEION . . . ottt e

Child substance abuse, behavior and health problems
DY SEIVICE AI€a. . . v vt v ettt e et e

Child substance abuse, behavior and health problems
by service context

Permanency plan(s) for child(ren) in out-of-home care
Dy regION . . .t

Permanency plan(s) for child(ren) in out-of-home care
DY SEIVICE AI€a. « v v vt v ettt et i e e

Person to whom custody will be transferred by region

Likelihood that the child(ren) will be returned home
with the next six months by region

Primary caregiver’s understanding of the court’s
return conditions by region. . ............. ... . ... .. ...

Primary caregiver is allowed unsupervised visits by region . . .

Primary caregiver is allowed unsupervised visits
DY SEIVICE AI€a. . . o oot v ettt e e e

Primary caregivers’ face-to-face contact with children
in out-of-home care by region



Table 3.20b.

Table 3.21a.

Table 3.21b.

Table 3.22a.

Table 3.22b.

Table 3.23a.
Table 3.23b.
Table 3.23c.
Table 3.24a.
Table 3.24b.
Table 3.24c.
Table 3.25a.
Table 3.25b.

Table 3.25c.

Table 3.26a.
Table 3.26b.

Table 3.26c.

Table 3.27a.
Table 3.27b.
Table 3.27c.
Table 3.28a.
Table 3.28b.
Table 3.28c.

Table 3.29.
Table 3.30.
Table 3.31.
Table 3.32.
Table 3.33.
Table 3.34.

Primary caregivers’ face-to-face contact with children

in out-of-home care by servicearea ..................... 29
Primary caregivers’ phone contact with children

in out-of-home care by region ......................... 29
Primary caregivers’ phone contact with children

in out-of-home care by servicearea ..................... 29
Court-approved visits refused by substitute

caregiver by region . . ... ... ... 29
Court-approved visits refused by substitute

caregiver by service area. . .. ... 29
Workers’ approach to families by region. . ................ 30
Workers’ approach to families by servicearea ............. 30
Workers’ approach to families by service context........... 30
Workers’ use of informal supports by region. . ............. 30
Workers’ use of informal supports by service area . ......... 30
Workers’ use of informal supports by service context...... .. 31
Workers’ inclusion of family in case planning by region . . ... 31
Workers’ inclusion of family in case planning

DY SEIVICE AI€a. . . o vt it ettt e 31
Workers’ inclusion of family in case planning

by SErvice COMteXt . . . v oottt 31
Workers’ contact with children and caregivers by region . . . .. 31
Workers’ contact with children and caregivers

by Service area. . ... ....oi i 32
Workers’ contact with children and caregivers

DY SEIVICe COMEXE . . . v v vt et et e e i e 32
Barriers to achieving casework goals by region . ........... 32
Barriers to achieving casework goals by service area........ 32
Barriers to achieving casework goals by service context . . ... 33
Services and supportbyregion. ........................ 33
Services and support by servicearea. . ................... 33
Services and support by service context . .. ............... 33
Caregiver services needed and provided. . ................ 33
Caregiver services not provided .. ...................... 34
Needed caregiver services provided by service context . ... .. 35
Child(ren) services needed and provided ................. 35
Child(ren) services not provided. . .. .................... 36

Needed child(ren) services provided by service context. . . . .. 36



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

We would like to acknowledge the organizations and
individuals who assisted with this study. First, admin-
istrators and staff of the Washington State Department
of Social and Health Services and the Children’s
Administration have maintained a commitment to

the independent evaluation of the implementation of
the new practice model. This group includes Robin
Arnold-Williams, former Secretary, Washington State
Department of Social and Health Services, Cheryl
Stephani, former Assistant Secretary, Children’s
Administration, and Dana Phelps, Evidence Based
Practice Manager, Children’s Administration.

We are also grateful for the support given to us by mem-
bers of the Practice Model Implementation Management
Team. We especially thank Dana Phelps, Chris Robinson,
and Elizabeth Jones for reviewing survey instruments and
for sharing their knowledge of the practice model and the
plan for its implementation. Elizabeth Jones and Jessica
Pierce were instrumental in the collection of survey data
from workers in three pilot sites. We are also greatly
indebted to the many Children’s Administration social
workers who contributed their time to complete surveys.

We want to acknowledge the invaluable assistance
provided by Nancy Raiha, Senior Research Manager, and
staff at the DSHS, Research and Data Analysis Division
in developing and carrying-out the web-based worker
surveys. Cindy Ellingson and Matthew Orme, Children’s
Administration Decision Support Unit, were also in-
strumental to the successful execution of the web-based
survey of workers.

We also benefited from the capable assistance of our own
staff. Kathy Brennan, Maureen Marcenko, Jane Macy,
Jean Kruzich facilitated the administration of surveys at a
number of pilot sites across the state. Kristina Bueno and
Renee Lamberjack were largely responsible for the entry
of survey data collected from workers at training sites.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Washington State Department of Social and Health
Services, Children’s Administration has undertaken the
system-wide implementation of a new casework practice
model— Solution Based Casework. By implementing
Solution Based Casework, Children’s Administration
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 Solution
Based Casework succeeds in improving child and family
outcomes, Children’s Administration requested Partners
for Our Children to conduct an ongoing implementa-
tion study and impact evaluation. In the initial phase of
the study, Partners for Our Children interviewed key
informants involved in designing and directing imple-
mentation of Solution Based Casework, conducted focus
groups with social workers and supervisors participating
in Solution Based Casework training, and observed
Solution Based Casework training activities supporting
implementation. Partners for Our Children also surveyed
social workers and supervisors to obtain baseline as-
sessments on relevant aspects of their work. Randomly
selected parents were also interviewed prior to imple-
mentation of the practice model.

This report from Partners for Our Children’s imple-
mentation study and impact evaluation of the new
practice model provides an overview of Children’s
Administration’s implementation of Solution Based
Casework. It describes the organizational context in
which the Solution Based Casework model is being
implemented and reviews workers’ baseline perceptions
of approaches to casework practice and obstacles to
helping families who receive services from CA, their
job satisfaction and views of working conditions. It also
presents findings from social workers’ assessments of
families served by the CA. Findings from Partners for
Our Children’s survey of social work supervisors and
interviews and focus groups with supervisors, Regional
Administrators, and members of the Implementation
Team are presented in companion reports.

Key Findings from the Worker Survey

Surveys were administered to case-carrying social
workers to obtain baseline measures of their current
approaches to casework practice, their perceptions of
obstacles to helping families who receive services from
CA, their job satisfaction and perceptions of working
conditions. The baseline survey also asked social workers
to assess a family randomly-selected from their caseload.
Worker baseline surveys were completed between April 4
and October 16, 2008. The overall response rate was

96 percent.

Current Casework Practices. Although workers reported
that their superiors emphasize the importance of a
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strengths-based approach to casework and of involv-

ing families in case planning, their attitudes toward the
family-centered and strengths-based principles underpin-
ning SBC were generally favorable but inconsistent.
Although workers agreed that parents have strengths and
resources that can be relied on to solve problems, they
were neutral about whether there were exceptions to
parents’ problem behaviors. Workers were also neutral
about whether monitoring families’ attendance at services
is a good way to assess their progress, but agreed that
family skill development is an important aspect of assess-
ing progress.

Obstacles to Helping Families. Workers indicated that
the most significant organizational obstacles to helping
families were the amount of paperwork to be completed
and the size of caseloads. Whereas the quality of relation-
ships with families was viewed by workers as only a
slight obstacle, the cooperation shown by families and
the number of problems facing families were viewed

as moderate obstacles to helping families. The lack of
foster homes was perceived to be more of an obstacle to
helping families than was the ability of available foster
homes to care for children.

Service characteristics that workers identified as
obstacles to helping families included the lack of avail-
ability of needed services, the effectiveness of available
services, the lack of culturally competent services,
language and cultural barriers between families and
service providers, and families’ involvement in multiple
service systems.

Job and Organizational Characteristics. Workers held
positive views of their superiors’ supportiveness. They
felt that their immediate superiors supported and helped
them with their work, listened to work related problems,
and appreciated their work achievements. Workers also
reported that their immediate superiors encouraged them
to participate in important decisions and helped them to
develop their skills.

Knowing what is expected of them at work, having clear
goals and objectives for their jobs, being given assign-
ments without adequate resources to complete them, and
receiving incompatible requests from two or more people
were not particularly problematic for workers. Although
they did not feel that their work tasks were too difficult or
that they needed more training or experience to perform
their work tasks, workers reported often having problems
with workload demands including having too much to

do, having work pile up, and having little influence over
the amount of work assigned to them.

Organizational Culture and Climate. Workers held
favorable views of the cultural and team climate and the
psychological safety of their work units. They described
the social climate in their units as encouraging, sup-
portive, relaxed, trustful, and comfortable, and said that
their co-workers are sensitive to each other’s differences
and are successful at problem solving. Workers were
least positive about their units taking time to develop
new ideas. This latter finding could pose an obstacle to
the successful implementation of SBC since workers will
need time to integrate new ideas and skills taught in SBC
training into their daily practice.

Job Satisfaction. Workers were moderately satisfied
with their jobs. Workers reported experiencing feelings
of personal accomplishment from their work, but felt
emotionally drained and used up at the end of the day.
Workers were neutral to somewhat in disagreement with
statements indicative of organizational and management
concern for their well-being and working conditions.

Regional and Service Area Variation.

Compared with workers in other regions, Region 4 work-
ers identified more obstacles to helping families includ-
ing organizational characteristics, service characteristics
(i.e. language and cultural barriers between families and
service providers, and the lack of culturally competent
services), the lack of foster homes, and the ability of
available foster homes to care for children. Region 4
workers also viewed the quality of working relationships
with attorneys as more of an obstacle, and relationships
with judges and pressure from the court as lesser ob-
stacles, than one or more of the other regions.

Region 5 workers viewed organizational characteristics
as slightly larger obstacles to helping families than did
workers in other regions. Compared with other regions,
Region 5 workers perceived service characteristics (i.e.,
cultural and language barriers between families and
service providers and the lack of culturally competent
services) and the lack of available foster homes as being
lesser obstacles. Region 5 workers also viewed the qual-
ity of working relationships with attorneys and judges as
smaller obstacles, and legal vulnerability and pressure
from the court as larger obstacles, than one or more of
the other regions.

Although Region 2 workers more often than workers
in other regions reported having too much to do and
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having a less positive team climate, they also said their
work was more often challenging in a positive way

and that they knew exactly what is expected of them at
work. Compared with workers in other regions, Region
2 workers expressed a higher level of agreement that
management is interested in the health and well being
of the personnel and that workers are well taken care of
in the organization. They were less frequently frustrated
by their job and agreed that they would be very happy to
spend the rest of their career with the organization.

Compared with social workers assigned to other service
areas, CFWS workers reported more often having too
much to do, being given assignments without adequate
resources, and changing their work day because of sud-
den crises in their work with families. They also more
frequently experienced emotional exhaustion.

Key Findings from Social Workers’
Assessments of Cases

Findings from social workers’ assessments of families
randomly-selected from their caseloads, including
information on the families’ background characteristics,
the primary caregivers’ parenting skills, their casework
approach to the family, barriers to achieving casework
goals, and services needed by and provided to the fami-
lies, are summarized below.

Perpetrators of Maltreatment. Statewide, workers
identified the primary caregiver as a perpetrator of
maltreatment in three-quarters of the assessed cases.
Workers who assessed CFWS cases and cases in which
children had been placed in out-of-home care were more
likely to report that primary caregivers were perpetrators
of maltreatment. Secondary caregivers were identified as
perpetrators in 30 percent of the cases.

Caregivers’ History. Although nearly three-quarters of
caregivers living in the assessed households had had

a prior open case with CPS or CFWS, only a small
percentage of primary caregivers (14%) had had their
parental rights terminated in the past. Larger proportions
of caregivers receiving CFWS services and caregivers
whose children had been placed were more likely to have
had their parental rights terminated in the past.

Four in ten primary caregivers had experienced child-
hood maltreatment. Larger percentages of caregivers re-
ceiving CFWS services and those whose child(ren) were
in out-of-home care had been physically abused, sexually
abused, neglected, or had witnessed domestic violence.

Stability of Primary Caregivers’ Living Arrangements.
About one-third of the caregivers had changed residence
one or more times in the six months prior to the worker
survey. Caregivers receiving CFWS services and those
whose children had been placed were more likely to have
changed residence, to be homeless, or to be living with
friends or relatives.

Primary Caregivers’ Money Management
Characteristics. Fifty-eight percent of workers statewide
indicated that caregivers had enough income to provide
for their child(ren)’s basic needs. Caregivers receiv-

ing CFWS services and caregivers whose children had
been placed were less likely to have enough income to
meet their child(ren)’s basic needs. Compared with CPS
workers, social workers who assessed CFWS cases were
significantly less likely to report that caregivers manage
money well.

Caregiver Disposition. Workers’ indicated that primary
caregivers’ parenting behaviors on average were neither
adequate nor severely inadequate. Workers assessed
caregivers to be least adequate in their capacity for child
care, their recognition of family problems, and protecting
their children from abuse. Workers assessed caregivers
whose children had been placed in out-of-home care

to be significantly less adequate than caregivers whose
children were not placed. Caregivers in Region 1 were
scored lowest and Region 4 caregivers were scored high-
est by workers’ assessing their parenting.

Child(ren)’s Disabilities and Problems. Among children
in the assessed families, learning and mental or behav-
ioral health problems were more common than develop-
mental, physical, speech, hearing, or vision disorders.
Larger proportions of CFWS cases and cases in which a
child had been placed included a child with a diagnosed
disorder. Compared with Region 3, Region 6 had larger
proportions of cases that included a child with vision
and mental or behavioral health difficulties. Workers in
Regions 4 and 5 reported larger percentages of cases with
children who had developmental and speech disabilities
than workers in Region 2. Smaller percentages of cases
in Region 1 than in other regions included a child with
diagnosed learning, mental or behavioral, or develop-
mental problems.

About one-third of the cases included a child with a
serious behavior problem and one in ten cases included
a child with a serious health problem. Eleven percent
of cases included a child who abused alcohol, and 13
percent included a child who abused drugs. Larger
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percentages of CFWS cases and cases in which a child
had been placed included a child with a serious behavior
or health problem. A smaller percentage of cases in
Region 1 than in other regions included a child with a
behavior problem. Region 5 had a smaller percentage of
cases that included a child with a serious health problem
than Region 6.

Permanency Plans for Child(ren) in Out-of-Home
Care. Although, among children placed in out-of-home
care, the most common permanency plan was to return
custody to the primary caregiver, workers reported that
caregivers whose children had been placed did not have
a very good understanding of the court’s return condi-
tions. Workers also were not generally optimistic that
the child(ren) would be returned home within the next
six months.

About one-quarter of children placed in out-of-home
care had a permanency plan of adoption. Larger percent-
ages of workers in Regions 1 and 3 than in Region 6
reported that the permanency plan was adoption. Region
1 workers were more likely than workers in Regions 3
and 5 to report that no plan had been established.

Primary Caregivers’ Contact with Child(ren) Placed in
Out-of-Home Care. Nearly two-thirds of the caregiv-
ers whose children had been placed had face-to-face
contact, and 40 percent had face-to-face contact at least
four times in the month prior to the survey. One-third

of the caregivers had had no contact with their children.
Region 5 workers were more likely than Region 1
workers to report that caregivers had had no face-to-face
contact with their child(ren).

Workers’ Casework Approach. Overall, workers report-
ed taking a strengths-based, solution-focused approach
to working with the assessed families. Similarly, workers
held neutral to somewhat positive views of the sup-
portiveness of caregivers’ relatives and friends and the
helpfulness of including them in case planning. Workers
who assessed CFWS cases and cases in which a child
was in out-of-home care were less likely to have used
strengths-based, solution-focused practices. Workers
who assessed cases in which a child was in out-of-home
care were less likely to report that caregivers had helpful
informal supports.

Workers’ Inclusion of Family in Case Planning.
Statewide, workers indicated that primary caregivers had
played a central role in case planning and were involved
in creating service plans. Caregivers receiving CFWS

services and those whose child(ren) had been placed were
less likely to have been involved in service planning.

Workers’ Contact with Caregivers and Children. As part
of the family assessment, workers estimated how much
contact they had with the child(ren) and the primary and
substitute caregivers in the three months prior to the
survey. Workers indicated that on average, they had had
face-to-face contact with primary caregivers twice and
phone contact between two and three times. Workers also
had face-to-face contact with the child(ren) two to three
times. Workers reported having slightly less face-to-face
contact than phone contact with substitute caregivers, but
indicated that they had had some form of contact with
them about twice in the three month period.

Workers who assessed CFWS cases reported having
more frequent contact with primary caregivers, children,
and substitute caregivers. Region 1 workers had more
face-to-face contact with primary caregivers than did
workers in Regions 4 and 5. Social workers reported
having about the same amount of face-to-face and phone
contact with primary caregivers regardless of whether
or not a child had been placed in out-of-home care.
However, workers who assessed cases in which a child
had been placed reported having more face-to-face con-
tact with the child(ren) and more face-to-face and phone
contact with the child(ren)’s substitute caregiver.

Barriers to Achieving Casework Goals. Statewide,
workers indicated that there were only slight to moderate
barriers to achieving casework goals. Workers perceived
primary caregivers’ cooperation and the number of differ-
ent problems facing families to be the most substantial

barriers. Compared with workers in Regions 5 and 6,
Region 4 workers perceived cultural differences between
families and service providers to be a slightly larger bar-
rier to achieving goals.

CFWS workers reported a greater number of slight to
moderate barriers than did workers who assessed CPS,
FVS, or FRS cases. In particular, the cooperation shown
by the primary caregiver and the number of different
problems facing the family were reported to be larger
barriers in CFWS cases. Workers perceived caregivers’
cooperation and the number of problems facing the
family to be larger barriers to achieving goals for cases in
which a child had been placed.

Access to Services and Informal Support. Workers
assessed the availability and accessibility of services for
the family and the adequacy of the caregivers’ informal
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support system. Statewide, workers reported that the
availability and accessibility of services were marginal
to adequate. Caregivers’ informal support systems were
characterized as consisting primarily of their family
and friends. Caregivers whose children had been placed
in out-of-home care were reported to be significantly
less supported.

Caregiver Services. Social workers reported what
services they thought caregivers needed in order for
their child(ren) to be able to live safely in the caregiver’s
home. They also reported what services they thought
caregivers believed were needed and what services were
provided. The services that the largest percentages of
workers reported that they and the caregiver believed
were needed (i.e., social emotional support, basic parent-
ing assistance, mental health services, and family coun-
seling), along with substance abuse services, were also
the services provided to the most caregivers. Also, work-
ers’ reports suggest that caregivers were more likely to
receive a service if the caregiver thought it was needed.

Three-quarters to two-thirds of the caregivers who
needed the following services received them: help with
transportation, day care, substance abuse services,
medical services, social and emotional support, basic
parenting assistance, education planning for child(ren),
help with basic food and clothing, mental health services,
and school attendance or performance services. Less than
half of the caregivers received needed respite care, family
conflict resolution, anger management services, nurturing
and socialization services, help with education or GED,
and help with employment.

Workers most often cited family refused as the reason
needed services were not provided. Depending on the
service, workers reported that between 8 and 23 percent
of families had refused a needed service. The largest
percentages of families had refused domestic violence
services, help with employment, anger management
services, and help with education or GED.

Compared with caregivers whose children were not
placed in out-of-home care, smaller percentages of care-
givers whose children were placed received the following
needed services: basic home management, social and
emotional support, family counseling, mental health

services, medical services, domestic violence services,
family conflict resolution, community activities, help
with employment, help with basic food and clothing,
help with financial assistance, and help with education
or a GED.

Child Services. Social workers also reported the services
they thought the caregiver’s child(ren) needed in order
to be able to live safely in the caregiver’s home and what
services they thought any family member believed were
needed. Half of the workers reported that the children
needed mental health services and about one-third
reported that children needed medical services, school
attendance assistance, and community activities. Nearly
20 percent of the workers indicated that developmental
disabilities and alcohol or drug abuse services were
needed. Smaller percentages of workers reported that
family members thought that these services were needed.
Services were more likely to have been provided if fam-
ily members thought they were needed.

If a needed service had not been provided, the worker
identified the reason the service was not provided.
Roughly two-thirds or more of the families whose chil-
dren needed a service received the service. Compared
with other needed services, a smaller proportion of
children, about two-thirds, who were thought to need
alcohol or drug abuse services received them. Family
refused service was given as the most common reason
children did not receive services. Larger percentages of
cases in which a child had been placed received each of
the services listed except services to address developmen-
tal disabilities.

Next Steps

Children’s Administration is to be commended for care-
fully monitoring and rigorously evaluating its imple-
mentation of Solution Based Casework. Partners for Our
Children will continue to monitor the next phase of the
implementation effort and will assess its impact on the
outcomes of children and families. In addition to observ-
ing office level training of workers, conducting focus
groups with trainees, and interviewing key informants,

a second wave of supervisor and worker survey data
will be collected. The evaluation will also make use of
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.
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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.

e  Promote family engagement and reduce
adversarial casework.

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

* Ensure the family culture is understood
and respected.

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

* Emphasize skill acquisition and not just
service completion.

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

Partners for Our Children (POC) to 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.

This report from POC’s implementation study and
impact evaluation of CA’s new practice model provides
an overview of CA’s implementation of Solution Based
Casework. In addition to describing the organizational
context in which the SBC model is being implemented,
this report reviews social workers’ perceptions of current
approaches to casework practice and obstacles to helping
families who receive services from CA, and their job
satisfaction and working conditions. It also presents find-
ings from social workers’ assessments of families served
by the CA.

The report begins with a brief description of the com-
ponents of CA’s implementation strategy and POC’s
study design and methods. We then present findings
from a baseline survey of social workers. Findings
from POC'’s baseline survey of social work supervi-
sors, focus groups with supervisors and social work-
ers, and interviews with Regional Administrators and
members of the Implementation Team are presented in
companion reports.

Components of the
Implementation Strategy

Implementation Team. The Practice Model
Implementation Team is responsible for developing and
overseeing the Solution Based Casework implementation
plan which includes organizational readiness, com-
munication, training, quality assurance, and evaluation.
The Implementation Team is comprised of CA’s clinical
director, implementation manager, practice and qual-

ity manager, SBC lead coach, administrative support,

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. Casey Family Programs
supports CA’s SBC coaches including their training
which was provided by the model’s developers.

The Implementation Team worked closely with POC
to design the practice model evaluation and to de-
velop training observation protocols, key informant
and focus group interview guides, and worker and
SUpervisor surveys.
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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 are experienced child welfare
workers but had not had previous experience as trainers
of Solution Based Casework. One exception is the lead
coach who was recruited from another state that had
implemented SBC.

All twelve coaches attended a five-day training in
Solution Based Casework provided by Dr. Dana
Christensen at the Kent School of Social Work,
University of Louisville. Coaches also received
Undoing Racism, Solution-Focused Management, and
Motivational Interviewing training and visited other
states that have implemented Solution Based Casework.

In addition to the initial five-day training in SBC, 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 are responsible for teaching the three-day
Intensive SBC curriculum to supervisors and social
workers and for providing post-training SBC coaching.
Coaches work in teams of three to cover the three-day
SBC curriculum. Each coach provides 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. SEM 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 planning, and
practice and review. The foundational concepts unit intro-
duces the theoretical frameworks underpinning SBC—
family development, solution-focused interviewing, and
relapse prevention—and presents the evidence support-
ing 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 assessment unit 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, atten-
tion is shifted away from simply listing family problems
to seeking solutions for achieving family goals. This
unit also introduces solution-focused interviewing skills
to engage family members in the assessment process.
Recognizing family routines, the difference between
intentions and actions, threats of discouragement, and
building consensus are emphasized as important compo-
nents 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.

Over the course of the three-day training, many oppor-
tunities are provided for trainees to apply SBC practice
skills through role playing and small group exercises.
Case vignettes developed by the CA clinical director and
SBC coaches in consultation with Dr. Christensen were
used in training exercises. Some of the vignettes involve
workers assessing a family and developing a case plan.
Other scenarios involve a supervisor consulting with a
social worker.

The SBC three-day intensive training was offered to super-
visors in all six CA regions between February and late July
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2008 and to workers in three pilot sites between April and
late July 2008. Workers not trained at selected pilot sites
will be trained between April and October 2009.

Study Design and Methods

Overall Design. The overall goal of the practice model
evaluation is to assess its impact on CA policies, organi-
zational structures and procedures, supervisor and social
worker attitudes and practices, the experiences of CA
clients, and outcomes for children and families served
by the CA.

To evaluate the implementation of the SBC practice
model, POC is using a pretest-posttest non-experimental,
mixed qualitative and quantitative methodological
approach. In the initial phases, POC interviewed key
informants involved in designing and directing imple-
mentation of SBC, conducted focus groups with social
workers and supervisors participating in SBC training,
and observed SBC training activities supporting imple-
mentation. To obtain baseline assessments on several
aspects of CA’s work, POC also surveyed social workers,
supervisors, and randomly selected parents served by

the CA. This report describes findings from the baseline
survey of and focus groups with social workers. Results
from the baseline parent and supervisor surveys are
presented in separate reports.

A core rationale underlying the SBC model is that a
family-centered and strengths-based approach to case-
work practice will enhance parent engagement in child
welfare services and thereby improve child and family
outcomes. Thus, our pre and post implementation mea-
sures 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 DSHS
administrative records to assess child maltreatment,

the kinds and quantity of services provided, and child
and family outcomes. Outcomes that will be examined
include children’s entry to out-of-home care, children’s
length of stay in out-of-home care, children’s reunifi-
cation with their families, and the post-reunification
re-entry of children to out-of-home care. Methods used to
collect the data presented in this report are described in
greater detail below.

Social worker surveys. Surveys were administered to
case-carrying social workers to obtain baseline measures
of their current approaches to casework practice, their
perceptions of obstacles to helping families who receive
services from CA, their job satisfaction and perceptions
of working conditions. The baseline survey also asked
social workers to assess a family randomly-selected from
their caseload.'

The criteria for selecting cases for workers to assess
were as follows. For Child and Family Welfare Services
(CFWS) cases, priority was given to cases assigned to the
worker for at least 30 days and no more than 365 days, at
least one child had been placed in out-of-home care for

a minimum of 30 days and no child had been placed for
more than 365 days. If none of the worker’s cases met
the priority criteria, a case was selected that had been as-
signed to the worker for a least eight days but not longer
than two years and at least one child had been placed for
eight days but not more than two years.

Cases selected for Family Voluntary Services

(FVS), Child Protective Services (CPS), and Family
Reconciliation Services (FRS) workers had been as-
signed for a minimum of 30 and a maximum of 365
days, at least one child had been placed for a minimum
of 30 days and no child had been placed for more than
365 days, no child had been placed, or no child had been
directly placed and no other children related to the case
had been placed over 365 days.

! Survey questions were drawn from several sources including
Edmondson’s psychological safety and learning behavior in work
teams, Kivimaki’s team climate inventory, Lindstrom’s psycho-
logical and social factors at work, Maslach’s burnout inventory,
Moynihan’s job satisfaction and turnover intention, Courtney’s
evaluation of safety services in Milwaukee County, and Daro’s
evaluation of Community Partnerships for Children.
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Pilot site workers completed paper surveys that were
either mailed to them before the training or that were
administered at the pilot site. Pilot site workers returned
their completed survey at the pilot site by the end of the
third day of SBC training or mailed it to POC. Non-pilot
site workers whose offices will be trained beginning
April 2009 completed a web-based survey that was
developed and administered by the DSHS Division of
Research and Data Analysis. Worker baseline surveys
were completed between April 4 and October 16, 2008.
The overall response rate was 96 percent.”

CHAPTER 2

Social Workers’ Baseline
Survey Responses

This section of the report describes social workers’
baseline perceptions of approaches to casework practice
(Tables 1a — 7b), obstacles to helping families who
receive services from CA (Tables 8a — 12b), and their job
satisfaction and perceptions of working conditions (Tables
13a — 30b). For each survey question, we report the mean
response for social workers statewide, within each of
CA’s six regions, and within FVS, FRS, CFWS, CPS,

and workers assigned to multiple service areas. We report
between category differences that were significant at the
p <.05 level and > .30 standard deviations different from
the statewide mean.’ In addition to reporting the mean
response for individual survey items, where appropriate,
we also report workers’ mean score on computed scales.*”

2 Regional response rates were: Region 1 ninety-four percent,
Region 2 ninety-six percent, Region 3 ninety-five percent, Region
4 ninety-six percent, Region 5 ninety-six percent, and Region 6
ninety-eight percent.

3 Significance tests indicate only that a difference is greater than
zero but not by how much. An effect size (e.g., > .30 standard
deviations) is a standardized measure of how large a difference
is from zero and allows comparisons of different variables and
different scales of measurement.

* The significance level was adjusted for the number of pairwise
comparisons for each item but not for the overall number of
items tested. This means that some of the significant findings
may be an artifact of the large number of tests conducted (i.e, a
result of chance.)

3 Scales were computed if Cronbach’s alpha for a set of items was
> .70. Cronbach’s alpha is a measure of internal reliability of the
items in an index. It ranges from zero to one and indicates how
much the items in an index are measuring the same thing. A cutoff
of .70 indicates that the scales are at least moderately reliable.

One-thousand four-hundred and forty-eight workers
completed the worker survey. These respondents worked
in Family Voluntary Services (FVS) (13%), Child

and Family Welfare Services (CFWS) (48%), Family
Reconciliation Services (FRS) (7%), Child Protective
Services (CPS) (26%), Division of Licensing Resources
(DLR) (7%), Intake (7%), and Adoption (10%).
Seventeen percent of the workers worked in Region 1, 13
percent in Region 2, 18 percent in Region 3, 20 percent
in Region 4, 14 percent in Region 5, and 18 percent in
Region 6. Workers had been in their current positions at
CA about three years. Seventy-six percent of the workers
were female and 22 percent were male. Fourteen percent
of the workers held a master’s degree in social work and
32 percent held a master’s degree in another field. Fifty-
one percent of respondents held a bachelor’s degree—35
percent in social work and 16 percent in another field.
On average, the workers were 40 years old. Seventy-
three percent of the workers identified themselves as
Caucasian, seven percent were African-American, six
percent were American Indian, 11 percent were Hispanic,
and five percent were Asian American or Pacific Islander.
Nine-hundred and sixty-nine workers completed the sec-
tion of the worker survey in which they assessed a family
that was randomly selected from their caseload.

Current Casework Practices

Table 2.1a. Approach to Families by Region?

1 3 6
(1=250)" (n=186) (n=263) (n=290) (n=205) (n=254)
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD  Total

Statewide

3b. Families served often have

more problems than strengths 2.6 2.4 24 24 25 24 2.5 091 1400
3c. Emphasizing family

strengths draws attention from 1.9 1.8 1.8 19 1.9 1.7 1.8 0.87 1397
protecting children

3e. All parents have strengths

and resources they can use to 34 35 35 35 34 35 35 074 1410
solve problems

3f. Even abusive and neglectful

parents sometimes do a good 32 33 32 33 32 33 32 078 1410
job parenting

3h. There is always an

exception to a parent’s pattern 3.1 3.0 3.0 3.1 3.0 32 3.1 077 1304

of problem behavior

“Scale: 1=strongly disagree, disagree, 3= agree, 4=strongly agree
®Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data.

* Social workers somewhat agreed about the state-
ments that even abusive and neglectful parents
sometimes do a good job parenting (3f) and there is
always an exception to a parent’s pattern of problem
behavior (3h).

*  Workers somewhat-to-strongly agreed with the state-
ment that all parents have strengths and resources to
solve problems (3e).
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e They were neutral with the statement that families
have more problems than strengths (3b), and some-
what disagreed with the statement that emphasizing
family strengths draws attention from protecting
children (3c).

There were no significant between-region or between-ser-
vice area differences in workers’ responses to these items.

Table 2.1b. Approach to Families by Service Area?

FVS CFWS FRS CPS Multiple
0=97)" (n=602) (n=39) (n=290) (n=121)
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total

Statewide

3b. Families served often

have many more problems 24 2.5 2.6 2.5 24 2.5 0.91 1113
than strengths

3c. Emphasizing family

strengths draws attention

away from efforts to protect 1.8 1.8 2.1 1.9 1.8 1.9 0.87 1116
children

3e. All parents have strengths

and resources they can use to 34 3.6 34 34 35 35 0.73 1121
solve problems

3f. Even abusive and

neglectful parents sometimes 33 33 29 32 32 33 0.77 1123
do a good job parenting

3h. There is always an

exception to a parent’s 3.1 3.1 2.9 31 32 3.1 0.77 1034
pattern of problem behavior

“Scale: 1=strongly disagree, disagree, agree,

gly agree
PActual regional ns may vary due to missing data.

Table 2.2a. Use of Informal Supports by Region?

1 2 3 4 5 6
(n=250)" (n=186) (n=263) (n=290) (n=205) (n=254)
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD  Total

Statewide

30. Including the relatives and
friends of parents in case
planning is not particularly 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.9 1.8 1.8 1.8 0.85 1393

helpful for most families

3p. Most families have relatives

or friends who are supportive 32 3.4° 33 33 32 32 33 066 1408
and helpful to them

3q. Family and friends' support

can be as effective as
professional services in finding 33 3.4 34 35 33 33 34 070 1401

solutions to parenting problems

Table 2.2b. Use of Informal Supports by Service Area?

FVS CFWS FRS CPS Multiple
0=97)"  (n1=602)  (n=39) (n=290) (n=121)
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total

Statewide

3o0. Including the relatives and

friends of parents in case .

planning is not particularly 1.8 1.8 2.2° 1.9 1.7 1.8 0.84 1115
helpful for most families

3p. Most families have

relatives or friends who are 32 32 32 32 34 32 066 1123
supportive and helpful to them

3q. Family and friends’

support can be as effective as

professional services in 34 33 34 34 34 34 0.70 1118
finding solutions to parenting

problems

“Scale: I=strongly disagree, disagree,
PActual regional ns may vary due to missing data.
“Sig. diff. from Multiple Service Areas p <.05

agree, 4=strongly agree

Table 2.3a. Perception of Superior’s Support by Region?

My immediate superior

1 2 3 4 5 6

zlrphuslzes the importance (1=250)° (n=186) (n=263) (M=290) (n=205) (n=254) Statewide
Mean Mean  Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD  Total

3d. assessing family strengths 32 33 33 33 33 33 33 080 1358

31. involving families in case

planning and decisions 35 35 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 0.66 1352

Perception of superior's support
scale® 34 34 35 35 34 35 34 066 1313

“Scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2=somewhat disagree, 3=somewhat agree, 4=strongly agree
PActual regional ns may vary due to missing data.
“Cronbach's alpha = .78

Social workers somewhat-to-strongly agreed with state-
ments that superiors emphasize the importance of family
strengths (3d) and involving families in case planning
(3D). There were no between-region differences. CFWS
workers agreed slightly more than workers assigned to
multiple service areas that their supervisor emphasizes
the importance of assessing family strengths (3d).

Table 2.3b. Perception of Superior's Support Service Area?

My immediate superior

“Scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2=somewhat disagree, 3=somewhat agree, 4=strongly agree
®Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data.
“Sig. diff. from Regions 1, 5 and 6 p <.05

Social workers somewhat disagreed that including infor-
mal supports in case planning is not helpful (30). They
held positive views towards the statements that families
have relatives or friends that are supportive (3p) and fam-
ily and friends can be effective parenting supports (3q).
Compared with Regions 1, 5 and 6, Region 2 workers
were in slightly more agreement

with the statement that families have supportive families
or friends. Workers assigned to multiple service areas
disagreed to a greater extent than FRS workers that
including relatives and friends in case planning is not
helpful (30).

the importance VS CFWS FRS CPS Multiple Statewide

of P! =97  (n=602) (1=39) (n=290) (n=121)

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean  SD  Total
3d. assessing family strengths 34 3.4° 34 32 3.1 33079 1087
31. involving families in case
planning and decisions 3.7 3.6 3.7 35 35 36 066 1109
Perception of superior's support
scaled 35 35 3.6 34 33 35 0.66 1076

“Scale: 1=strongly disagree, disagree, 3
PActual regional ns may vary due to missing data.
“Sig. diff. from Multiple Service Areas p <.05
Cronbach’s alpha = .78

agree, 4 ly agree

Table 2.4a. Obstacles to New Approaches by Region?

Tt is difficult to use new
approaches to helping
families because . . .

2 3 4 5 6

1 3 !
(n=250)" (n=186) (n=263) (n=290) (n=205) (n=254) Statewide

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean  Mean SD Total

3t. the organizational

support is not provided 2.8 2.9 3.1°¢ 3.0 2.9 2.8 29 0.81 1306
3u. of all my other

responsibilities 2.6 2.6 2.8 2.7 2.6 2.6 2.6 0.95 1346
3v. media or political

pressure on Children’s 23 23 23 24 24 22 23 094 1259
Administration

Obstacles to new

approaches scale 2.6 2.6 2.7 2.7 2.6 25 2.6 0.73 1336
“Scale: 1=strongly disagree, disagree, 3 agree, 4=s y agree

®Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data.
“Sig. diff. from Regions 1 and 6 p <.05
dCronbach's alpha = .71

Workers were asked a set of questions about possible
obstacles to using new approaches to helping families.
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Overall, they were neutral about the obstacles listed.
Regions 1 and 6 workers disagreed slightly more than
workers in Region 3 that the organization does not
provide support for using new approaches (3t). CFWS
and CPS workers expressed more concern about lack of
organizational support (3t) than did workers assigned to
multiple service areas. FVS workers disagreed more than
CFWS that other responsibilities are an obstacle to using
new approaches to help families (3u).

Table 2.4b. Obstaclegrto New Approaches by Service Area®

Tt is difficult to use new FRS CPS

approaches to helping FVS CFWS
2 S _o7\b - =
families because . . . (=97 (n=602)  (n=39)

Multiple

(n=290) (n=121) Statewide

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total

3t. the organizational support is

not provided 2.8 3.0° 29 3.0° 2.7 29 0.81 1047
3u. of all my other "

responsibilities 2.5 2.8 2.3 2.6 2.5 2.7 0.95 1083
3v. media or political pressure on

Children’s Administration 22 24 22 2.3 22 2.3 0.94 1007
Obstacles to new approaches

scale® 2.5 2.7 2.4 2.6 2.5 2.7 0.72 1070
“Scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2=somewhat disagree, agree, ly agree

"Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data.
“Sig. diff. from Multiple Service Areas p <.05
“Sig. diff. from CFWS p <.05

“Cronbach's alpha = .71

Table 2.5a. Inclusion of Families in Case Planning by Region?®

i 6 ]
(1=250)" (n=186) (n=263) (n=290) (n=205) (n=254) Statewide

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean  Mean SD  Total

Table 2.6a. Monitoring Family Progress by Region?

1 2 3 4 5 6
(n=250)" (n=186) (n=263) (n=290) (n=205) (n=254)
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD  Total

Statewide

3r. Monitoring families’

attendance at services isa good 5 6¢ 2.8 2.8 2.9 2.8 28 28 088 1403
way to assess their progress

3s. Assessing families' skill

development is important to 3.6 3.6 3.6 35 36 36 36 058 1398
assessing their progress

“Scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2: disagree, 3: agree, 4
"Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data.
“Sig. diff. from Region 4 p <.05

ly agree

Whereas workers were neutral about the statement that
monitoring families’ attendance at services is a good way
to assess their progress (3r), they somewhat-to-strongly
agreed that family skill development is an important
aspect of assessing family progress (3s). Region 1 work-
ers disagreed more than Region 4 workers that service
attendance is a good way to monitor progress (3r).

There were no between-service area differences in these
responses.

Table 2.6b. Monitoring Family Progress by Service Area?

FVs CFWS FRS CPS Multiple

(=97 m=602) (n=39) (n=290) (n=121) Statewide
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total
3r. Monitoring families’
attendance at services is a
2.7 2.9 29 2.8 2.8 2.8 0.88 1124

good way to assess their
progress

3s. Assessing families” skill

3m. Parents are less resistant

when they have input in the 36 36 36 3.6 35 37 36 060 1409
case plan and services

3n. Parents are more

motivated to change when 34 35 35 35 34 35 3.5 0.64 1396
they define problem

Inclusion of families in case

planning scale® 35 3.6 3.6 35 35 3.6 35 055 1385
“Scale: 1 gly disagree, disagree, 3=somewhat agree, 4 gly agree
®Actual r 1 ns may vary due to missing data.

alpha = .73

Social workers somewhat-to-strongly agreed that inclu-
sion of families in case planning results in less resistance
(3m) and increases motivation to change (3n). There
were no significant between-region or between service
area differences in these responses.

Table 2.5b. Inclusion of Families in Case Planning
by Service Area®

FVs CFWS FRS CPS Multiple

(1=97)" (n=602) (n=39) (n=290) (n=121) Statewide

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total

3m. Parents are less resistant

Wwhen they have inputin the case 37 3.6 37 3.6 3.6 36 061 1129
plan and services

3n. Parents are more motivated

to change when they define the 3.6 3.4 35 35 35 35 063 1116
problem

Inclusion of families in case

planning® 3.7 35 3.6 35 3.6 35 0.55 1110

“Scale: =strongly disagree, 2=somewhat disagree, 3=somewhat agree, 4=strongly agree
"Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data.
“Cronbach's alpha = .73

develop is important to 36 3.6 35 35 3.6 3.6 0.57 1114
assessing their progress

“Scale: 1=strongly disagree, disagree, 3 agree, 4 ly agree
PActual regional ns may vary due to missing data.

Table 2.7a. Family Assessment Procedure by Region?

1 2 3 4 5 6
(n=250)" (n=186) (n=263) (n=290) (n=205) (n=254)
Mean Mean  Mean  Mean Mean Mean Mean SD  Total

A clear and useful procedure

Lo Statewide
is in place to assess . . .

4a. parental substance abuse 33 35 34 3.2° 3.6 35 34 113 1356
4b. parental mental health 3.0 3.1 2.8 3.0 3.0 3.0 30 1.19 1358
4c. risk of child maltreatment 3.6 3.7 3.5 3.6 3.7 3.7 3.6 1.06 1372
4d. domestic violence 2.8 29 3.0 3.0 29 2.9 29 1.16 1353
4e. parenting skills 3.1 3.1 3.0 2.9 3.0 3.1 30 114 1364

4f. families’ basic needs as they

pertain to child safety 33 34 34 3.4 33 3.6 34 108 1369

Family assessment procedures

scale 32 33 32 32 33 33 32 088 1355

“Scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2=somewhat disagree, 3=neutral, 4=somewhat agree, S=strongly agree
"Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data.

“Sig. diff. from Region 5 p <.05

ICronbach's alpha = .88

Social workers were neutral to somewhat in agreement
that clear and useful procedures are in place to assess
parental substance abuse, parental mental health, risk

of child maltreatment, domestic violence, parenting
skills, and families’ basic needs as they pertain to child
safety. Workers were more confident that procedures for
assessing risk of child maltreatment (4c) than domestic
violence are clear and useful (4d). Region 5 workers
agreed somewhat more than Region 4 workers that there
are clear procedures to assess parental substance abuse.
There were no significant between-service area differ-
ences in workers’ responses to these items.
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Table 2.7b. Family Assessment Procedure by Service Area?

A clear and useful procedure FVS CFWS FRS CPS Multiple

is in place to assess . . . =97)" (n=602) (n=39) (n=290) (n=121) Statewide

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total

4a. parental substance abuse 35 35 3.1 3.4 33 34 L4 1123
4b. parental mental health 29 3.1 28 28 29 3.0 120 1120
4c. risk of child maltreatment 3.7 3.7 3.4 3.6 3.7 3.7 1.07 1118
4d. domestic violence 29 3.1 29 2.8 28 29 118 1115
4e. parenting skills 3.1 32 27 29 29 3.0 L6 1121
4f. assessing families’ basic

needs as they pertain to child 3.5 34 32 34 34 34 1.09 119
safety

Family assessment procedure
scale® 33 33 3.0 3.1 32 32 090 1119

“Scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2=somewhat disagree, 3=neutral, 4=somewhat agree, 5=strongly agree
PActual regional ns may vary due to missing data.
“Cronbach's alpha = .88

Obstacles to Helping Families

Table 2.8a. Organizational Characteristics by Region?

1 2 3 4 5 6

(=250 (n=186) (n=263) (n=290) (n=205) (n=254) Statewide

Mean Mean  Mean  Mean  Mean  Mean Mean SD Total

5a. The amount of

paperwork/forms to be 35 34 35 34 34 34 35 072 1427
completed

5b. Size of caseloads 3.5 3.5 3.7¢ 35 3.5 3.3 35 078 1425
Sc¢. Overall staff morale 3.0 2.7° 3.0 3.0° 3.1° 2.7 29 098 1422
5d. The number of

organizational rules 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.0 3.1 089 1416
5h. The quality of working

relationships with supervisory 1.9 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.1 1.8 20 098 1422
staff

5i. Quality of working

relationships with managerial 23 22 22 24 2.4 2.1 23 1.03 1417
staff

5j. Organizational concerns with ’ .
legal vulnerability 2.6 2.7 2.7 2.8 2.9° 2.5 27 091 1415

5n. Overall quality of

organizational environment 2.5¢ 22" 25° 2.5 2.6° 22 24095 1419
where I work

Organizational characteristics® 2.8° 2.7 2.8° 2.8° 2.9° 2.6 28 0.60 1423

e Overall, Region 6 workers considered organizational
characteristic to be less of an obstacle than workers
in Regions 1,3,4 and 5.

CPS workers reported the amount of paperwork (5a) and
the size of caseloads (5b) to be less significant obstacles
than CFWS workers. CPS workers also indicated that the
number of organizational rules (5d) to be a less significant
obstacle than workers assigned to multiple service areas.

Table 2.8b. Organizational Characteristics by Service Area®

FVS CFWS FRS CPS Multiple
0=97)" (=602) (1=39) (n=290) (n=121)
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total

Statewide

5a. The amount of

paperwork/forms to be 34 3.6° 33 33 34 35 070 1137
completed

5b. Size of caseloads 35 3.6 34 33 34 35 077 1135
Sc. Overall staff morale 29 29 32 29 29 29 100 1133
5d. Number of organizational "

rules 3.1 3.1 3.1 2.9 33 31 089 1131
Sh. The quality of working

relationships with supervisory 1.8 1.9 2.1 20 20 20 0.97 1132
staff

5i. The quality of working

relationships with managerial 22 22 24 22 2.1 22 103 1128
staff

5j. Organizational concerns

with legal vulnerability 2.8 2.7 2.6 2.5 2.6 2.7 0.91 1130
5n. The overall quality of the

organizational environment 24 24 24 24 23 24 0.95 1132
where I work

Organizational characteristics
scale® 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.7 2.8 2.8 0.60 1136

“Scale: [=no obstacle at all, 2=slight obstacle, 3=moderate obstacle, 4=significant obstacle
PActual regional ns may vary due to missing data.

“Sig. diff. from CPS p <05

9Sig. diff. from Multiple Service Areas p <.05

“Cronbach's alpha = .82

Table 2.9a. Family Characteristics by Region?

“Scale: 1=no obstacle at all, 2=slight obstacle, 3=moderate obstacle, 4=significant obstacle
®Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data.

“Sig. diff. from Region 6 p <.05

9Sig. diff. from Regions 2 and 6 p <.05

“Sig. diff. from Regions 4 and 5 p <.05

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

“Cronbach's alpha = .82

Social workers were asked a series of questions about
organizational characteristics that might be an obstacle to
helping families. Workers on average felt that organiza-
tional characteristics were slight to moderate obstacles.
They indicated that the amount of paperwork to be com-
pleted (5a) and the size of caseloads (5b) were the most
significant obstacles, and that the quality of supervisory
relationships (5h) was the least significant obstacle.

* Region 2 workers considered staff morale (5¢) to be

less of an obstacle than workers in Regions 1,4 and 5.

* Region 5 workers considered concerns with legal
vulnerability (5j) to be more of an obstacle than
Region 1 workers, and quality of the organizational
environment (5n) to be more of an obstacle than
Region 2 workers.

1 2 3 4 5 6
(n=250)" (n=186) (n=263) (n=290) (n=205) (n=254)
Mean Mean Mean Mean  Mean Mean Mean SD Total

Statewide

Se. Cooperation shown by

families 2.7 2.7 25 2.6 2.7 2.6 2.6 0.79 1419
51. The number of problems

facing families 3.1 3.0 3.0 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.1 080 1413
5s. The quality of working

relationships with families 2.2 2.3 22 2.3 2.3 2.1 22 078 1413

“Scale: 1=no obstacle at all, 2=slight obstacle, 3=moderate obstacle, 4=significant obstacle
PActual regional ns may vary due to missing data.

Workers reported that family characteristics posed slight
to moderate obstacles to helping families. Workers rated
cooperation shown by families (5e) and problems facing
families (51) as moderate obstacles, while the quality of
relationships with families (5s) is a slight obstacle. There
were no significant between-region or between-service
area differences in workers’ responses to these items.

Table 2.9b. Family Characteristics by Service Area?

FVS CFWS FRS CPS  Multiple
=97 (n=602) (n=39) (n=290) (n=I21)
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total

Statewide

Se. Cooperation shown by
families 2.6 2.7 2.5 2.6 2.6 2.6 0.79 1131

51. The number of problems
facing families 3.1 3.1 29 3.0 3.1 3.1 0.80 1130

5s. The quality of working
relationships with families 2.1 23 2.1 22 22 22 0.76 1128

“Scale: 1=no obstacle at all, 2=slight obstacle, 3=moderate obstacle, 4=significant obstacle
PActual regional ns may vary due to missing data.
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Table 2.10a. Service Characteristics by Region®

1 3 3 6
(n=250) (n=186) (n=263) (n=290) (n=205) (n=254)
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean  Mean SD  Total

Statewide

5f. Language barriers between R " "
familics and service providers  2-1 24 2.2 25 2.2 24 23 088 1420

5g. Cultural barriers between B " B B

families and service providers 2.3 24 2.3 2.6 2.3 2.3 24 084 1421
5k. The lack of availability of

services needed to help 3.1 3.1 32 32 31 31 31085 1412
families solve problems

Sm. The effectiveness of
services available to families 2.8 2.8 29 2.9 2.8 2.8 28 078 1416

50. Problems arising from

ol 26 25 25 26 27 25 26 078 1420
multiple service systems

5p. The lack of availability of

culturally competent services 25 2.5¢ 2.7 29 2.7 2.6 26 091 1416
for families
Service characteristics scale® 2.6 2.6 2.6 2.8 2.6 2.6" 2.6 057 1424

“Scale: 1=no obstacle at all, 2=slight obstacle, 3=moderate obstacle, 4=significant obstacle
PActual regional ns may vary due to missing data.

“Sig. diff. from Regions 2, 4 and 6 p <.05

9Sig. diff. from Region 4 p <.05

Cronbach's alpha = .77

Workers reported that various service characteristics were
slight to moderate obstacles to helping families. They
rated language barriers (5f) and cultural barriers (5g) as
slight obstacles, and the lack of services needed (5k), ef-
fectiveness of available services (Sm), family involvement
in multiple service systems (50), and lack of culturally
competent services (5p) as moderate obstacles to helping
families. There were some between-region differences.

* Opverall, Region 4 workers indicated that service
characteristics were more of an obstacle than workers
in Regions 1, 5 and 6.

*  Workers in Regions 4 and 6 rated language barriers
(5f) as more of an obstacle than workers in Regions
1,3 and 5.

* Region 4 workers rated cultural barriers (5g) as more
of an obstacle than workers in Regions 1, 3,5 and 6.

e Compared with workers in Regions 1,2 and 6, Region
4 workers rated the lack of culturally competent ser-
vices (5p) as more of an obstacle to helping families.

There were no between-service area differences in work-
ers’ responses.

Table 2.10b. Service Characteristics by Service Area?

FVS CFWS FRS CPS Multiple
=97 (n=602) (n=39) (n=290) (n=121)
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total

Statewide

5f. Language barriers between
families and service providers 23 23 2.5 2.4 2.3 23 0.89 1134

5g. Cultural barriers between

families and service providers 24 24 23 2.4 23 2.4 0.84 1134
5k. The lack of availability of

services needed to help 32 31 31 3.1 33 3.1 0.85 1129
families solve problems

5m. The effectiveness of

services available to families 29 2.8 2.7 2.8 30 2.8 0.78 1132

50. Problems arising from

families' involvement with 25 26 24 25 24 2.6 0.78 1135
multiple service systems

5p. The lack of availability of

culturally competent services 2.7 26 29 26 26 2.6 092 1133
for families

Service characteristics scale® 2.7 2.6 2.7 2.6 27 2.6 0.57 1138
“Scale: 1=no obstacle at all, 2=slight obstacle, 3=moderate obstacle, 4=significant obstacle

®Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data.

Cronbach's alpha = .77

Table 2.11a. Foster Home Characteristics by Region?

1 3 6
(n=250)" (n=186) (n=263) (n=290) (n=205) (n=254)
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean

Statewide

Mean  SD  Total

5q. The lack of available foster M
homes 3.3° 3.6 3.6 3.7 35 34 35 071 1423

5r. Ability of available foster

homes to care for the children .
Children’s Administration 3.1 34 34 34 3.3 32 33 080 1418

serves

Foster home characteristics .
scale® 3.2° 35 35 35 34 33 34 068 1416

“Scale: 1=no obstacle at all, 2=slight obstacle, 3=moderate obstacle, 4=significant obstacle
®Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data.

“Sig. diff. from Regions 2, 3 and 4 p <05

9Sig. diff. from Region 6 p <05

“Cronbach's alpha = .79

Statewide, workers reported that the lack of foster homes
(5q) was more of an obstacle to helping families than the
ability of available foster homes to care for children (5r).

e Region 1 workers reported that the lack of foster
homes (5q) and the ability of available homes to care
for children (5r) were less of an obstacle than work-
ers in Regions 2, 3 and 4.

e Region 4 workers reported that the lack of available
foster homes (5q) was more of an obstacle to helping
families than Region 6 workers.

There were no between-service area differences in work-
ers’ responses.

Table 2.11b. Foster Home Characteristics by Service Area®

FVS CFWS FRS CPS Multiple

=97 (n=602) (=39) (1=290)  (n=121) Statewide

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD  Total
5q. The lack of available
foster homes 35 3.5 3.6 34 3.6 35 072 1135
5r. Ability of available foster
homes to care for the children
Children’s Administration 33 33 35 32 32 33 0.81 1130
serves
Foster home characteristics
seale® 34 3.4 3.6 33 34 34 070 1128
“Scale: 1=no obstacle at all, 2=slight obstacle, 3=moderate obstacle, 4=significant obstacle
®Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data.
“Cronbach's alpha =.79
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Table 2.12a. Court Characteristics by Region?

1 2 3 4 5 6

(1=250)° (1=186) (1=263) (n=290) (n=205) (n=254) ~ SHewide
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total
5t. The quality of working
relationships with court 2.0 2.1 1.9 1.9 2.0 2.0 20 0.90 1397
liaisons
5u. The quality of working . B
relationships with attorneys 2.3 2.1 20 2.0 2.1 23 2.1 092 1403

5v. The quality of working
relationships with CASA,
guardians ad litem, or other 1.9 1.9 20 20 2.0 1.9 20 0.90 1399

child advocates

Sw. The quality of working . R
relationships with judges 2.0° 2.1° 2.1° 2.5° 2.1 1.9 2.1 0.97 1400

5x. Itis difficult to use new
approaches to helping families

because of pressures from the 22° 23 23 2.5 22 2.1 23 097 1387
court
Court characteristics scale’ 2.1 2.1 2.1 22 2.1 2.0 2.1 0.74 1400

“Scale: 1=no obstacle at all, 2=slight obstacle, 3=moderate obstacle, 4=significant obstacle
PActual regional ns may vary due to missing data.

“Sig. diff. from Region 4 p <.05

9Sig. diff. from Region 6 p <.05

“Sig. diff. from Regions 5 and 6 p <.05

ICronbach's alpha = .86

Workers reported that court characteristics were a slight
obstacle to helping families.

* Region 4 workers reported that the quality of work-
ing relationships with attorneys (5u) was slightly
more of an obstacle than workers in Regions 1 and 6.

* Region 4 workers also reported that the quality of
relationships with judges (5w) was less of an obstacle
than workers in all of the other regions.

* Region 4 workers reported that pressure from the
court (5x) was less of an obstacle than workers in
Regions 1 and 6.

Workers assigned to multiple service areas rated pres-
sure from the court (5x) as less of an obstacle to helping
families than FVS and CFWS workers.

Table 2.12b. Court Characteristics by Service Area®

FVS CFWS FRS CPS Multiple
(=97 (n=602) (n=39) (n=290) (n=121)
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total

Statewide

5t. The quality of working
relationships with court 2.1 20 1.8 1.9 18 1.9 090 1123
liaisons®

5u. The quality of working
relationships with attorneys 2.2 22 1.9 2.0 22 2.1 0.91 1126

5v. The quality of working

relationships with CASA,
guardians ad litem, or other 1.9 2.0 2.1 1.8 1.8 1.9 0.90 1126

child advocates

5w. The quality of working
relationships with judges 2.1 22 1.8 2.0 1.9 2.1 0.97 1127

5x. It is difficult to use new
approaches to helping families

because of pressures from the 24° 2.3¢ 22 2.1 2.0 22 0.96 1122
court
Court characteristics scale® 22 2.1 2.0 20 1.9 2.1 0.72 1126

“Scale: 1=no obstacle at all, 2=slight obstacle, 3=moderate obstacle, 4=significant obstacle
®Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data.

“Sig. diff. from Multiple Service Areas p <.05

“Cronbach's alpha = .86

Job Demands

Table 2.13a. Quantitative Job Demands by Region?®

1 2 3 4 5 6
(1=250)" (n=186) (n=263) (n=290) (n=205) (n=254)

Statewide

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD  Total
6a. Do you have too much to . N
do? 4.0 4.1 4.3 4.1 42 4.0 4.1 093 1428
6b. Is your workload irregular
50 that the work piles up? 37 37 39 36 37 36 37 104 1422
Quantitative job demands . .
scale® 3.8° 39 4.1 3.8 4.0 3.8 39 090 1421

“Scale: I=never/very seldom, 2=seldom, 3=sometimes, 4=often, 5=always/very often
PActual regional ns may vary due to missing data.

“Sig. diff. from Region 3 p <.05

ISig. diff. from Region 6 p <05

“Cronbach's alpha = .80

“Sig. diff. from Regions 4 and 6 p <.05

Workers reported that they often have problems with
workload demands including the amount of work (10a)
and irregularity of work (10b), with the amount of work
being the more frequent problem. Region 3 workers
reported that they have too much to do (6a) more often
than workers in Regions 1 and 6. CFWS workers report
that they have too much to do (6a) more often than work-
ers in all of the other service areas.

Table 2.13b. Quantitative Job Demands by Service Area?

Fvs CFWS FRS CPS Multiple

(=97 (n=602) (n=39) (=290) (n=121) Statewide

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD  Total
6a. Do you have too much to do? 4.0° 449 3.7 4.0 4.1 42 091 1134
6b. Is your workload irregular so
that the work piles up? 36 39 35 37 37 38 103 1129
Quantitative job demands scale® 3.8 41" 3.6 38 3.9 40 088 1128
“Scale: 1=never/very seldom, 2=seldom, 3=sometimes, 4=often, S=always/very often
®Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data.
“Sig. diff. from CFWS p <.05
4Sig. diff. from FRS, CPS, and Multiple Service Areas p <.03
“Cronbach's alpha = .80
'Sig. diff. from FRS and CPS p <.05

Table 2.14a. Learning Demands by Region?
! 3 Statewid
(n=250)" (n=186) (n=263) (n=290) (n=205) (n=254) ewide

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean  Mean SD  Total

6¢. Are your work tasks too

difficult for you? 1.7 1.8 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.9 085 1420
6d. Do you perform work tasks

for which you need more 22 23 2.4 23 23 2.4 23 096 1423
training?

6e. Do you perform work tasks

for which you need more 2.0 2.1 2.3 22 2.1 22 22 098 1426
experience?

Learning demands scale® 2.0 2.0 22 2.1 2.1 22 2.1 078 1429

“Scale: 1=never/very seldom, 2=seldom, 3=sometimes, 4=often, S=always/very often
PActual regional ns may vary due to missing data.
“Cronbach's alpha = .78

Workers reported that they seldom feel that their work
tasks are too difficult (6¢) or that they need more train-
ing (6d) or experience (6e) to perform their work tasks.
There were no between-region or between-service area
differences in workers’ responses.
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Table 2.14b. Learning Demands by Service Area?

FVS  CFWS  FRS CPS  Multiple
(n=97)° (n=602) (n=39) (n=290) (n=121)

Statewide

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD  Total

6¢. Are your work tasks too

difficult for you? 19 20 18 18 1.9 19 085 1130
6d. Do you perform work tasks

for which you need more 24 24 23 23 26 24097 1132
training?

6e. Do you perform work tasks
for which you need more 23 23 23 22 24 23098 1132
experience?

Learning demands scale® 22 22 2.1 2.1 23 22 0.78 1135

“Scale: I=never/very seldom, 2=seldom, 3=sometimes, 4=often, S=always/very often
*Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data.
“Cronbach's alpha = .78

Table 2.15a. Role Clarity by Region?

1 2 3 4 5 6

(n=250)" (n=186) (n=263) (n=290) (n=205) (n=254) Statewide

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD  Total

6f. Have clear, planned goals

and objectives been defined for 3.6 38 35 3.6 36 36 3.6 109 1425
your job?

6g. Do you know exactly what .

is expected of you at work? 3.9¢ 4.2 3.9 4.0 4.0 40 40 098 1425
Role clarity scale” 3.8 4.0 37 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 094 1421

“Scale: 1=never/very seldom, 2=seldom, 3=sometimes, 4=often, 5=always/very often
PActual regional ns may vary due to missing data.

“Sig. diff. from Region 2 p <.05

dCronbach's alpha = .77

Role Expectations

Workers reported sometimes to often having clear goals
and objectives for their job (6f) and knowing what is ex-
pected of them at work (6g). Region 2 workers reported
knowing exactly what is expected of them (6g) more
often than Region 1 workers. There were no significant
between-service area differences in workers’ role clarity.

Table 2.15b. Role Clarity by Service Area®

Fvs CFWS FRS CPS Multiple

(=97 (1=602) (n=39) (n=290) (n=121) Statewide

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total

6f. Have clear, planned goals

and objectives been defined for 35 3.6 39 35 3.4 3.6 1.07 1132
your job?

6g. Do you know exactly what

is expected of you at work? 39 4.0 42 3.9 4.0 3.9 0.97 1131
Role clarity scale® 3.7 3.8 4.0 3.7 3.7 3.8 0.92 1128

“Scale: 1=never/very seldom, 2=seldom, 3=sometimes, 4=often, S=always/very often
®Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data.
“Cronbach'’s alpha = .77

Table 2.16a. Role Conflict by Region?

1 2 3 4 5 6

(n=250)" (n=186) (n=263) (n=290) (n=205) (n=254) Statewide

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD  Total

6h. Are you given assignments

without adequate resources to 2.7° 2.8 31 29 29 28 29 112 1419
complete them?

6i. Do you receive incompatible

requests from two or more 24 23 2.6 2.6 2.6 224 24  1.10 1414
people?

“Scale: 1=never/very seldom, 2=seldom, 3=sometimes, 4=often, S=always/very often
®Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data.

Sig. diff. from Region 3 p <.05

9Sig. diff. from Regions 3, 4, and 5 p <.05

Workers reported seldom to sometimes being given
assignments without adequate resources to complete
them (6h), and receiving incompatible requests from two
or more people (6i). Region 1 workers reported being
given assignments without adequate resources (6h) less

often than Region 3 workers. Region 6 workers reported
receiving incompatible requests (61) less often than work-
ers in Regions 3,4 and 5. CFWS workers reported that
they are given assignments without adequate resources
(6h) more often than CPS workers.

Table 2.16b. Role Conflict by Service Area?

FVS CFWS FRS CPS Multiple Statewide
(=97 (n=602) (n=39) (n=290) (n=121) A
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total

6h. Are you given assignments

without adequate resources to 29 3.1¢ 25 27 29 29 1.09 1128
complete them?

6i. Do you received

incompatible requests from 23 26 22 23 24 25 109 1125
two or more people?

“Scale: I=never/very seldom, 2=seldom, 3
®Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data.
Sig. diff. from CPS p <05

4=often, 5=alway ry often

Table 2.17a. Positive Challenge at Work by Region?

1 6 ]
(n=250)" (n=186) (n=263) (n=290) (n=205) (n=254) Statewide

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD  Total

6j. Is your work challenging .
in a positive way? 3.8 3.9 3.7 3.6 3.7 3.7 3.7 095 1423

6k. Are you given meaningful
assignments? 39 39 3.8 37 3.8 37 38 087 1419

Positive challenge at work
scale! 3.8 39 3.8 37 3.7 37 38 081 1415

“Scale: I=never/very seldom, 2=seldom, 3=sometimes, 4=often, 5=always/very often
®Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data.

Sig. diff. from Region 4 p <.05

dCronbach's alpha = .73

Control at Work

Statewide, workers indicated that they sometimes to
often feel that their work is challenging in a positive
way (6j) and that they are given meaningful assignments
(6k). Region 2 workers were more likely than Region

4 workers to report that their work is often challenging.
There were no between-service area differences in these
responses.

Table 2.17b. Positive Challenge at Work by Service Area?

FVS CFWS FRS CPS Multiple Statewide

=97)"  (n=602) (n=39) (n=290)  (n=121)

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean  SD Total
6j. Is your work challenging
in a positive way? 38 3.7 39 37 3.8 3.7 0.94 1131
6k. Are you given
meaningful assignments? 3.9 3.7 39 3.8 3.9 3.8 0.86 1130
Positive challenge at work
scale® 3.9 3.7 39 3.8 3.9 3.8 0.80 1126

“Scale: 1=never/very seldom, 2=seldom, 3
®Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data.
“Cronbach's alpha = .73

4=often, S=alwa ry often

Table 2.18a. Control of Decisions and Work Pace by Region?

1 2 3 4 5 6
(n=250)" (n=186) (n=263) (n=290) (n=205) (n=254)

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total

Statewide

6v. Can you influence the

amount of work assigned 24 24 2.1 23 2.1 23 23 1.08 1423
to you?

6u. Can you influence

decisions that are 35 3.6 35 35 3.6 36 35 108 1418
important for your work?

6w. Can you set your own
work pace? 32 34 3.1 34 33 32 33 117 1423

“Scale: 1=never/very seldom, 2=seldom, 3=sometimes, 4=often, S=always/very often
®Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data.
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Although workers reported only seldom to sometimes
influencing the amount of work assigned to them (6v),
they indicated more frequently influencing decisions
important for their work (6u), and setting their own work
pace (6w). There were no between-region or between
service area differences in workers’ control of decisions
or work pace.

Table 2.18b. Control of Decisions and Work Pace
by Service Area®

Social Interactions

Table 2.20a. Support From Superior by Region?

1 3 4 5 6
(n:ZSO)h (n=186) (n=263) (n=290) (n=205) (n=254)

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD  Total

Statewide

6m. If needed, can you get
support and help with your
work from your immediate 4.2 4.1 42 4.3 4.3 42 42 099 1422

superior?
6l. If needed, is your

immediate superior willing
to listen to work related 4.4 44 4.4 4.4 4.4 44 44 091 1424

problems?

60. Are your work

FVS CFWS FRS CPS Multiple

(=97  (n=602) (n=39) (n=290) (n=121) Statewide
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean  SD  Total
6v. Can you influence the
amount of work assigned to 22 22 22 22 25 22107 1130
you?
6u. Can you influence
decisions that are important for 3.6 35 3.4 35 3.7 35 1.08 1125
your work?
6w. Can you set your own
work pace? 33 33 34 3.1 32 32 117 1130
“Scale: 1=never/very seldom, 2=seldom, 3=sometimes, 4=often, S=always/very often
PActual regional ns may vary due to missing data.
Table 2.19a. Cases with Crisis or Violence by Region?
1 3 4 5 6 .
(1=250)° (n=186) (n=263) Statewide

(n=290) (n=205) (n=254)

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD  Total

6x. Do you have to change
plans for the work day

because of sudden crises in 35 3.6 3.6 34 34 3.6 3.5  1.04 1420
your work with families?

6y. Does your work expose .

you to threats and violence? 3.0 2.9 2.7 2.7 2.7 2.6 2.7 1.07 1419

“Scale: 1=never/very seldom, 2=seldom, 3=sometimes, 4=often, 5=always/very often
®Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data.
“Sig. diff. from Region 6 p <.05

Workers statewide reported having to sometimes to often
change their plans for the work day because of crises in
their work with families. CFWS workers were more like-
ly than FRS workers to report often changing their work
day because of family crises. Although statewide, work-
ers indicated that their work seldom to sometimes expose
them to threats and violence, CPS workers reported being
exposed to threats and violence more frequently than did
CFWS and FRS workers. FRS workers were also less
often exposed to threats and violence than FVS workers
and workers assigned to multiple service areas.

Table 2.19b. Cases with Crisis or Violence by Service Area®

FVS CFWS FRS CPS Multiple

=97 (=602) (n=39) (n=290) (n=121) Statewide

achievements appreciated by 4 4.0 4.0 4.1 4.0 4.0 40 107 1423
your i diate superior?
Support from superior scale” 45 42 42 43 42 42 42 089 1424

ery often

ry seldom, 2=seldom, 3= 4=often, 5=alwa;
onal ns may vary due to missing data.

“Cronbach's alpha = .87

Workers felt that their immediate superiors often sup-
port and help them with their work (6m), listen to work
related problems (61) and appreciate their achievements
(60). There were no between-region or between-service
area differences in workers’ average responses to these
items.

Table 2.20b. Support From Superior by Service Area?

FVS CFWS FRS CPS Multiple
m=97)"  (n=602)  (n=39)  (n=290)  (n=121)
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean

Statewide

SD  Total

6m. If needed, can you get

support and help with your work 4 3 42 4.1 4.1 40 41 102 1128
from your immediate superior?

6l. If needed, is your immediate

superior willing to listen to work 45 4.4 43 42 43 43 094 1131
related problems?

60. Are your work achievements

appreciated by your immediate 4.1 4.0 4.1 39 4.0 40 109 1129
superior?
Support from superior scale® 43 42 42 4.1 4.1 42 091 1130

*Scale: 1=never/very seldom, 2=seldom, 3=sometimes, 4=often, 5=always/very often
"Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data.
‘Cronbach's alpha = .87

Leadership

Table 2.21a. Empowering Leadership by Region?

6

1 .
(1=250)" (n=186) (n=263) (n=290) (n=205) (n=254) Statewide
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean  Mean  SD  Total
6p. Does your immediate
superior encourage you to
participate in important 4.1 4.0 4.1 42 42 42 41 100 1422
decisions?
6q. Does your immediate
superior help you develop 38 3.7 37 38 39 38 38 116 1422
your skills?
Empowering leadership
scale® 4.0 39 39 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 1.00 1418

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean  Mean SD Total

6x. Do you have to change plans

for the work day because of

sudden crises in your work with 3.5 38 32 3.6 3.7 37 0.97 1128
families?

6y. Does your work expose you o " .

to threats and violence? 3.0 2.8 2.3 32 2.9 2.9 1.04 1127

“Scale: I=never/very seldom, 2=seldom, 3=sometimes, 4=often, S=always/very often
"Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data.

“Sig. diff. from FRS p <.05

9Sig. diff. from FRS and CPS p <.05

“Sig. diff. from CPS and Multiple Service Areas p <.05

ry seldom, 2=seldom, 3= . 4=often, S=always/very often
onal ns may vary due to missing data.

“Cronbach’s alpha = .83

Workers also reported that their immediate superiors
often encourage them to participate in important deci-
sions and help them to develop their skills. There were
no significant between-region or between-service area
differences in workers’ average responses to these items.

partners for our children report

page 16



Table 2.21b. Empowering Leadership by Service Area?

Table 2.23a. Human Resources Primacy by Region?

FVS CFWS FRS CPS Multiple

(=97  (1=602) (n=39) (n=290) (n=121) Statewide

1 2 3 4 5 6

(1=250)"  (n=186) (n=263) (n=290) (n=205) (n=254) Statewide

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean  Mean SD  Total

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean  Mean SD  Total

6p. Does your immediate superior

encourage you to participate in 42 4.1 3.9 4.0 4.1 41 103 1129
important decisions?

6q. Does your immediate superior
help you develop your skills? 4.0 3.8 37 37 37 3.8 117 1129

Empowering leadership scale® 4.1 4.0 3.8 3.9 3.9 39 101 1126

“Scale: 1=never/very seldom, 2=seldom, 3=sometimes, 4=often, S=always/very often
PActual regional ns may vary due to missing data
“Cronbach's alpha = .83

Organizational Culture and Climate

Table 2.22a. Social Climate and Cultural Sensitivity by Region?

1 2 3 4 5 6

(1=250)" (n=186) (n=263) (n=290) (n=205) (n=254) Statewide

The climate in this unitis . . Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD  Total

8a. encouraging and

supportive 38 38 4.0 39 38 4.0 39 107 1423
8b. distrustful and suspicious 5 (¢ 2.0° 1.7 1.7 1.8 1.7 1.8 099 1413
8c. relaxed and comfortable 3.6 3.6 3.7 3.7 3.7 3.8 3.7 107 1421
8d. rigid and rule-based 2.1 2.0 2.0 20 1.9 2.0 20 102 1417

8e. People in this unit are

sensitive to differences in

their coworkers’ cultural 3.7 3.6 3.9 3.9 3.8 3.7 3.8 113 1422
beliefs, values, and practices

Social climate scale® 3.8 3.9 4.0 39 4.0 4.0 39  0.84 1420

“Scale: 1=very little or not at all, 2=rather little, 3=somewhat, 4=rather much, 5=very much
PActual regional ns may vary due to missing data.

“Sig. diff. from Regions 3,4 and 6 p <05

9Sig. diff. from Region 3 p <05

“Cronbach's alpha = .82

Workers reported that the social climate in their unit

is encouraging, supportive, relaxed, and comfortable
(8a and 8c). Conversely, workers did not feel the social
climate in their unit was distrustful or rule-based (8b
and 8d). Workers also reported that their co-workers are
rather sensitive to each other’s differences (8e). There
were no significant between-region. Workers in the FVS
service area reported that their unit was more relaxed
than workers who were in multiple areas (8e). In general,
FVS workers are the most positive about their social
climate, especially compared with CPS workers and
workers in multiple service areas.

Table 2.22b. Social Climate and Cultural Sensitivity
by Service Area?

FVS CFWS FRS CPS Multiple

(=97 (m=602) (n1=39) (n=290) (n=121) Statewide

The climate in this unitis . . Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean  SD  Total

8a. encouraging and supportive 4.1 3.9 3.8 3.8 3.8 39 107 1133
8b. distrustful and suspicious 1.6 1.7 1.9 1.9 2.0 1.8 0.98 1125
8c. relaxed and comfortable 3.9¢ 3.7 3.4 3.6 3.4 37107 1132
8d. rigid and rule-based 1.8 2.0 1.9 2.1 2.1 2.0 1.01 1128

8e. People in this unit are
sensitive to differences in their
coworkers’ cultural beliefs, 4.0 39 3.6 3.7 37 3.8 112 1133

values, and practices

Social climate scale’ 4.1° 4.0 3.9 3.8 3.8 39 083 1131

“Scale: 1=very little or not at all, 2=rather little, 3=somewhat, 4=rather much, 5=very much
PActual regional ns may vary due to missing data.

“Sig. diff. from Multiple Service Areas p <05

dCronbach's alpha = .82

“Sig. diff. from CPS and Multiple Service Areas p <.05

9a. Workers are rewarded
(money, encouragement) for 2.7 2.9 2.7 2.6 2.6 2.8 27 131 1419
a job well done

9b. Workers are well taken .

care of in the organization 23 2.6 23 22 22 25 23 115 1421
9c. Management is

interested in the health and 25 2.8 25 2.4 24 28 25 126 1414
well-being of the personnel

Human resources primacy "
scale® 25 2.8 25 2.4 2.4 27 25 107 1421

“Scale: I=strongly disagree, 2=somewhat disagree, 3=neutral, 4=somewhat agree, S=strongly agree
®Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data.

Sig. diff. from Region 4 p <05

9Sig. diff. from Regions 4 and 5 p <.05

“Cronbach's alpha = .83

Workers were neutral to somewhat in disagreement with
statements indicative of organizational and management
support for their working conditions, with the least sup-
port being expressed for the statement workers are well
taken care of in the organization (9b). Compared with
workers in Regions 4 and 5, workers in Regions 2 and 6
were in greater agreement with the statement manage-
ment is interested in the health and well-being of the
personnel (9c). Region 2 workers also agreed to a greater
extent than Region 4 workers that workers are well taken
care of in the organization (9b). There were no between-
service area differences in average responses.

Table 2.23b. Human Resources Primacy by Service Area?

FVS CFWS FRS CPS Multiple Statewide
M=97)" (n=602) (n=39)  (n=290)  (n=121)
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total

9a. Workers are rewarded
(money, encouragement) for 2.6 2.7 2.4 2.5 2.9 2.7 129 1126
a job well done

9b. Workers are well taken
care of in the organization 2.3 2.3 2.1 22 24 23 1.13 1128

9c. Management is interested

in the health and well-being 2.5 25 2.1 25 2.8 2.5 125 1122
of the personnel

Human resources primacy
scale® 25 25 23 24 27 25 106 1128

“Scale: I=strongly disagree, 2=somewhat disagree, 3=neutral, 4=somewhat agree, 5=strongly agree
®Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data.
“Cronbach’s alpha = .83

Perception of Group Work

Table 2.24a. Perception of Group Work by Region?

1 2 3 4 5 6
(n1=250)" (n=186) (n=263) (n=290) (n=205) (n=254)
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD  Total

Statewide

8f. You appreciate
belonging to this unit 4.1 4.0 4.3 42 4.1 4.2 42 100 1424

8g. Your unit is successful
at problem solving 39 3.9 4.0 4.0 39 4.1 40 100 1419

Perception of group work
scale® 4.0 3.9 4.2 4.1 4.0 4.1 4.1 094 1418

“Scale: 1=very little or not at all, 2=rather little, 3=somewhat, 4=rather much, 5=very much
"Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data.
“Cronbach's alpha = .86

Workers were rather much in agreement with statements
indicating that they appreciate belonging to their unit (8f)
and that their unit is successful at problem solving (8g).
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There were no significant between-region or between-
service area differences in these worker perceptions.

Table 2.24b. Perception of Group Work by Service Area?

FVsS CFWS FRS CPS Multiple

(1=97)"  (n=602) (n=39) (n=290) (n=121) Statewide

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total

8f. You appreciate belonging to

this unit 43 42 4.0 4.1 40 42 101 1133
8g. Your unit is successful at

problem solving 4.1 40 3.9 4.0 3.9 40 100 1128
Perception of group work scale® 42 4.1 4.0 4.1 40 4.1 094 1127

“Scale: 1=very little or not at all, 2=rather little, 3=somewhat, 4=rather much, 5=very much
PActual regional ns may vary due to missing data.
“Cronbach's alpha = .86

Team Climate and Psychological Safety

Table 2.25a. Team Psychological Safety by Region?

1 2 3 4 5 6

(1=250)° (n=186) (1=263) (1=290) (n=205) (n=254) Statewide

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean  Mean Mean SD  Total

Table 2.25b. Team Psychological Safety by Service Area®

FVs CFWS FRS CPS

Multiple

(=97  (n=602) (n=39) (n=290) (n=I21) Statewide
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean  SD  Total
7a. If you make a mistake in this
unit, it is often held against you 2.1 2.3 22 2.4 2.3 23 L17 1131
7Tb. People in this unit are able to
bring up problems and tough 4.2¢ 4.0 3.9 3.7 4.0 40 107 1129
issues
Tc. People in this unit sometimes R
reject others for being different 20 2.1 2.4 24 2.2 22 124 1127
7d. It is safe to take a risk in this
unit 36 35 34 33 35 35 115 1129
Te. It is difficult to ask other
people in this unit for help 1.8 1.9 1.7 1.9 20 19 117 1128

7f. No one in this unit would

deliberately act in a way that 4.0 39 38 37 37 38 131 1129
undermines my efforts

7g. Working with people in this

unit, my unique skills and talents 4.0 3.9 40 39 4.0 39 1.04 1131
are valued and utilized

Team psychological safety scale’ 4.0° 3.9 39 37 38 38 080 1130
“Scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2=somewhat disagree, 3=neutral, 4=somewhat agree, S=strongly agree

b gional ns may vary due to missing data.

“Sig. diff. from CPS p <05

dCronbach's alpha = .81

Table 2.26a. Team Climate by Region?

7a. If you make a mistake in

this unit, it is often held 23 22 22 24 24 22 23 118 1423
against you

7b. People in this unit are

able to bring up problems and 39 38 4.0 39 4.0 40 40 106 1420
tough issues

7Tc. People in this unit

sometimes reject others for 2.3¢ 2.4 1.8¢ 22 23 2.1 22 123 1418
being different

7d. It is safe to take a risk in .
this unit 35 3.2° 3.6 35 3.6 3.6 35 L15 1421

7e. It is difficult to ask other

people in this unit for help 2.0 1.9 1.7 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.15 1419

7f. No one in this unit would

deliberately act in a way that 3.7° 3.6° 4.1 3.9 3.8 3.9 39 130 1419
undermines my efforts

7g. Working with people in
this unit, my unique skills

and talents are valued and 3.8 39 4.0 39 4.0 39 39 1.04 1423
utilized

Team psychological safety . X

scale’ 3.8° 3.7° 4.0 3.8 38 39 39 079 1422

“Scale: l=strongly disagree, 2=somewhat disagree, 3=neutral, 4=somewhat agree, 5=strongly agree
PAc ional ns may vary due to missing data.

“Sig. diff. from Region 3 p <.05

9Sig. diff. from Regions 4 and 5 p <.05

{Cronbach's alpha = .81

Workers somewhat agreed with statements indicative of
the psychological safety of the units in which they work.
Where between-region differences existed, workers in
Region 3 reported a more positive team climate than
workers in Regions 1 and/or 2. CPS workers reported a
less positive team climate than FVS workers.

1 ; 6 )
(n=250)" (n=186) (n=263) (n=290) (n=205) (n=254) Statewide

Mean Mean Mean  Mean Mean Mean Mean SD  Total

7h. Have a "we are together"

attitude 3.7 37 4.1 39 38 39 39 113 1422
7i. Keep each other informed

about work 38 38 40 39 39 40 39 106 1421
7j. People feel understood and

accepted 3.7 3.7 4.1 38 3.8 39 39 104 1421
7k. Attempts to share

information 39 39 4.1 40 4.0 41 40 103 1420
71. Always searching for fresh,

new ways of looking at 35 3.6 38 36 35 36 36 113 1417
problems

7m. Take the time to develop

new ideas 32 33 34 33 32 33 33 115 1420
7Tn. Cooperate to develop and

apply new ideas 35 35 36 35 35 36 35 L12 1413
Team climate scale’ 3.6° 3.7 3.9 3.7 3.7 38 37 093 1419

“Scale: I=strongly disagree, 2=somewhat disagree, 3=neutral, 4=somewhat agree, S=strongly agree
®Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data.

Sig. diff. from Region 3 p <.05

dCronbach's alpha = .94

Overall, workers held positive views of the team climate
in their units, though workers were least positive regard-
ing taking time to develop new ideas (7m). Where there
were between-region differences, workers in Region 3
reported a more positive team climate than did workers
in Regions 1 and/or 2. There were no between-service
area differences in average responses.
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Table 2.26b. Team Climate by Service Area?

FVs CFWS FRS CPS Multiple

=97 (m=602) (n=39) (n=290) (n=121) Statewide

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total

7h. People in this unit have a "we
are together" attitude 4.0 39 3.8 38 39 39 1.13 1130

7i. People in this unit keep each

other informed about work 39 39 37 38 39 39 106 1131
related issues

7j. People in this unit feel

understood and accepted by each 49 39 38 37 38 39 104 1129
other

7k. There are real attempts to

share information throughout the 4.1 40 39 3.9 4.0 4.0 1.04 1129
unit

71. People in this unit are always

searching for fresh, new ways of 3.7 3.6 35 35 3.6 3.6 1.13 1127
looking at problems

7m. In this unit, we take the time

needed to develop new ideas 33 33 32 32 33 33 116 1132
7n. People in this unit cooperate

to help develop and apply new 3.6 35 34 34 36 35 113 1128
ideas

Team climate scale® 38 37 36 36 37 37 093 1130

“Scale: I=strongly disagree, 2=somewhat disagree, 3=neutral, 4=somewhat agree, S=strongly agree
®Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data.
“Cronbach’s alpha = .94

Job Satisfaction and Turnover Intention

Table 2.27a. Job Satisfaction and Turnover Intention by Region

Table 2.27b. Job Satisfaction and Turnover Intention
by Service Area

FvS CFWS FRS CPS Multiple
n=97)"  (n=602)  (n=39) (n=290)  (n=121)
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD  Total

Statewide

Job Satisfaction”
9d. In general, I do not like my
job 2.0 2.1° 1.4 2.0 1.9 2.0 1.19 1125

9e. All in all, I am satisfied
with my job 4.0 3.7 42 4.0 38 3.8 1.06 1127

Long-Term Turnover Intention”

9f. T would be happy to spend

the rest of my career with this 33 33 37 34 33 33 123 1127
organization

Short-Term Turnover Intention”

9g. I often look for job

opportunities outside this 25 24 2.1 23 23 24 125 1124
organization

Obligations Toward Coworkers”
9h. I would not leave my
organization right now because
I have a sense of obligation to
the people in it

33 3.6 32 34 34 35 120 1128

“Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data.
*Scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2=somewhat disagree, 3=neutral, 4=somewhat agree, S=strongly agree
“Sig. diff. from FRS p <.05

Professional Burnout

Table 2.28a. Emotional Exhaustion by Region?@

! 2 3 4 N N Statewide
(n=250)" (n=186) (n=263) (n=290) (n=205) (n=254) 1 Statewide
Mean Mean Mean Mean  Mean  Mean Mean SD  Total (1=250)" (n=186) (n=263) (n1=290) (n=205) (n=254)

Job Satisfaction® Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD  Total
9d. In general, I do not like 10a. I feel emotionally drained

my job 1.9 1.8 1.9 2.0 2.1 2.0 20 119 1418 from my work 29 28 3.1 29 2.9 3.0 29 121 1419

in a am satisfi 10c. T feel used up at the end
9e. All in all, I am satisfied
with my job 40 40 38 38 39 38 39 107 1420 of the workday 31 30033 30 3.1 32 31 126 1413

Long-Term Turnover Intention®

9f. I would be very happy to

spend the rest of my career 35 3.6 33 3.1° 35 34 34 124 1420
with this organization

Short-Term Turnover Intention"

9¢g. I often look for job

opportunities outside this 23 23 24 2.6 24 23 24 127 1416
organization

Obligations Toward Coworkers®

9h. T would not leave my
organization right now
because I have a sense of 33 35 3.6 34 35 35 35 123 1418

obligation to the people in it

“Scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2=somewhat disagree, 3=neutral, 4=somewhat agree, 5=strongly agree
PActual regional ns may vary due to missing data.
“Sig. diff. from Region 1,2 and 5 p <.05

Workers reported moderate levels of agreement with
statements pertaining to job satisfaction (9d and 9e),
intention to leave the organization (9f and 9g), and
obligation to stay with one’s coworkers (9h). Compared
with workers in Regions 1,2 and 5, Region 4 workers
reported a lower level of agreement with the statement /
would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with
this organization. FRS workers disagreed more strongly
with the statement I do not like my job than CFWS
workers.

10e. I feel fatigued when I get

up in the morning and have to 2.6 25 2.6 25 2.6 26 26 132 1415
face another day on the job

10h. T feel burned out from my

work 22 22 23 22 22 22 22 130 1412
10i. I feel frustrated by my job 2.6 2.4° 2.8 2.6 2.6 26 26 130 1414
Emotional exhaustion scale’ 27 2.6 28 26 27 27 27 097 1415

“Scale: 1=less than a few times a year/never, 2=a few times a month, 3=once a week, 4=a few times a week, S=every day
"Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data.

“Sig. diff. from Region 3 p <05

dCronbach's alpha = .81

Worker responses to questions about the level of emo-
tional exhaustion associated with their job indicate that
on average they experience such feelings between a

few times a month and once a week. The most common
experiences of this sort were feeling emotionally drained
(10a) and feeling used up at the end of the day (10c).
Region 3 workers more frequently felt frustrated by their
job than Region 2 workers. CFWS workers experienced
most indicators of emotional exhaustion more frequently
than FVS, FRS, and/or CPS workers.
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Table 2.28b. Emotional Exhaustion by Service Area?

FVS CFWS FRS CPS Multiple Statewide
=97 (1=602) (n=39) (1=290) (n=121)
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD  Total
10a. I feel emotionally drained "
from work 3.0° 3.2 24 2.8 3.0 30 120 1127
10c. O feel used up at the end of B
the workday 2.9° 34 26 3.0 3.1 32125 1122

10e. I feel fatigued when I get up
in the morning and have to face 2.4¢ 2.8° 2.1 25 25 2.6 1.31 1125
another day on the job

10h. I feel burned out from my

job 2.1 2.4¢ L6 22 22 23 130 1123
10i. I feel frustrated by my job 2.8 2.6 2.6 2.6 2.7 26 129 1119
Emotional exhaustion scale® 2.6 2.9¢ 23 2.6 2.7 2.8 096 1125

“Scale: I=less than a few times a year/never, 2=a few times a month, 3=once a week, 4=a few times a week, S=every day
®Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data.

“Sig. diff. from FRS p <.05

“Sig. diff. from FRS and CPS p <.05

“Sig. diff. from CFWS p <.05

Sig. diff. from CPS and Multiple Service Areas p <.05

£Cronbach's alpha = .81

Table 2.29a. Depersonalization by Region?

6

1 ; )
(1=250) (n=186) (n=263) (n=290) (n=205) (n=254) Statewide

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean  Mean SD  Total

10p. I've become more callous

toward people since I took this 1.9 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.6 17 109 1404
job

10q. I worry that this job is

hardening me emotionally 2.0 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8 18 119 1412
Depersonalization scale® 1.9 1.7 1.8 1.7 1.8 1.7 1.8 1.06 1401

“Scale: 1=less than a few times a year/never, 2=a few times a month, 3=once a week, 4=a few times a week, S=every day
"Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data.
“Cronbach's alpha = .84

Workers’ answers to questions pertaining to depersonal-
ization at work indicate that they seldom experience such
feelings. Although there were no significant between-
region differences in these experiences, compared with
CFWS and CPS workers, FRS workers worried less often
that their job was hardening them emotionally.

Table 2.29b. Depersonalization by Service Area?

FVs CFWS FRS CPS Multiple

=97 (=602)  (1=39) (n=290) (n=I21) Statewide
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean  Mean SD  Total
10p. I’ve become more callous
toward people since I took this job 1.6 1.8 L5 L7 1.6 L7 109 1121
10q. T worry that this job is .
hardening me emotionally 1.8 1.9 1.4 1.9 1.8 19 120 1124
Depersonalization scale® 17 1.8 L5 18 18 18 106 1119

“Scale: 1=less than a few times a year/never, 2=a few times a month, 3=once a week, 4=a few times a week, 5=every day
PActual regional ns may vary due to missing data.

“Sig. diff. from CFWS and CPS p <.05

“Cronbach's alpha = .84

Table 2.30a. Personal Accomplishment by Region?

1 2 3 4 5 6

(1=250)" (n=186) (1=263) (1=290) (n=205) (n=254) Statewide

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD  Total

10b. I can deal very effectively

with the problems of families 4.5 4.5 4.4 4.3 4.4 4.4 44 082 1406
10d. T feel my work makes a

positive difference in people’s 39 4.1 39 38 4.0 40 39 113 1413
lives

10g. I can easily create a

relaxed atmosphere with 43 42 43 4.1 42 42 42 090 1405
families

10r. I feel exhilarated after

working closely with families 32 3.1 33 3.2 33 3232 123 1397
100. I have accomplished

many worthwhile things inthis 37 38 37 3.6 38 38 37 L1l 1410
job

10s. I feel a sense of pride and

accomplishment from my 3.7 3.9 37 3.6 39 37 37 120 1409
work

Personal accomplishment
scale® 39 39 39 3.8 39 39 39 077 1409

“Scale: 1=less than a few times a year/never, 2=a few times a month, 3=once a week, 4=a few times a week, 5=every day
®Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data.
“Cronbach's alpha = .80

Workers’ responses to questions pertaining to their
feelings of personal accomplishment indicate that they
experience such feelings a few times per week. There
were no significant between-region or between service
area differences in workers’ average responses.

Table 2.30b. Personal Accomplishment by Service Area?

FVS CFWS  FRS CPS  Multiple
=97  (=602) (n=39) (n=290) (n=121)

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total

Statewide

10b. I can deal effectively with

the problems of families 4.5 4.4 4.4 44 4.4 4.4 0.80 1118
10d. I feel my work makes a

positive difference in people’s 39 4.0 4.0 38 38 39 1.13 1121
lives

10g. I can easily create a

relaxed atmosphere with 43 42 44 42 43 42 088 1117
families

10r. T feel exhilarated after

working closely with families 3.3 32 3.3 32 32 32 121 1114

100. I have accomplished

many worthwhile things in this 3.6 38 39 36 3.6 3.7 L1l 1119
job

10s. I feel a sense of pride and

accomplishment from my 3.6 3.7 4.1 3.7 38 3.7 118 1117
work

Personal accomplishment
scale® 39 39 4.0 38 3.8 3.9 0.75 1120

“Scale: 1=less than a few times a year/never, 2=a few times a month, 3=once a week, 4=a few times a week, S=every day
®Actual regional ns may vary due to missing data.
“Cronbach'’s alpha = .80

CHAPTER 3

Social Workers’ Assessments of Cases

CFWS, CPS, FRS, and FVS social workers (N=971)
each assessed one family randomly-selected from their
caseload. Workers provided information on the family’s
background characteristics, the primary caregiver’s
parenting skills, their casework approach to the fam-

ily, barriers to achieving casework goals, and services
needed by and provided to the family. For each survey
question, we report the workers’ responses statewide, by
CA region, and by service area.” We also report workers’
responses by the context in which the family received
services. Cases in which no child had been placed are
designated “in-home” and those in which at least one
child was placed are referred to as “out-of-home”. We
report between category mean differences that were
significant at the p < .05 level and > .30 standard devia-
tions different. In addition to reporting the mean response

6 %2 tests adjusted for multiple comparisons (Keppel, 1991) were
used to compare differences in proportions between regions,
CPS and CFWS, and in-home and out-of-home cases. ANOVA
and Bonferroni post-hoc comparisons were used to assess mean
differences between regions, service areas, and in-home and out-
of-home cases.
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Table 3.1. Caregiver Demographics

Statewide
Primary  Secondary
(m=971) (n=498)

Relationship to Child (%)
Mother 77 8
Father 8 61
Other relative 8 15
Non-Relative 2 16
Other 4 0
Missing 1 0
Gender (%)
Female 87 15
Male 8 66
Missing 5 20
Race (%)
Caucasian 73 72
African American 10 7
American Indian 9
AsianAmerican/Pacific Islander 2
Hispanic/Latino 8 11
Other 2 2
Missing 1 1

36 40
Mean Age (n) 911) (465)

1.9 2.4
Mean number of adults (n) (967) (497)

- 2.3 2.4

Mean number of children (n) 953) (490)

to individual Likert scales, where appropriate, we also
report workers’ mean score on computed scales.’

Table 31 shows the demographic characteristics of the
primary and secondary caregivers —the adults respon-
sible for providing care for the child or children most
of the time—who were living in the assessed household
at the time the case was referred to the Children’s
Administration. On average, the assessed households
included two adults and two children. Most of the pri-
mary caregivers in the households were mothers (77%)
and female (87%). Primary caregivers were, on aver-
age, 36 years-old. Nearly three-quarters of the primary
caregivers were Caucasian and about one-third was
African-American, American-Indian, Asian-American,
or Hispanic.

Fifty-one percent of the households included a second-
ary caregiver. On average, secondary caregivers were 40

7 Scales were computed if Cronbach’s alpha for a set of items was
>.70. Cronbach’s alpha is a measure of internal reliability of the
items in an index. It ranges from zero to one and indicates how
much the items in an index are measuring the same thing. Using
a score of .70 as the cutoff for computing scales means that the
scales are at least moderately reliable.

Table 3.2. Child Demographics

Statewide

(N =2137)
Relationship to Primary
Caregiver (%)
Son 46
Daughter 43
Other relative 7
Other relationship 1
Unrelated 2
Missing
Race (%)
Caucasian 68
African American 16
American Indian 12
Asian American/Pacific Islander 4
Hispanic/Latino 15
Other 0
Missing 3
Out-of-Home Care 44
Mean age (n) (291‘131)
Mean number of children (n) 23

(953)

years-old. About two-thirds of secondary caregivers were
male. Almost two-thirds of the secondary caregivers were
fathers, 8 percent were mothers, 15 percent were related
to the child(ren) in some other way, and 16 percent were
not related to the (child)ren in the household. Statewide,
nearly three-quarters of the secondary caregivers were
Caucasian and about one-third were of a racial minority.
Whereas 75 percent or more of the caregivers in Regions
1, 3,5 and 6 were Caucasian, caregivers in Regions 2 and
4 were more racially diverse (not shown).

Two-thousand one-hundred and thirty-seven children
were living in the caregivers’ households at the time the
families were referred to CA.® Most of these children
were the sons or daughters of the primary caregivers (see
Table 3.2). Their average age was nine years. Statewide,
the majority of children were Caucasian and 47 percent
were youth of color. Children in Regions 2 and 4 were
more racially diverse than children in Regions 1, 3, 5
and 6 (not shown). Forty-four percent of the children had
been placed in out-of-home care.

8 Eighteen cases were missing demographic information on the
child(ren) living in the caregiver’s household. Twenty-seven youth
who were over the age of 18 were excluded from the analysis.
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Perpetrators of Maltreatment’®

The survey asked social workers to report the relation-
ship of the perpetrator of maltreatment to the maltreated
child(ren). The primary caregiver was a perpetrator in

75 percent of the cases statewide. Secondary caregiv-

ers were identified as perpetrators in 30 percent of the
cases. Other relatives and non-relatives were identified as
perpetrators in only five to ten percent of the cases.

A larger percentage of Region 1 than Region 5 work-

ers reported secondary caregivers to be perpetrators of
maltreatment. A smaller proportion of workers in Region
4 than workers in Regions 1, 3, 5 and 6 indicated that
secondary caregivers were perpetrators.

Workers who assessed CPS cases were less likely than
CFWS workers to report that primary caregivers were
perpetrators of maltreatment. Caregivers whose children
had been placed in out-of-home care were more likely to
be identified by workers as a perpetrator of maltreatment.

Table 3.3a. Relationship to the Perpetrator(s) of Maltreatment
by Region?

1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide

(n=80) (n=66) (n=90) (n=95) (n=68) (n=77) (N=476)
Primary caregiver 80.9 78.1 72.2 73.8 70.1 76.6 75.4
Secondary caregiver 353 28.5 320 20.3%¢ 30.6 329 29.8
Other relative 9.8 10.9 11.8 11.8 9.0 8.4 10.3
Non-relative L7 5.8 59 5.3 6.7 4.8 5.0
Unknown 4.6 3.6 4.7 7.5 6.7 6.6 5.7

“The columns may add to more than 100% because respondents were allowed to report more than one perpetrator.
"Sig. diff. from Region 5 p <.05

Sig. diff. from Regions | and 6 p <.01

9Sig. diff. from Regions 3 and 5 p <.05

Table 3.3b. Relationship to the Perpetrator(s) of Maltreatment
by Service Area®

FVS FRS CFWS CPS Statewide

(n=107) (n=48) (n=569) (n=243) (N=967)
Primary caregiver 72.0 27.1 83.1° 68.3 75.4
Secondary caregiver 36.4 14.6 28.1 33.7 29.8
Other relative 15.0 4.2 10.2 9.9 10.3
Non-relative 1.9 0.0 53 6.6 5.0
Unknown 7.5 37.5 4.0 2.5 57

“The columns may add to more than 100% because respondents were allowed to report more than one perpetrator.
"Sig. diff. from CPS p <01

° A question asking workers to report the type of maltreatment that
the child(ren) in the family were subjected to immediately preced-
ing the family’s current involvement with Children’s Administration
was inadvertently excluded from the worker web survey. For future
reports, maltreatment type for these cases will be gathered from the
Children’s Administration’s administrative records.

Table 3.3c. Relationship to the Perpetrator(s) of Maltreatment
by Service Context?

In-Home Out-of-Home Statewide
(n=440) (n=477) (N=917)
% % %

Primary caregiver 67.5" 82.8 75.5
Secondary caregiver 29.1 31.2 30.2
Other relative 9.5 1.7 10.7
Non-relative 5.0 55 52
Unknown 6.8 5.0 59

“The columns may add to more than 100% because respondents were allowed to report more than one perpetrator.
b
p <01

Caregivers’ History

Child welfare workers were asked about caregivers’ prior
history with the Children’s Administration and about the
caregivers’ childhood history of maltreatment. Seventy-
one percent of workers statewide indicated that caregiv-
ers living in the household had had a prior open case
with CFWS or CPS. A smaller percentage of caregivers
in Region 4 than in Region 6 had had a prior open case.
There were no significant differences between service
areas or between in-home and out-of-home cases.

Table 3.4a. Caregiver(s) had a Prior Open CPS/CFWS
Case by Region

1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
(n=173) (n=131) (n=165) (n=183) (n=130) (n=166) (N=948)
% % % % % % %
73.4 70.2 70.3 65.0" 71.5 75.9 71.0
“Sig. diff. from Region 6 p <.05
Table 3.4b. Caregiver(s) had a Prior Open CPS/CFWS
Case by Service Area
FVS FRS CFWS CPS Statewide
(n=107) (n=46) (n=552) (n=243) (N=948)
% % % % %
76.6 63.0 69.6 733 71.0

Table 3.4c. Caregiver(s) had a Prior Open CPS/CFWS
Case by Service Context

In-Home Out-of-Home Statewide

(n=435) (n=468) (N=903)
% % %
70.1 722 71.2

Statewide, 14 percent of primary caregivers had had their
parental rights terminated in the past. There were no sig-
nificant between-region differences. Larger proportions
of caregivers receiving CFWS services than those receiv-
ing CPS services had had their parental rights terminated
in the past. Also, caregivers whose children had been
placed were more likely to have had their parental rights
terminated in the past.
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Table 3.5a. Primary Caregiver’s Parental Rights Terminated in
the Past by Region

Table 3.6b. Primary Caregiver’s Childhood History of
Maltreatment by Service Area?

1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide FVS FRS CFWS CPs Statewide
(n=173) (n=135) (n=167) (n=184) (n=132) (n=168) (N=959) (n=107)" (n=48) (n=570) (n=244) (N=969)
% % % % % % % % % % % %
18.5 11.1 13.2 13.0 12.9 13.1 13.8 Physical abuse 33.0 31.8 34.1¢ 209 30.5
Sexual abuse 295 4.8 26.7° 13.7 227
Neglect 453 40.9 413 272 382
Table 3.5b. Primary Caregiver’s Parental Rights Terminated in Witness o domestic violence 2438 290 319 156 266
. “The columns may add to more than 100% because respondents were allowed to report more than one type of abuse or neglect.
the Past by Service Area ®Actual ns may vary due to missing data.
“Sig. diff. from CPS p <.01
FVS FRS CFWS CPS Statewide
(n=106) (n=48) (n=561) (n=244) (N=959)
= = = = = Table 3.6c. Primary Caregiver’s Childhood History of
8.5 2.1 19.8* 45 13.8 Bt
Sig. diff. from CPS p <01 Maltreatment by Service Context?
In-Home Out-of-Home Statewide
(n=441)" (n=477) (N=918)
Table 3.5c. Primary Caregiver’s Parental Rights Terminated in % % %
the Past b SerVICe COnteXt Physical abuse 24.0° 36.4 30.4
y Sexual abuse 16.4° 28.7 229
In-Home Out-of-Home Statewide Neglect 34.1° 425 385
(n=439) (n=472) (N=911) Witness to domestic violence 20.7° 32.3 26.7
% % % “The columns add to more than 100% because respondents were allowed to report more than one type of abuse or neglect.
7.7* 19.3 13.7 PActual ns may vary due to missing data.

<01

Statewide, primary caregivers were reported to have
experienced childhood maltreatment including physical
abuse (30%), sexual abuse (23%), neglect (38%), and
witnessing domestic violence (27%). Larger percent-
ages of caregivers in Region 6 than in Region 4 had
experienced childhood physical abuse, sexual abuse, and
neglect. Also, larger proportions of Region 6 caregivers
than caregivers in Regions 3, 4 and 5 had witnessed
domestic violence. Compared with Region 1, a smaller
percentage or Region 4 caregivers had witnessed domes-
tic violence as a child.

Caregivers’ childhood history of maltreatment varied
significantly by service area. For each type of maltreat-
ment, larger percentages of caregivers receiving CFWS
services compared with those receiving CPS services had
been maltreated in childhood.

Larger percentages of caregivers whose child(ren) were
in out-of-home care than those whose child(ren) were
not placed had been physically abused, sexually abused,
neglected, and had witnessed domestic violence.

Table 3.6a. Primary Caregiver’s Childhood History of
Maltreatment by Region?

1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
(=174  (0=137) (1=169) (n=187) (n=134) (n=168) (N=969)
% % % % % % %
Physical abuse 34.5 34.1 27.7 22.4° 27.7¢ 37.3 30.5
Sexual abuse 20.8 244 224 17.9° 232 285 227
Neglect 420 374 325 27.1¢ 40.6 50.6 38.2
Witness to domestic violence 31.4° 30.8 20.3 19.4 25.6¢ 33.1° 26.6

“The columns add to more than 100% because respondents were allowed to report more than one type of maltreatment.
PActual ns may vary due to missing data.

“Sig. diff. from Region 6 p <01

9Sig. diff. from Region 6 p <.05

“Sig. diff. from Region 4 p <.05

'Sig. diff. from Regions 3 and 4 p <.01

p <01

Stability of Primary Caregivers’
Living Arrangements

Workers reported how often during the last six months
the primary caregiver had changed residence. Fifty-two
percent of the workers indicated that the caregiver had
not changed residence, 26 percent reported that the
caregiver had changed residence once or twice, and 11
percent said the caregiver had changed residence three or
more times.

There were no between-region differences. A smaller
proportion of CPS workers than CFWS caseworkers
reported that the caregiver had changed residence. In
addition, caregivers whose child(ren) had not been
placed were less likely than caregivers who had at least
one child placed in out-of-home care to have changed
residence.

Table 3.7a. Number of Times Primary Caregiver Changed
Residence by Region

1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
(n=172) (n=132) (n=164) (n=183) (n=129) (n=163) (N=943)
% % % % % % %
None 50.0 46.2 55.5 552 48.8 53.4 519
Once or twice 29.1 30.3 24.4 23.0 27.1 25.8 26.4
Three or more 12.8 12.1 11.0 7.7 9.3 14.7 11.2
Don't know 8.1 11.4 9.1 14.2 14.7 6.1 10.5
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Table 3.7b. Number of Times Primary Caregiver Changed
Residence by Service Area

FVS FRS CFWS* CPS Statewide

(n=107) (n=47) (n=550) (n=239) (N=943)"
None 589 72.3 41.5 68.6 519
Once or twice 34.6 8.5 27.5 23.8 26.4
Three or more 3.7 0.0 16.9 3.8 11.2
Don't know 2.8 19.1 14.2 3.8 10.5

“Sig. diff. from CPS p <.01

Table 3.7c. Number of Times Caregiver Changed Residence by
Service Context

In-Home" Out-of-Home Statewide

(n=433) (n=469) (N=902)
None 62.6 414 51.6
Once or twice 26.8 26.4 26.6
Three or more 5.5 17.1 115
Don't know 5.1 15.1 10.3

p <01

Workers also reported whether the caregiver was home-

less. Statewide, 13 percent of the caregivers were homeless.
Although there were no between-region differences in home-
lessness, a larger percentage of caregivers receiving CFWS
services than those receiving CPS services were homeless.
Also, a larger proportion of caregivers whose children had been
placed in out-of-home care were homeless.

Table 3.8a. Primary Caregiver Homeless by Region

1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide

(n=170) (n=130) (n=162) (n=181) (n=126) (n=161) (N=930)
% % % % % % %
11.8 13.1 14.8 13.3 11.9 11.2 12.7

Table 3.8b. Primary Caregiver Homeless by Service Area

FVS FRS CFWS CPS Statewide
(n=104) (n=44) (n=539) (n=240) (N=930)
% % % % %

58 43 16.5" 8.8 12.7

“Sig. diff. from CPS p <.01

Table 3.8c. Primary Caregiver Homeless by Service Context

In-Home Out-of-Home Statewide
(n=428) (n=459) (N=887)
% % %o
7.0 18.5 13.0

“p <01

Statewide, among primary caregivers who were not
homeless, 16 percent were living with a friend or fam-
ily member. Larger percentages of caregivers were
living with friends or family members in Regions 1,2,
3, and 6 compared with Region 5. Compared with CPS
cases, a larger proportion of caregivers in CFWS cases
were living with friends or relatives. Caregivers whose

child(ren) had been placed were more likely to be living
with a friend or family member than caregivers whose
child(ren) had not been placed.

Table 3.9a. Primary Caregiver is Living with Friend or Other
Family Member by Region

1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
(n=129) (n=102) (n=123) (n=133) (n=95) (n=126) (N=708)"
20.9 20.6 17.9 12.8 6.3"¢ 17.5 16.2

“N includes only workers who indicated the caregiver was not homeless.
"Sig. diff. from Regions 1,2 and 3 p <01
“Sig. diff. from Region 6 p <.05

Table 3.9b. Primary Caregiver is Living with Friend or Other
Family Member by Service Area

FVS FVS CFWS cPs Statewide
(n=90) (n=40) (n=374) (n=204) (N=708)°"
% % % % %
15.6 53 20.2° 12.7 16.6

"N includes only workers who indicated the caregiver was not homeless.
*Sig. diff. from CPS p <.05

Table 3.9c. Primary Caregiver is Living with Friend or Other
Family Member by Service Context

In-Home Out-of-Home Statewide
(n=365) (n=309) (N=708)"
% % %
12.9° 20.7 16.2
“N includes only workers who indicated the caregiver was not homeless.
b

p <01

Primary Caregivers’ Money
Management Characteristics

Social workers were asked whether or not the primary
caregiver had sufficient income to provide for their
child(ren)’s basic needs and a series of questions about
the caregiver’s prioritization and distribution of money.

Overall, 58 percent of the workers indicated that caregiv-
ers had enough income to provide for their child(ren)’s
basic needs. There were no between-region differences. A
smaller percentage of workers who assessed CFWS cases
than those who assessed CPS cases reported that caregiv-
ers had enough income to provide for their child(ren)’s
basic needs. A smaller proportion of workers indicated
that caregivers whose children had been placed had
enough income to meet their child(ren)’s basic needs.

Table 3.10a. Primary Caregiver has Enough Income for
Child(ren)’s Basic Needs by Region

1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
(n=173) (n=131) (n=163) (n=183) (n=133) (n=167) (N=950)
% % % % % % %
Yes 57.8 56.5 577 59.6 55.6 61.7 583
Don’t know 11.6 122 10.4 14.8 16.5 72 120
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Table 3.10b. Primary Caregiver has Enough Income for
Child(ren)’s Basic Needs by Service Area

Table 3.11b. Primary Caregiver Money Management
Skills by Service Area

FVS FRS CFWS CPS Statewide FVs FRS CFWS CPS Statewide
(n=107) (n=48) (n=555) (n=240) (N=950) (n=107)"  (n=48) (n=570)  (n=244)
% % % % % Mean Mean Mean Mean  Mean SD  Total
Yes 720 75.0 47.2* 74.6 58.3 Caregiver makes sure that his/her
Don’t know 5.6 14.6 157 58 12.0 child(ren)'s financial needs are met 2.6° 2.4° 3.3¢ 2.6 3.0 1.4 801
Sig. dilf. from CPS p <01 before sp money on her/himself
Caregiver budgets the family’s money
wisely and plans for unseen financial 3.3° 2.7° 3.7¢ 3.1 34 1.3 773

Table 3.10c. Primary Caregiver has Enough Income for
Child(ren)’s Basic Needs by Service Context

In-Home Out-of-Home Statewide
(n=436) (n=471) Total (N=907)
% % %
Yes 74.5° 42.5 57.9
Don’t know 6.4 16.8 11.8

<01

On average, workers statewide responded neutrally

to questions about caregivers making sure that their
child(ren)’s financial needs were met and prioritizing
essential items. Workers were in greater disagreement
with the statement that caregivers budget the family’s
money wisely. There were no significant between-region
differences.

Compared with other workers, social workers who
assessed CFWS cases were significantly less likely to
agree with statements about caregivers’ ability to manage
money well. For each statement, whereas FRS workers
answered that they agreed or were neutral, CFWS work-
ers disagreed.

Table 3.11a. Primary Caregiver’s Money
Management Skills by Region?

1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
(n=174"  (1=137) (=169) (=187) (n=134) (n=168)

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD  Total

Caregiver makes sure

that his/her child(ren)'s

financial needs are met 32 3.1 2.8 2.8 2.9 3.1 3.0 1.4 801
before spending

money on her/himself

Caregiver budgets the
family’s money
wisely and plans for 3.6 3.6 34 32 32 3.6 34 13 773
unseen financial
problems
Caregiver will
purchase essential
items (e.g., food)

N X 31 3.1 2.8 2.8 2.8 31 30 14 779
before spending
money on
nonessentials
Primary caregiver
money management 33 33 3.0 3.0 3.0 32 3.1 1.3 792

skills scale®

“Scale: 1=strongly agree, 2=agree, 3=neutral, 4=disagree, S=strongly disagree
"Actual ns vary due to missing data.
“Cronbach's alpha = .95

problems

Caregiver will purchase essential items
(e.g., food) before spending money on 2.8° 2.2° 3.3¢ 2.6 3.0 1.3 779
nonessentials

Pl’.llllﬂl"y czllreglver money managemem 295 24(; 344 27 3.1 13 792
skills scale

“Scale: 1=strongly agree, 2=agree, 3=neutral, 4=disagree, S=strongly disagree
"Actual ns may vary due to missing data.

“Sig. diff. from CFWS p <01

9Sig. diff. from CPS p <01

“Sig. diff. from CFWS p <05

‘Cronbach's alpha = .95

Social workers who assessed cases in which a child(ren)
had been placed in out-of-home care were less likely to
agree with statements indicating that caregivers priori-
tized child(ren) and future needs in their money manage-
ment practices than the workers who assessed cases with
children living in home.

Table 3.11c. Primary Caregiver Money Management Skills by
Service Context?

In-Home Out-of-Home Statewide
(n=441)" (n=447)
Mean Mean Mean SD Total

Caregiver makes sure that his/her child(ren)'s
financial needs are met before spending money on 2.5° 35 3.0 1.4 765
her/himself

Caregiver budgets the family’s money wisely and 3.0°

9
plans for unseen financial problems 39 34 13 731
Caregiver w1_l] purchase essential 1ten_1> (e.g., food) 05 35 30 13 743
before spending money on nonessentials
Primary caregiver money management skills scale® 2.7° 3.6 3.1 1.3 756

“Scale: I=strongly agree, 2=agree, 3=neutral, 4=disagree, S=strongly disagree
Actual ns may vary due to missing data.

p <.01

dCronbach's alpha = .95

Caregivers’ Disposition

Workers responded to a set of items from the Child
Well-Being Scales (Magura and Moses, 1986) measuring
“Parental Disposition” (14 items focusing on parenting
skills, problem recognition, motivation, and the primary
caregiver’s relationship to the child(ren)). The Child
Well-Being Scales were designed specifically for use in
child welfare services as a means of both initial assess-
ment and monitoring of progress over time. Response
options vary from item to item, ranging from three to six
categories. The wording of these categories also varies,
but most cover a range from Adequate (=1) to Severely
Inadequate (=4). The items are then weighted in terms
of the impact of “seriousness” of each item on a child’s
overall well-being. The weighted item scores range from
1 to 100 with high scores indicating high child well-
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being, and these weighted items are reported in Tables
3.12a-c. Appendix A provides the scoring scheme for the
“Parental Disposition” items.

For most of the “Parental Disposition” items, workers’
assessments indicated that primary caregivers were not
adequate, but also were not severely inadequate. Workers
assessed caregivers to be least adequate in their capac-
ity for child care, their recognition of family problems,
and protecting their children from abuse. The average
“Parental Disposition” scale score was lowest in Region
1 and highest in Region 4. CFWS workers assessed
caregivers to be less adequate on several “Parental
Disposition” items than did CPS workers (and to a lesser
extent FVS and FRS workers); there was an overall scale
score difference between CFWS and CPS.

Workers assessed caregivers whose children had been
placed in out-of-home care to be significantly less
adequate than caregivers whose children were not placed
on every ‘“Parental Disposition” item. Notably, workers’
assessments indicated that caregivers whose children had
been placed were moderately inadequate in their capacity
for child care and somewhat inadequate in protecting
their children from abuse.

Table 3.12a. Primary Caregiver’s Disposition by Region

1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
(n=174)" (n=137) (n=169) (n=187) (n=134) (n=168)

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean  Mean  SD Total
Primary caregivers 57.8 63.2 59.6 67.7 61.1 613 618 312 868
capacity for child care
Primary caregiver's
recognition of family 64.0 67.8 66.1 1.5 66.3 67.7 673 240 873
problems
Primary caregiver's
motivation to solve 77.0 81.6 79.4 83.3 79.6 79.6 80.1 18.1 757

problems

Primary caregiver's

cooperation with case 71.1 74.7 71.2 76.3 73.7 70.5 72.8 232 858
planning and services

Primary caregiver's
expectation of children
Primary caregiver's
acceptance of and 80.7 83.0 82.8 83.3 78.4 79.5 81.3 212 783
affection for children
Primary caregiver's
consistency of
discipline

71.5 79.2 79.0 83.0 78.3 79.4 795 156 655

Primary caregiver's
teaching and 77.0° 79.0 78.9 83.7 78.4 79.7 79.5 16.2 680
stimulating of children

Primary caregiver's

- 80.5 82.3 83.8 84.9 82.3 82.2 82.7 11.9 627
approval of children
Abusive physical 82.8 79.0 88.5 84.3 82.1 830 835 302 671
discipline
Threat of abuse 79.1 76.5 86.3 82.3 82.0 81.2 814 262 635
Protection from abuse 53.1 59.0 55.9 67.2 60.0 49.7 575 39.1 401
Disposition scale® 4 732 75.7 74.7 78.6 73.9 73.7 75.0 16.8 840

“Actual ns may vary due to missing data.

"Sig. diff. from Region 4 p <05

“Cronbach’s alpha = .89

4Scale was calculated for respondents who answered at least five of the 12 items included in the scale; and scale scores were
adjusted for the number of items the respondent answered.

Table 3.12b. Primary Caregiver’s Disposition by Service Area

FVS FRS CFWS CPS Statewide
(n=107)"  (n=48) (n=570)  (n=244)

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean  SD Total
f;:"‘“y caregiver's capacity for child 70.8° 74.9° 52.9° 758 618 312 868
Primary caregiver's recognition of family 69.6 735 64.1¢ 721 673 240 873
problems
Primary Faregwer 's motivation to solve 80.8 82.9 77.8° 83.8 80.1 18.1 757
problems
ana}'y carchvcr_‘s cooperation with case 749 79 .49 69.5¢ 78.6 728 232 858
planning and services
Primary caregiver's expectation of 783 80.5 763 820 783 166 788
children
ana_ry careng_er‘s acceptance of and 80.2 72.1¢ 812 $3.9 813 212 783
affection for children
Primary caregiver's consistency of 79.1 76.8 78.2° 83.0 795 156 655
discipline
Primary caregiver's teaching and 80.8 80.7 787 802 795 162 680
stimulating of children
Primary caregiver's approval of children 80.4" 78.4¢ 84.0 81.9 827 119 627
Abusive physical discipline 87.5 82.5 81.2 86.1 83.5 302 671
Threat of abuse 80.7 74.0 80.9 84.2 814 262 635
Protection from abuse 43.4° 75.9¢ 52.1° 71.9 575 391 401
Disposition scale” ¢ 76.1 78.4 72.2° 79.9 750 169 840

“Actual ns may vary due to missing data.

"Sig. diff. from CFWS p <01

“Sig. diff. from CPS p <01

ISig. diff. from CFWS p <05

“Sig. diff. from FRS and CPS p <01

‘Cronbach’s alpha = .89

“Scale was calculated for respondents who answered at least five of the 12 items included in the scale: and scale scores were
adjusted for the number of items the respondent answered.

Table 3.12c. Primary Caregiver’s Disposition
by Service Context

In-Home Out-Of-Home Statewide
(n=441)" (n=447) Total

Mean Mean Mean SD Total
Primary caregiver's capacity for child care 75.2° 48.0 61.4 31.0 832
Primary caregiver's recognition of family problems 72.9" 60.9 66.8 239 835
Primary caregiver's motivation to solve problems 84.5° 74.8 80.0 17.9 721
Primary caregiver's cooperation with case planning 79.6° 66.0 72.7 23.1 823
and services
Primary caregiver's expectation of children 82.9° 72.8 78.1 16.5 752
Pr%mary caregiver's acceptance of and affection for 84.5° 782 81.5 212 751
children
Primary caregiver's consistency of discipline 83.1° 75.1 79.4 15.6 625
Pr!mary caregiver's teaching and stimulating of 83.4° 752 795 16.1 652
children
Primary caregiver's approval of children 83.4 81.6 82.6 11.8 603
Abusive physical discipline 88.4° 78.1 83.6  30.1 643
Threat of abuse 84.5 78.2 81.6 259 605
Protection from abuse 67.4" 46.6 57.3 39.2 385
Disposition scale” 4 80.0° 66.1 72.9 18.6 875
*Actual ns may vary due to missing data.
p <05

Cronbach’s alpha = .89

4Scale was calculated for respondents who answered at least five of the 12 items included in the scale; and scale scores were
adjusted for the number of items the respondent answered.

°p <01

Children’s Disabilities and Problems

Workers reported whether any child in the family had
been professionally diagnosed with a learning disorder, a
mental or behavioral disorder, or a developmental, physi-
cal, speech, hearing, vision or other disability. Workers
also indicated whether any child in the family abused
alcohol or other drugs, or had serious behavior or health
problems.

Workers indicated that child learning (47%) and mental
or behavioral health problems (32%) were more common
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than developmental, physical, speech, hearing, or vision
challenges. There were several significant between-re-
gion differences in the percentage of cases that included
a child(ren) with a disability. Smaller percentages of
cases in Region 1 than in Regions 2, 3, 5 or 6 included a
child(ren) with diagnosed learning, mental or behavioral,
or developmental problems. Compared with Region 3,
Region 6 had larger proportions of cases that included

a child(ren) with vision and mental or behavioral health
difficulties. Workers in Regions 4 and 5 reported larger
percentages of cases with child developmental and
speech disabilities than workers in Region 2.

Larger proportions of CFWS cases than CPS cases
included a child(ren) with a diagnosed learning, mental
or behavioral, developmental, physical, speech, hear-

ing, vision, or some other disorder. Cases in which a
child(ren) had been placed were more likely than cases in
which no child was placed to include child(ren) who had
been diagnosed with a disorder.

Table 3.13a. Diagnosed Child Disabilities by Region?

1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
(=174  (=137)  (1=169)  (=187)  (n=134)  (n=168)  (N=969)
% % % % % % %
Learning 38.0° 492 43.0° 486 46.0 56.6 46.8
lﬁ{;‘;‘v“;‘r’gl 22,00 39.7 32.7 29.3 33.6 37.8 32.1
Developmental 10.6% 21.6" 15.2 11.8 14.9 16.0 14.7
Physical 8.8 9.8 6.8 42 78 9.7 7.7
Speech 20.7 2321 16.1 13.2 123 18.4 17.3
Hearing 3.8 5.0 35 2.4 1.8 50 3.6
Vision 50 8.5 424 79 63 11.2 7.1
Other 538 5.1 4.1 38 9.6 6.3 56

“The columns add to more than 100% because respondents were allowed to report more than one type of disorder or disability.
"Actual ns may vary due to missing data.

“Sig. diff. from Region 6 p <.01

i f. from Region 6 p <.05

. from Regions 2 and 6 p <.01

" from Regions 3 and 5 p <.05

f. from Region 2 p <.01

f. from Region 4 p <.05

from Regions 4 and 5 p <.05

from Region 5 p <.05

si
iSig. diff.

Table 3.13b. Diagnosed Child Disabilities by Service Area®

FVS FRS CFWS CPS Statewide
(n=107)" (n=48) (n=570) (n=244) (N=969)
% % %o % %
Learning 440 63.0 51.6° 34.0 46.8
Mental or behavioral 29.9 34.1 36.1¢ 235 32.1
Developmental 19.6 9.1 16.8° 9.0 14.7
Physical 5.6 0.0 9.8 54 7.7
Speech 15.6 23 22.4° 9.4 17.3
Hearing 23 23 47 1.8 3.6
Vision 7.1 4.7 9.3¢ 2.7 7.1
Other 34 0.0 8.2¢ 1.8 5.6

“The columns add to more than 100% because respondents were allowed to report more than one type of disorder or disability.
PActual ns may vary due to missing data.

Sig. diff. from CPS p <.01

9Sig. diff. from CPS p <.05

Table 3.13c. Diagnosed Child Disabilities by Service Context?

In-Home Out-of-Home Statewide
(n=441)" (n=477) (N=918)
% % %

Learning 41.7° 52.1 47.1
Mental or behavioral 28.3¢ 359 323
Developmental 11.7° 18.0 15.0
Physical 5.1¢ 10.6 7.9
Speech 13.1° 21.9 17.7
Hearing 2.6 4.3 35
Vision 5.2¢ 9.1 7.2
Other 2.6° 89 59
“The columns add to more than 100% because respondents were allowed to report more than one type of disorder or disability.
PActual ns may vary due to missing data.
‘p <01
Ip <05

Eleven percent of cases included a child(ren) who abused
alcohol, and 13 percent included a child(ren) who abused
drugs. Workers also indicated that 34 percent of cases
included a child(ren) with a serious behavior problem,
and that 10 percent included a child with a serious health
problem.

A smaller percentage of cases in Region 1 than in
Regions 2, 5 and 6 included a child(ren) with a behavior
problem. Compared with Region 6, Region 5 had a
smaller percentage of cases that included a child(ren)
with a serious health problem.

Larger percentages of CFWS than CPS cases included

a child(ren) with an alcohol, drug, serious behavior, or
serious health problem. Cases in which a child(ren) had
been placed in out-of-home care included significantly
larger percentages of children who had drug, behavior, or
health problems.

Table 3.14a. Child Substance Abuse, Behavior and Health
Problems by Region?

1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
=174  (=137) (=169) (=187) (=134) (n=168)  (N=969)
%o % % % % %o %
Alcohol abuse 8.9 15.2 10.2 10.0 11.0 10.5 10.8
Drug abuse 11.2 13.3 13.4 11.8 14.8 13.3 12.8
Serious behavior problem 26.9° 389 325 335 8.8 37.7 343
Serious health problem 9.6 8.9 10.4 9.8 6.5 15.5 10.3

“The columns may add to more than 100% because respondents were allowed to report more than one type of problem.
®Actual ns may vary due to missing data.

“Sig. diff. from Regions 2, 5 and 6 p <.05

9Sig. diff. from Region 6 p <.05

Table 3.14b. Child Substance Abuse, Behavior and Health
Problems by Service Areas?®

FVS FRS CFWS CPS Statewide
(n=107)" (n=48) (n=570) (n=244) (N=969)
% % % %o %
Alcohol abuse 8.0 40.4 10.7° 6.4 10.8
Drug abuse 12.0 34.8 13.9 6.4 12.8
Serious behavior problems 275 66.0 36.5 26.1 343
Serious health problems 73 11.1 12.6 6.0 10.3

“The columns may add to more than 100% because respondents were allowed to report more than one type of problem.
"Actual ns may vary due to missing data.

“Sig. diff. from CPS p <.05

ISig. diff. from CPS p <01
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Table 3.14c. Child Substance Abuse, Behavior and Health
Problems by Service Context?

In-Home Out-of-Home Statewide
(n=441)" (n=477) (N=918)
% %o %
Alcohol abuse 9.6 11.5 10.6
Drug abuse 10.3¢ 14.8 12.6
Serious behavior problems 27.6" 40.5 343
Serious health problems 7.0 14.2 10.7
“The columns may add to more than 100% because respondents were allowed to report more than one type of problem.
®Actual ns may vary due to missing data.
p <05
dp <01

Permanency Plans for Child(ren)
in Out-of-Home Care

Four-hundred and eighty-two workers assessed cases in
which at least one child had been placed in out-of-home
care. The survey asked these workers about the perma-
nency plans for the child(ren) in out-of-home care.

Statewide, workers reported that the court-approved
permanency plan for cases with child(ren) in out-of-home
care was return home (42%), adoption (26%), emancipa-
tion/independent living (4%), and guardianship (8%).
Larger percentages of workers in Regions 1 and 3 than in
Region 6 reported that the permanency plan was adop-
tion. Region 1 workers were more likely than workers in
Regions 3 and 5 to report that no plan had been estab-
lished. Compared with workers who assessed CPS cases,
larger percentages of workers who assessed CFWS cases
indicated that there was a permanency plan for child(ren)
who had been placed.

Table 3.15a. Permanency Plan(s) for Child(ren) in
Out-of-Home Care by Region

1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
(n=80)""  (n=66) (n=89) (n=95) (n=68) (n=77)  (N=475)°
Return home 425 424 404 358 38.2 50.6 41.6
Adoption 35.0 212 33.7° 24.2 22.1 19.5 26.3
Emancipation/Independent 5 5 0.0 11 53 74 52 36
living
Guardianship 5.0 12.1 4.5 9.5 10.3 6.5 7.8
No plan yet established 12.5" 7.6 4.5 8.4 4.4 6.5 74

“The numbers and percents refer to cases, not children.

"The columns may add to more than 100% because respondents were allowed to report more than one permanency plan.
°N includes the respondents who assessed cases with child(ren) in out-of-home care and reported the permanency plan.
9Sig. diff. from Region 6 p <05

“Sig. diff. from Region 6 p <01

Sig. diff. from Region 3 and 5 p <05

Table 3.15b. Permanency Plan(s) for Child(ren) in
Out-of-Home Care by Service Area®

FVS FRS CFWS CPS Statewide

(n=20)"" (n=7) (n=404) (n=45) (N=476)°
% % % % %
Return home 30.0 28.6 4234 40.9 41.6
Adoption 10.0 0.0 29.7¢ 6.8 26.3
Emancipation/Independent living 5.0 14.3 3.7¢ 0.0 3.6
Guardianship 10.0 0.0 8.4¢ 2.3 7.8
No plan yet established 15.0 28.6 54 18.2 7.4

“N includes the respondents who assessed cases with child(ren) in out-of-home care and reported the permanency plan.
"The columns may add to more than 100% because respondents were allowed to report more than one permanency plan.
“The numbers and percents refer to cases, not children.

9Sig. diff. CPS p <.01

Workers who indicated that the permanency plan was to
return the child(ren) home were asked to whom custody
would be transferred, how likely it was for the child(ren)
to be returned home within six months, and how well
the primary caregiver understood the court’s return
conditions."’

Seventy percent of workers reported that custody

would be transferred to the primary caregiver when the
child(ren) returned home. Workers indicated that it was
not very to somewhat likely that the child(ren) would

be returned home within the next six months, and that
primary caregivers had only a fair to good understanding
of the court’s return conditions. There were no significant
between-region differences.

Table 3.16. Person to Whom Custody will be
Transferred by Region

1 2 3 4 S 6 Statewide
(n=33) (n=27) (n=37) (n=28) (n=23) (n=34) (N=179)"
% % % % % % %
Primary caregiver 57.6 74.1 67.6 78.6 60.9 79.4 70.0
Secondary caregiver 9.1 74 8.8 7.1 8.7 29 72
Primary and secondary caregiver 6.1 37 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.9 2.2
Other 273 14.8 23.5 14.3 30.4 14.7 20.6

*N includes respondents who assessed cases with child(ren) in out-of-home care whose permanency plan was return home and
who reported the custody plan.

Table 3.17. Likelihood that the Child(ren) will be Returned
Home within the Next Six Months by Region?

1 2 3 4 5 6
(n=33) (n=27) (n=37) (n=34) (n=26) (n=39) Total (N=196)"
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total
23 2.7 24 25 25 2.7 2.5 1.0 196

“Scale: 1=very likely, 2=somewhat likely, 3=not very likely, 4=very unlikely
"N includes respondents who assessed cases with child(ren) in out-of-home care and that had a permanency plan of return home.

Table 3.18. Primary Caregiver’s Understanding of the
Court’s Return Conditions by Region?®

1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
(n=34) (n=27) (n=37) (n=34) (n=26) (n=39) Total (N=197)"
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total

24 23 25 25 2.3 2.6 2.4 0.9 197
TScale: 1=very good 2=good ing, 3=fair ing, 4=poor (o very poor understanding

"N includes respondents who assessed cases with child(ren) in out-of-home care whose permanency plan was return home and
reported the custody plan.

Primary Caregivers’ Contact with
Child(ren) Placed in Out-of-Home Care

Workers who assessed cases in which a child(ren) had
been placed were asked whether the primary caregiver
had unsupervised visitation rights, how often caregivers
had phone and face-to-face contact with their children,
and how often court-approved visitations were refused by
substitute caregivers.

10 Because a majority of cases with a permanency plan of return
home (87%) were receiving CFWS services, responses to these
questions are analyzed only by regions.
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Workers statewide reported that 28 percent of the primary
caregivers were allowed to have unsupervised visits with
their children. There were no significant between-region
or between-service area differences.

Table 3.19a. Primary Caregiver is Allowed
Unsupervised Visits by Region

significant between-region or between-service area
differences in the amount of phone contact that primary
caregivers had with their children.

Table 3.21a. Primary Caregivers’ Phone Contact with
Children in Out-of-Home Care by Region

1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
(n=73) (n=53) (n=71) (n=77) (n=52) (n=65)  (N=391)
1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide % % % % % % %
(n=75) (n=54) (n=73) (n=77) (n=57) (n=65) (N=401) None 41.1 415 33.8 40.3 48.1 43.1 40.8
% % % % % % % One to four times 82 113 15.5 156 192 92 13.0
227 21 329 31 246 246 279 Four or more times 274 283 2.6 325 2.1 262 28.1
Don't know 233 18.9 21.1 1.7 9.6 215 18.1
Table 3.19b. Primary Caregiver is Allowed
Unsupervised Visits by Service Area . o .
Table 3.21b. Primary Caregivers’ Phone Contact with
1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide . . .
(0=34) (n=27) (n7) (n34) @=26) (n=9) Total (N=107) Children in Out-of-Home Care by Service Area
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total N
FVS FRS CFWS CPs Statewide
24 23 25 25 23 26 24 0.9 197 (n=14) (=) (n=346) =27) (N=391)
TScale: 1=very good g, 2=good 3=fair ing, 4=poor to very poor understanding % % % % %
’N includes respondents who assessed cases with child(ren) in out-of-home care whose permanency plan was return home and ° ° ° ° ©
reported the custody plan. None 214 0.0 43.6 222 40.8
One to four times 14.3 0.0 133 1.1 13.0
. . . Four or more times 21.4 25.0 29.2 18.5 28.1
Workers estimated the number of times during the month oy know 429 750 139 481 8.1

prior to the survey that caregivers had had contact with
their child(ren). Statewide, 31 percent of workers report-
ed that caregivers had had no face-to-face contact with
their child(ren). Twenty-two percent of workers indicated
that caregivers had had face-to-face contact one to four
times, and 40 percent of workers said caregivers had had
face-to-face contact at least four times. Region 5 workers
were more likely than Region 1 workers to report that
caregivers had had no face-to-face contact with their
child(ren). There were no significant between-service
area differences.

Statewide, workers reported that substitute caregivers had
refused to allow primary caregiver visits in only three
percent of the cases in which children had been placed in
out-of-home care. A larger percentage of Region 3 than
Region 5 workers reported that substitute caregivers had
refused primary caregiver visits. There were no signifi-
cant between-service area differences.

Table 3.22a. Court-Approved Visits Refused by
Substitute Caregiver by Region

1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
. . (n=74) (n=54) (n=73) (n=79) (n=55) (n=66) (N=401)
Table 3.20a. Primary Caregivers’ Face-to-Face Contact % % % % % % %
with Children in Out-of-Home Care by Region Yes 41 37 68" 25 00 15 32
Don't know 4.1 3.7 1.4 5.1 9.1 6.1 4.7
I 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide “Sig. diff. from Region 5 p <.05
(n=73) (n=54) (n=71) (n=76) (n=55) (n=66) (N=395)
% % % % % % %
None 28.8 333 254 38.2 41.8 227 31.3
One to four times 137 20.4 225 25.0 273 212 215 Table 3.22b. Court-Approved Visits Refused by
Four or more times 49.3 38.9 43.7 30.3 27.3 48.5 40.2 Substitute Caregiver by Service Area
Don't know 8.2 74 8.5 6.6 3.6 7.6 7.1
“Sig. diff. from Region 5 p <.05 FVS FRS CFWS CPS Statewide
(n=14) (n=7) (n=353) (n=30) (N=401)
Table 3.20b. Primary Caregivers’ Face-to-Face Contact Yes 0.0 0.0 34 33 32
with Children in Out-of-Home Care by Service Area Don'tknow 24 00 28 200 47
FVS FRS CFWS CPS Statewide
(n=14) (n=4) (n=348) (n=29) (N=395)"
% % % % % ’
None 143 0.0 336 17.2 313 Workers’ Casework Approach
One to four times 214 0.0 23.0 6.9 21.5
F i 429 75.0 39.9 34.5 40.2 . . .
our or more fmes Social workers were asked a series of questions about
Don't know 214 25.0 3.4 41.4 7.1

Overall, primary caregivers were reported to have had
more face-to-face than phone contact with their children
who were placed in out-of-home care. Statewide, 41
percent of workers indicated that caregivers had had

no phone contact with their children. There were no

their approach to working with the family they assessed
and about their use of informal supports. Overall, work-
ers reported taking a strengths-based, solution-focused
approach to working with assessed families. There were
no between-region differences in the workers’ approach.
Workers who assessed CFWS cases were in somewhat
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less agreement with statements about a strengths-based,
solution-focused casework approach than were workers
who assessed CPS or FVS cases. Workers who assessed
cases in which no child had been placed were somewhat
more likely than workers who assessed cases in which

a child(ren) was in out-of-home care to have used a
strengths-based, solution-focused approach.

Table 3.23a. Workers’ Approach to Families by Region?

Table 3.23c. Workers’ Approach to Families by Service Context?

1 2 3 4 5 6
(n=174)  (1=137) (n=169) (n=187) (n=134) (n=168)

Statewide

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total

Focusing on family
strengths is essential to
helping this family
resolve problems

3.9 4.0 4.1 4.1 4.0 4.1 4.0 1.0 931

This family has more

problems than strengths 27 25 26 2.6 2.8 2.6 2.6 1.2 925

Emphasizing this

family’s strengths draws

attention away from 2.3 2.1 2.3 2.1 2.3 2.2 22 1.1 926
efforts to protect their

children

The primary caregiver in
this family has strengths
and resources she/he can
use to solve problems

3.9 3.9 3.9 3.7 3.8 3.8 3.8 1.1 924

The primary caregiver in
this family sometimes
does a good job
parenting

Building on the primary

caregiver’s successful

strategies is the 3.9 4.0 4.0 3.9 3.7 4.0 3.9 1.1 922
beginning step to helping

her/him succeed

There are exceptions to

the primary caregiver’s 35 33 35 35 34 37 35 11 923

pattern of problem
behavior

Building trusting
relationships with the

In-Home Out-of-Home Statewide
(n=441)" (n=447)

Mean Mean Mean SD Total
Fo_cusm_g on family strengths is essential to helping 42 39 41 10 388
this family resolve problems
This family has more problems than strengths 2.3¢ 3.0 2.6 12 882
Emphasizing this family’s strengths draws attention N
away from efforts to protect their children 21 24 22 11 883
The primary caregiver in this family has strengths and 41 36 38 1 881
resources she/he can use to solve problems
The primary caregiver in this family sometimes does a 41¢ 36 38 11 883
good job parenting
Building on the primary caregiver’s successful
strategies is the beginning step to helping her/him 4.1° 3.7 39 1.1 880
succeed
There are exceptions to l}_]e primary caregiver’s 36 34 35 11 883
pattern of problem behavior
Bulld}ng trusting relaponshlps with Fhe primary 44 41 42 10 881
caregiver is an essential part of helping this family
Workers” approach to families scale 4.0¢ 3.6 3.8 7 885

“Scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2=somewhat disagree, 3=ncutral,
"Actual ns may vary due to missing data.

p <01

{Cronbach's alpha = .83

=somewhat agree, 5=strongly agree

Workers were neutral to somewhat in agreement that
the caregiver’s had supportive and helpful relatives
and friends and that including them in case planning
was helpful. There were no between-region or between
service-area differences in workers attitudes toward the
helpfulness of caregivers’ informal supports. Workers
who assessed cases in which a child(ren) was in out-of-
home care were less likely to report that caregivers had
helpful informal supports.

N A f .
primary caregiver is an 42 42 42 4 41 43 42 10 92 Table 3.24a. Workers’ Use of Informal Supports by Region?
essential part of helping
this family 1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
o 174y _ _ - - -
Wor'k.erb app{oach to 38 38 38 38 37 39 38 7 96 (n=174) (m=137) (n=169) (n=187) (n=134) (n=168)
families scale Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean  Mean SD  Total
“Scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2=somewhat disagree, 3=neutral, 4=somewhat agree, 5=strongly agree Includine the relatives
"Actual ns may vary due to missing data. ng
“Cronbach's alpha = .83 and friends of the
caregiver(s) in case 2.6 24 25 2.6 28 25 26 13 921

Table 3.23b. Workers’ Approach to Families by Service Area?

FVs FRS CFWS CPS Statewide
(n=107)" (n=48) (n=570) (n=244)

Mean Mean Mean Mean  Mean SD  Total
Foctfsmg on fam}]y Aslrengths is essential to 43¢ 42 40 41 40 10 931
helping this family resolve problems
This family has more problems than 206 27 08 25¢ 26 12 95
strengths
Emphasizing this family’s strengths draws
attention away from efforts to protect their 2.1 2.1 2.3 22 2.2 1.1 926

children

The primary caregiver in this family has
strengths and resources she/he can use to 4.0° 3.8 3.7 39 3.8 1.1 924
solve problems

The primary caregiver in this family

sometimes does a good job parenting 42 +0 37 40 38 11 926

Building on the primary caregiver’s
successful strategies is the beginning step to 4.1° 44" 38 4.0 39 1.1 922
helping her/him succeed

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

Building trusting relationships with the
primary caregiver is an essential part of 4.4 4.4 42 42 4.2 1.0 922
helping this family

Workers’ approach to families scale® 4.0 3.9 3.7 3.9°¢ 3.8 72 928

planning is not
particularly helpful for
this family

The primary

caregiver(s) in this

family has relatives 3.6 3.8 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 1.2 924
and friends who are

supportive and helpful

“Scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2=somewhat disagree, 3=neutral,
"Actual ns may vary due to missing data.

=somewhat agree, 5=strongly agree

Table 3.24b. Workers’ Use of Informal Supports
by Service Area?

FVS FRS CFWS CPS
(0=107)°  (n=48)  (n=570) (n=244)

Statewide

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD  Total

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

“Sig. diff. from CFWS p <.01

“Sig. diff. from CFWS p <05

“Sig. diff. from FRS and CFWS p <05

Sig. diff. from CFWS and CPS p <01

£Cronbach's alpha = .83

Including the relatives and friends of the
caregiver(s) in case planning is not 25 2.7 2.6 25 2.6 1.3 921
particularly helpful for this family

The primary caregiver(s) in this family has
relatives and friends who are supportive 3.8 3.6 3.5 3.7 3.6 1.2 924
and helpful

“Scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2=somewhat disagree, 3=ncutral, 4=somewhat agree, 5=strongly agrce
®Actual ns may vary due to missing data.
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Table 3.24c. Workers’ Use of Informal Supports
Service Context?

Table 3.25¢c. Workers' Inclusion of Family in Case
Planning by Service Context?

In-Home Out-of-Home Statewide
(n=441)" (n=447)
Mean Mean Mean SD Total
Including the relatives and friends of the caregiver(s)
in case planning is not particularly helpful for this 2.5 2.6 2.6 1.3 879
family
The primary caregiver(s) in this family has relatives 38¢ 34 36 12 882

and friends who are supportive and helpful

“Scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2=somewhat disagree, 3=neutral, 4=somewhat agree, 5=strongly agree
PActual ns may vary due to missing data.
p <01

Workers’ Inclusion of Family
in Case Planning

Workers assessed the extent of primary caregivers’
involvement in developing service plans. Statewide,
workers indicated that primary caregivers were somewhat
involved in creating the service plan and somewhat
agreed that the primary caregivers had a central role in
case planning. There were no between-region differences
in caregivers’ inclusion in case planning.

Compared with caregivers who were receiving FVS,
FRS, and CPS services, caregivers receiving CFWS
services were less likely to have been involved in creat-
ing the service plan. Caregivers whose child(ren) had not
been placed were more involved in service planning than
caregivers of child(ren) who had been placed.

Table 3.25a. Workers’ Inclusion of Family in Case
Planning by Region

1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
(n=174)"  (=137) (n=169) (n=187) (n=134) (n=168)
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD  Total
How involved was the
primary caregiver in 2.1 22 2.1 2.1 23 2.1 21 10 922
creating the service
plan?®
The primary
caregiver(s) in this
family plays a central 3.7 3.9 38 3.7 3.5 38 37 12 92
role in identifying
service needs and
goals in case plans®
*Actual ns may vary due to missing data.
"Scale: 1=very involved, 2=somewhat involved, 3=slightly involved, 4=not involved at all
“Scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2=somewhat disagree, 3=neutral, 4=somewhat agree, 5=strongly agree
’ . g
Table 3.25b. Workers’ Inclusion of Family in Case
Planning by Service Area
FVS FRS CFWS CPS Statewide
(0=107)"  (n=48)  (n=570) (n=244)
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD  Total
How involved was the primary caregiver 1.8° 17 93¢ 20 21 10 922

in creating the service plan?”

The primary caregiver(s) in this family
plays a central role in identifying service 4.0 4.3° 3.6 3.9 3.7 1.2 922
needs and goals in case plans®

“Actual ns may vary due to missing data.

"Scale: 1=very involved, 2=somewhat involved, 3=slightly involved, 4=not involved at all

“Siy from CFWS p <.01

ISig. diff. from CPS p <01

“Item scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2=somewhat disagree, 3=neutral, 4=somewhat agree, 5=strongly agree

In-Home Out-of-Home Statewide
(n=441)" (n=447)
Mean Mean Mean SD  Total
How m\jolved w:s the primary caregiver in creating 1.9° 24 21 10 382
the service plan?
The primary caregiver(s) in this family plays a
central role in identifying service needs and goals in 4.0°¢ 35 3.7 1.2 879

case plans’

“Actual ns may vary due to missing data.

"Scale: 1=very involved, 2=somewhat involved, 3=slightly involved, 4=not involved at all

‘p <01

9Scale: 1=strongly disagree, 2=somewhat disagree, 3=neutral, 4=somewhat agree, 5=strongly agree

Workers’ Contact with Caregivers
and Children

As part of the family assessment, workers estimated
how much contact they had with the child(ren) and the
primary and substitute caregivers within the last three
months. Workers indicated that on average, they had had
face-to-face contact with primary caregivers twice and
phone contact between two and three times in the last
three months. Workers also had face-to-face contact with
the child(ren) two to three times. Workers reported hav-
ing slightly less face-to-face contact than phone contact
with substitute caregivers, but indicated that they had
had some form of contact with them about twice in the
last three months. Region 1 workers had more face-to-
face contact with primary caregivers than did workers in
Regions 4 and 5.

Table 3.26a. Workers’ Contact with Children and
Caregivers by Region?

. 1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
How often in the last b
three months did you (n=174)"  (n=137) (n=169) (n=187) (n=134) (n=168)
have... Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD  Total
face-to-face contact
with the primary 34° 32 32 2.8 2.7 32 3.1 15 899
caregiver
phone contact with
the primary 3.7 3.7 3.8 34 3.6 35 3.6 1.5 895

caregiver
face-to-face contact

with the children 37 3.7 34 33 32 3.6 35 1.3 896
involved in the case

face-to-face contact
with the child(ren)’s 2.7 3.0 2.6 2.6 25 2.9 2.7 1.5 838
substitute caregiver

phone contact with
the child(ren)’s 32 33 33 3.1 29 34 32 1.8 841
substitute caregiver

Extent of wogkcrs 34 34 32 3.0 3.0 33 3.2 1.1 843
contact scale

“Scale: 1=no contact, 2=once, 3=twice, 4=three times, 5=four or more times
PActual ns may vary due to missing data.

“Sig. diff. from Regions 4 and 5 p <.05

dCronbach's alpha = .77

Compared with workers who assessed FRS and CPS
cases, workers who assessed CFWS cases reported
having more frequent contact with child(ren) and with
substitute caregivers. CFWS workers had more frequent
contact with the primary caregiver than CPS workers.
Workers who assessed FVS cases indicated that they had
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more frequent contact with the child(ren) and caregivers
than workers who assessed CPS cases, but less frequent
contact than workers who assessed CFWS cases.

Table 3.26b. Workers’ Contact with Children and
Caregivers by Service Area?

FVS FRS CFWS CPS
How often in the last three (n=107)° (n=48) (n=570) (n=244)
months did you have... Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean  SD Total

Statewide

face-to-face contact with the c.d

: : 3.67¢ 29 32 2.7 3115 899
primary caregiver
S:r‘:;vc;""“c‘ with the primary 4.0¢ 37 3.7 32 36 15 895
face-to-face contact with the e 5 gf d
children involved in the case 34 28 39 27 35 13 896
face-to-face contact with the 0 . d
child(ren)’s substitute caregiver 1.9 20 33 19 27 13 838
phone contact with the child(ren)’s o3 20 390 21 32 18 841

substitute caregiver
Extent of workers’ contact scale® 3.0° 27" 3.6° 2.5 32 1.1 843

“Scale: 1=no contact, 2=once, 3=twice, 4=three times, 5=four or more times
"Actual ns may vary due to missing data.

‘Sig. diff. from FRS p <.05

9Sig. diff. from CPS p <.01

“Sig. diff. from CFWS and CPS p <01

Sig. diff. from CEWS p <01

£Cronbach’s alpha = .77

Social workers reported having about the same amount of
face-to-face and phone contact with primary caregivers
regardless of whether or not a child(ren) had been placed
in out-of-home care. However, workers who assessed
cases in which a child(ren) had been placed reported
having more face-to-face contact with the child(ren) and
more face-to-face and phone contact with the child(ren)’s
substitute caregiver.

Table 3.26c. Workers’ Contact with Children and
Caregivers by Service Context

Table 3.27a. Barriers to Achieving Casework Goals by Region?

1 2 3 4 5 6 Statewide
(=174  (n=137) (=169) (n=187) (n=134) (n=168)
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD  Total
Cooperation shown by 5 5 26 25 24 26 26 25 12 898

the primary caregiver

Language barriers
between family and 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.1 1.1 1.1 0.5 888
service providers

Cultural barrier
between family and 1.2 1.3 13 1.4° 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.6 886
service providers

The lack of available

services needed by the 1.6 1.6 1.7 1.6 1.6 1.8 1.7 0.9 888
family

The number of

different problems 2.3 2.4 2.4 22 2.4 2.3 23 1.1 886
facing the family

The effectiveness of
services available to 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.7 1.8 1.9 1.8 0.9 881
the family

Problems arising from
family’s involvement
with multiple service
systems

The lack of
availability of
culturally competent
services

Barriers to achieving
casework goals scale”

“Scale: 1=no barrier at all, 2=slight barrier, 3=moderate barrier, 4=significant barrier
"Actual ns may vary due to missing data.

“Sig. diff. from Regions 5 and 6 p <.05

“Cronbach's alpha = .70

Although workers did not identify any significant barri-
ers, CFWS workers reported a greater number of slight to
moderate barriers than did workers who assessed CPS,
FVS, or FRS cases. In particular, the cooperation shown
by the primary caregiver and the number of different
problems facing the family were reported to be larger
barriers in CFWS cases. Workers perceived caregivers’
cooperation and the number of problems facing the

InHome  OutofHome Statewide family to be larger barriers to achieving goals for cases in
(n=441) (n=447) . .
How often in the last three months did you have.... Mean Mean Mean SD Total Wthh a Chl]d(ren) had been p]aced .
face-to-face contact with the primary caregiver 3.1 3.1 3.1 1.5 858
phone contact with the primary caregiver 3.7 3.6 3.6 1.5 855 Tab|e 327b Barriers tO Achieving Casework Goals
face-to-face contact with the children involved in 30 38 35 13 854 by Service Areaa
the case o o o - N
face-to-face contact with the child(ren)’s 2.0° 34 27 15 802 FVS FRS  CFWS _ CPS Statewide
substitute caregiver . Y B ~ »
phone contact with the child(ren)’s substitute o (@=107) (n=48) @=5710) (n=244)
caregiver 22 42 32 1.8 803 Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD  Total
Extent of workers’ contact scale® 2.8° 3.6 32 1.1 806 Cooperation shown by the primary caregiver 24 2.3° 2.7 2.1¢ 2.5 1.2 898
Language buirs btween iy an
‘[7 <01 service pmvlders
“Cronbach's alpha = .77 Cultural barrier between family and service 12 LI 13 12 12 06 836
providers ) ) ) ) ) .
- - - The lack of available services needed by the
Barriers to Achieving Casework Goals family S
The number of different problems facing the 21 29 25 201 23 11 886
. . . . . family ’ i ’ : - ’
Social workers were asked to identify barriers to achiev- Theefctvencssof s svaiabe e o o 0 1 1s oo sl
ing casework goals. Statewide, workers indicated that o
. . . . Pljoblemsvarising fron] family’s involvement 1.5 17 18 149 16 0.8 885
there were only slight to moderate barriers to achieving with multiple service systems
. o . . The lack of availability of culturally
goals. Workers perceived primary caregivers’ cOOperation  competentserices 2 oo 12 078
and the number of different problems facing families to ‘:“H © ‘I‘:‘“f““é ;“”“': ”b‘ *‘3“'8 . b]f - ,‘f"’ _ S U I
“Scale: 1=no barrier at all, ght barrier, 3=moderate barrier, 4=significant barrier
be the most substantial barriers. Compared with workers s o i
. . . . 9Sig. diff. from CFWS p <01
in Regions 5 and 6, Region 4 workers perceived cultural “Cronbach' lpha = 70
differences between families and service providers to be
a slightly larger barrier to achieving goals.
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Table 3.27c. Barriers to Achieving Casework Goals
by Service Context?

Table 3.28c. Services and Support by Service Context

In-Home Out-Of-Home Statewide
In-Home Care Out-of-Home Care Statewide (n=441)" (n=447)
(n=441 » (n=447) Mean Mean Mean SD  Total
Mean Mean Mean  SD  Total Availability / accessibility of services for family” 89.3 88.4 88.9 14.1 810
Cooperation shown by the primary caregiver 2.2¢ 2.9 2.5 1.2 858 Support for primary caregiver® 90.6° 86.4 88.5 139 780
. . “Actual ns may vary due to missing data.
Language barriers between family and 11 11 11 05 849 *Scale: 100 77=marginal, I 57=seriously inadequate 29=severely inadequate
service providers “Scale: 100=supported 96=family and friend related 85=family bound 73=friend dependent 67=family dyad S6=completely
. . . ﬁolaled
Cu]ll.xra] barrier between family and service 12 13 12 0.6 847 9p <05
providers
The.]ack of available services needed by the 16 17 17 0.9 848
family
;!;}:silf;mber of different problems facing the 2.0¢ 26 23 L1 846 careglvel' serv'ces
;I‘a}:]:ixla;fectweness of services available to the 17 19 18 0.9 844
- . Table 3.29. Caregiver Services Needed and Provided
Problems arising from family’s involvement
. h . 15 1.7 1.6 0.8 847 -
with multiple service systems - - -
Service Needed Service Provided
The lack of ava‘llablhly of culturally 12 13 12 0.6 841 ) Worker )
competent services ‘Worker Caregiver Suggested Worker Caregiver All
. S sted Wanted and Caregi S sted Wanted Families
Barriers to achieving casework goals scale 1.6° 1.8 1.7 0.5 845 uggeste ante an W:;[eeg‘;ver ggeste ante amities
Scale: 1=no barrier at all, 2=slight barrier, 3=moderate barrier, 4=significant barrier (N=971)  (N=971) (N=971) (N=971)
'‘Actual ns may vary due to missing data.
P <.01 %o %o % % % %o
‘Cronbach's alpha = .70 Social / emotional support 66 40 39 70 79 47
Basic parenting assistance 63 31 31 66 71 43
Mental health services 63 32 32 65 84 42
Substance abuse services 48 25 25 73 88 37
H . .
Access to Services and Informal Support Family counseling 63 35 3 56 68 37
Help w/ transportation 34 27 26 77 83 28
. . oy o1 Child behavior management » 24 23 61 80 27
Workers assessed the availability and accessibility of ser- — serices :

. . . ) Basic home management 45 21 21 52 63 24
vices for the family and the adequacy of the caregivers Edcation lan for hidizen) - 0 " - s 23
informal support system. Statewide, workers reported Day care 2 8 18 ™ 8 2

. . e . Medical services 26 18 17 72 75 20
that the availability and accessibility of services were School attendance / 2 " " P 0 o
. . . performance services
between marginal and adequate. Workers’ characterized Domestc violence services » 13 13 s6 . 18
: LI . . Help w/ basic food / clothin, 24 18 17 68 71 18
caregivers’ informal support systems to consist primar- P buswe oot € g
Family conflict resolution 35 19 18 49 63 18
ily of family and friends (i.e., family bound or family Community activities 32 7 17 51 73 17
. . Help finding a place to live 26 21 20 57 65 16
and friend related). There were no between-region or Help w/ financial assistance 2 17 17 6 74 16
. . . . Nurturing / socialization
between-service area differences. Caregivers whose chil- 31 1 1 4 6 15
. Anger management services 27 9 9 47 76 14
dren had been placed in out-of-home care were reported °
Help w/ employment 26 14 13 34 49 10
to be significantly less supported. Developmental disabilites s s 7 5 A 0
support services
Help w/ other housing services 13 10 9 56 65 8
Table 3.28a. Services and Support by Region Respite care 13 8 7 52 6 7
1 5 3 ) 5 5 S 4 Other services 18 10 9 38 47 7
tatewide Help w/ education / GED 14 8 8 39 56 6
(n=174)"

(n=137) (n=169) (n=187) (n=134) (n=168)

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD  Total

Availability/accessibility g5 g78 892 910 904 873 888 141 847
of services for family

Support for primary

A 88.4 89.6 88.5 89.1 88.1 87.7 886 138 816
caregiver'

“Actual ns may vary due to missing data.

"Scale: 100=adequate 77=marginal, 57=seriously inadequate 29=severely inadequate

“Scale: 100=supported 96=family and friend related 85=family bound 73=friend dependent 67=family dyad S6=completely
isolated

Table 3.28b. Services and Support by Service Area

FVS FRS CFWS CPS Statewide
(=107  (n=48)  (n=570)  (n=244)
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean SD Total
Availability / accessibility of 88.2 90.5 89.0 88.0 888 141 847
services for family’
Support for primary caregiver® 90.6 87.0 87.4 90.3 88.6 13.8 816

“Actual ns may vary due to missing data.

"Scale: 100=adequate 77=marginal, 57=seriously inadequate 29=severely inadequate

“Scale: 100=supported 96=family and friend relaled 85=family bound 73=friend dependent 67=family dyad 56=completely
isolated

Social workers reported the services they thought care-
givers needed in order for their child(ren) to be able to
live safely in the caregiver’s home. They also reported
what services they thought caregivers believed were
needed.

About two-thirds of workers reported that caregivers
needed social and emotional support, basic parenting
assistance, mental health services, and family counseling.
Less than half of the workers indicated that caregivers
needed any of the other 22 services. Workers’ reports on
the services they perceived caregivers thought were need-
ed indicate that fewer caregivers than workers believed
that any of the services were needed. But if the worker
reported that a service was needed, they were more

likely to report that the caregiver thought the service
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Table 3.30. Caregiver Services Not Provided

Service Needed

Reason Service Not Provided

Service

Worker or Provided

A r Family  Service
Family’s Opinion Refused Deferred

Child care/  Cultural/ Other/
Transportation Language Don't Know

Service Not
Available

Still CPS

N %o %

R

R

R

% % %

363 74 8
294 71
502 71
282 70
663 69
643 66
341 65
263 65
633 65
303 61
258 60
437 59
278 56
639 56
324 54
152 53
175 53
468 51
331 50
148 48
357 48
284 46
314 45

161 37
187 36
285 33

Help w/ transportation

Day care

Substance abuse services
Medical services

Social / emotional support
Basic parenting assistance
Education plan for child(ren)
Help w/ basic food / clothing
Mental health services
School attendance / performance services
Help w/ financial assistance

Child behavior management services

[~ RV V. N I SRRV V-V I SR R S )

Help finding a place to live
Family counseling

Domestic violence services

Help w/ other housing services
Developmental disabilities support services
Basic home management
Community activities

Respite care

Family conflict resolution

Anger management services
Nurturing / socialization services
Help w/ education / GED

Other services

Help w/ employment
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was needed. Thus, compared with the other services,
larger percentages of workers reported that caregivers
thought they needed social and emotional support, basic
parenting assistance, mental health services, and family
counseling.

A comparison of the workers’ own opinions with work-
ers’ perceptions of the caregivers’ opinions about services
suggests that caregivers disagreed with workers more of-
ten than workers disagreed with caregivers about whether
a service was needed. The services that the largest per-
centages of workers reported that they and the caregiver
believed were needed (i.e. social emotional support, basic
parenting assistance, mental health services, and family
counseling), along with substance abuse services, were
also the services provided to the most caregivers. Also,
workers’ reports suggest that caregivers were more likely
to receive a service if the caregiver thought it was needed
(see Table 3.29).

For services that workers indicated were needed by

the caregiver, the worker reported whether the service
had been provided. If the needed service had not been
provided, the worker identified the reason the service
was not provided. Although no service was provided to
all of the caregivers who needed them, three-quarters

to two-thirds of the caregivers who needed the follow-
ing services received them: help with transportation,
day care, substance abuse services, medical services,
social and emotional support, basic parenting assistance,
education plan for child(ren), help with basic food and
clothing, mental health services, and school attendance
or performance services. Less than half of the caregivers
received needed respite care, family conflict resolution,
anger management services, nurturing and socialization
services, help with education or GED, and help with
employment (see Table 3.30).

Workers most often cited family refused as the reason
needed services were not provided. Depending on the
service, workers reported that between 8 and 23 percent
of families had refused a needed service. The largest
percentages of families (20 to 23%) had refused domestic
violence services, help with employment, anger manage-
ment services, and help with education or GED. Workers
cited service deferred as the second most common reason
that needed services had not been provided. Only small
percentages of caregivers were said to have not received
a needed service because the case was still CPS, the
service was not available, lack of child care or transporta-
tion prohibited the family from obtaining services, or
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cultural or language barriers prohibited the families use
of services.

There was only one between-region difference in the
percentages of families who were provided needed ser-
vices. A smaller percentage of families in Region 1 were
provided needed community activities (32%) compared
with Region 3 (56%), Region 4 (50%), Region 5 (52%),
and Region 6 (65%) (p < .05) (not shown).

Table 3.31. Needed Caregiver Services Provided
by Service Context

Service Provided

In-Home Care Out-of-Home Care Statewide

%o % %
Basic parenting assistance 65 67 66
Basic home management 64° 41 51
Social / emotional support 74° 66 69
Substance abuse services 71 71 71
Family counseling 62" 49 56
Mental health services 72° 61 65
Medical services 81° 62 70
Developmental disabilities support services 63 47 53
Domestic violence services 62" 49 54
Family conflict resolution 56" 41 48
Anger management services 52 44 46
Nurturing / socialization services 49 42 45
Community activities 60" 42 50
Child behavior management services 64 55 59
Education plan for child(ren) 70 62 65
School attendance / performance services 58 63 61
Day care 77 68 71
Respite care 47 50 48
Help finding a place to live 63 52 56
Help w/ other housing services 62 45 53
Help w/ employment 45° 26 33
Help w/ basic food / clothing 78" 57 65
Help w/ transportation 76 73 74
Help w/ financial assistance 71° 55 60
Help w/ education / GED 53% 31 37
Other services 35 35 36
<01
tp <05

Compared with caregivers whose children were placed
in out-of-home care, larger percentages of caregivers
whose children had not been placed received the fol-
lowing needed services: basic home management, social

Child Services

Social workers also reported the services they thought
the caregiver’s child(ren) needed in order to be able to
live safely in the caregiver’s home and what services they
thought any family member believed were needed. Fifty-
one percent of the workers reported that the children
needed mental health services. About one-third of work-
ers reported children’s need for medical services, school
attendance assistance, and community activities. Nearly
20 percent of the workers indicated that developmental
disabilities and alcohol or drug abuse services were
needed. Smaller percentages of workers reported that
family members thought that each of these services was
needed. Services were more likely to have been provided
if family members thought they were needed.

For services that workers indicated were needed by

the child(ren), the worker reported whether the service
had been provided. If the needed service had not been
provided, the worker identified the reason the service was
not provided. Roughly two-thirds or more of the fami-
lies whose children needed a service received service.
Compared with other needed services, a smaller percent-
age of children (64%) who were thought to need alcohol
or drug abuse services received them. Family refused
service was given as the most common reason children
did not receive services.

There were no between-region differences in the per-
centages of families who were provided with needed
services for their child(ren). Larger percentages of cases
in which a child had been placed received each of the
services listed except services to address developmental
disabilities.

Table 3.32. Child(ren) Services Needed and Provided

and emotional support, family counseling, mental health p— P—
services, medical services, domestic violence services, Worker  Family g WOKEr | Worker  Family Al
. . X i L. . Suggested Wanted Family Wanted Suggested Wanted Families
family conflict resolution, community activities, help with NS9T1)  (N=9TH (N=9TD) (N=971)
employment, help with basic food and clothing, help with VITS—— p. p " pn " w0
financial assistance, and help with education or a GED. Medical services 3 3 3 85 88 3l
School attendance assistance 37 24 23 78 80 30
Community activities 32 20 20 73 84 25
Developmental disabilities 17 9 9 73 8 1
services
Alcohol / drug abuse services 18 10 10 64 78 12
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Table 3.33. Child(ren) Services Not Provided

Table 3.34. Needed Child(ren) Services Provided
by Service Context

Service Reason Service Not Provided
Needed Service i
Workeror g @t | Family Service  Still S Child care/  Culturall —
Family’s Refused Deferred CPS 8 Transportation Language Service Provided
Opinion Available Know N
P! In-Home Care Out-of-Home Care Statewide
N % % % % % % % % % % %
Medical services 361 84 4 1 1 0 0 1 4 Alcohol/drug abuse services 53" 69 62
School Mental health services 70° 80 75
attendance 384 77 8 2 1 1 0 0 7 Medical services 79" 88 84
assistance Developmental disabilities services 64 73 69
Mental health
en e 519 75 9 3 2 0 0 1 6 School attendance assistance 65b 85 77
services C . P 66‘! 77 72
C it ‘ommunity activities
ommunity 335 7 8 3 2 1 0 1 7 <ol
activities b, <
p<.05
Developmental
disabilities 183 69 5 4 3 4 1 1 8
services
Aleoholidrug 192 62 18 I 3 2 I I 7
abuse services
- —gm
Parental Disposition Items
Child Well-Being Scale
Primary caregiver's capacity for child care 100=adequate = 63=marginally adequate = 48=moderately

Primary caregiver's recognition of family
problems

Primary caregiver's motivation to solve
problems

Primary caregiver's cooperation with case
planning

and services

Primary caregiver's expectation of children

Primary caregiver's acceptance of and

affection for children

Primary caregiver's consistency of discipline

Primary caregiver's teaching and stimulating

of children

Primary caregiver's approval of children

Abusive physical discipline

Threat of abuse

Protection from abuse

inadequate 13=severely inadequate

100=adequate
inadequate

55=moderately inadequate  43=seriously

100=adequate ~ 70=moderately inadequate  62=seriously

inadequate 50=seriously inadequate 3 1=severely inadequate

100=adequate ~ 59=mildly  inadequate
inadequate 46=seriously inadequate

54=moderately

100=very realistic 80=somewhat unrealistic (but open to
improvement) 65=somewhat unrealistic (but not open to
improvement) 47=very unrealistic

100=very accepting and affectionate 70=fairly accepting and
affectionate, but with reservations 45=not affectionate, but not
openly rejecting or hostile 35=openly rejecting or hostile

100=high consistency 85=marginal consistency (but open to
improvement) 70=marginal consistency (but not open to
improvement) 53=low consistency

100=high activity 84=moderate activity 70=passive approach,
some deprivation 41=considerable deprivation

100=approval is primary way of guiding children 78=approval
and disapproval both used conditionally 72=disapproval is
primary way of guiding children 63=excessive and severe
disapproval used

100=no physical discipline 93=physical discipline used (but
not excessive or inappropriate) 22=excessive or inappropriate
discipline used (but no resulting injuries) 18=excessive or
inappropriate physical force used (resulting in superficial
injury) 13=excessive or inappropriate physical force used
(resulting in moderately serious injury) l=excessive or
inappropriate physical force used (resulting in severe injury)

100=no verbal or physical threat 54=indirect or implied verbal
threat only 46=direct verbal threat 17=direct physical threat
(but no actual harm)

100=adequate ~ 30=somewhat

inadequate

inadequate  12=seriously
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