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SURVEY OF MEASURES AVAILABLE FOR EVALUATION
OF CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS

One of the primary tasks being performed by the "Child Abuse and Neglect
Measurement and Macro Evaluation Project" for the National Center on Child
Abuse and Neglect, 0CD, is the development of measures which can be used in
the Summative Evaluation of the Center's series of demonstration projects. In
the most general terms, the focus of these projects is on prevention, identi-
fication and treatment of the child abuse and neglect phenomena. It obviously
would be inefficient to approach the measurement task as if no measures had
ever been developed which might have relevance to this evaluation. Therefore,
a survey of available measures has been conducted. This is a.report-of that
survey and related matters. : .

Variables Which Guided Measure Survey

Before a survey of measures can be made, the universe of variables for which
measures wili be sought must be determined. If these measures were tc be used
in a basic research project with a highly circumscribed theoretical focus such
a survey would be relatively straightforward. However, in this instance the
universe of possibie variables is expansive, not only because it involves the
avaluation of a large number of diverse demonstration projects, but also
bacause of the lack of consensus and knowledge about the causes of the phe-
nomena and how best to respond to it through prevention or treatment services.

~Given this state, some form of structure had to be adopted as a guide to the

survey. - In October 1975 this project submitted to NCCAN a set of questions
which were considered cruciai to a Summative Evaluation of the demonstration
projects.* - It seemed that these questions afforded as reasonable a structure
as possible for the specification of variables with which to guide the measure
survey. Consequently, each of the 144 questions was carefully screened to
extract the variables for which measures would be necessary in order to answer
the question. This process can be illustrated with an example from the
Treatment/Effectiveness set of questions where one question was: "To what
extent were the precipitating problems reduced?" The key variable requiring
measurement is "precipitating problems." Of course in this instance the
variable "precipitating problems" is a multidimensional variable which has to
be subdivided into its several component variables (see page 40). Frequently
the variables extracted from the questions were unidimensional.

Once the variables 1ist was complete the variables were placed in one of three

groups: (1) those for which relatively sophisticated psychometric-sociometric
measures might be available, (2) those which simply required some form of

counting, or categorical 1isting, and (3) those which might best be approached

*J. R.‘Seaberg,,D. F. Gillespie, and J. Long, Questions for the

Summative Evaluation, Seattle: Center for Social Welfare Research, School of

Social Work, University of Washington,(0ctober 31, 1975), (mimeographed)d
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open-ended questions, either because of thg potential for unique

:gggggzespor lack og prior know]edge of the pg§$n§1glrraggghogoigsggEZ?ié The
latter group of variables contiined many variable e e ohte a period
forms of measurement might be developed (e.g. lists, ﬁahe? : étab]ish ber
of initial data collection via the open—endgd approach helped gl ab) ish the

ameters of the variables. (A complete listing of the variable 4
Eiggwoupings appears in Appendix A.)_ The survey of measures wai $gnggggﬁge
only in relation to those variables in the psychometr1c—soc1ome r sasure
group. The rationale for this circumscription of the measure su¥Ve{t o
ihadequacies for this type would require more basic developmental atten
than would varijables in the listing~counting and open-ended groups.

Measure Screening Criteria

i ! i iteri ] traints placed on
the most basic screening criteria derived from cons iced
;gggugz appropriateness by NCCAN. The first, and possibly most restricting,
was the directive from NCCAN in its RFP,

s must be sophisticated enough to jndicate‘in_ggantwtat1ve*‘
;ggh?gﬁfugﬁe effectivengss, etc., of the services as indicators of t3$;2
quality. The measures must, at the same time, be easy enougg t%hprcase R
record and gather so that the data are_proy1dgd or recorded by ? c
workers or other service providers: S1mp]1st1c head-count type o
measures, such as recidivism, are insufficient.

d i ini ~ the impact on
easures should include at a minimum, measurement of :
igg ?hi]d and his family or other involved persons of the effectiveness

of the services provided.**

and, the RFP called for measures of conside(ap1e sophistication,
gStt2$m3?ia2egus1y it restricted sophjstication by reqq1r1ngkthat ?hitmeasures
be of a type for use by service providers only. Implicit in the Ta e;. X
requirement are three criteria: (1) the measures should not requ;re}g b1g
degree of training to administer or interpret, (2) the measures s ogd ebasis
economical in administration time, and (3) the measures should prov; eta
for recording the service providers' perception of the abuse or neglec o
sjtuation rather than relying on d1regt responses from thg service consumers.
In essence these would be a very special order of measures. :

i jali ‘ ; re requi to meet the above
Because of the highly specialized order_of measure regu1red _
ciiteria, serious?y limiting the probability of 1ocat1ng’any appropr1at9 ;
measures on the basis of these criteria alone, the measure survey was directe

*Emphasis added.

‘ L . * e : “_. . Tl
**!'Priority Statement for Research Activities, Fiscal Year 1975,
Nationa]'Centeryon Child Abuse and Neglect, Office of Child Development,
(September 17, 1974), p. 10. ,
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at two Tevels: (1) those measures which would meet the criteria, and (2)
those measures which would require slightly more time and training in their
use. It was envisioned that the measures in the latter category could be used
by the Summative Evaluator with selected sampies of the service consumers,
using evaluation staff rather than servite staff to collect the data. This
would allow for a reasonably sophisticated level of measurement and keep
costs, both financial and service provider time, within limits. Therefore, in
the section of this report where the results of the survey are presented there
will be two categories of recommended measure(s): (1) Recommended - Service
Previdir Use. and (2) Recommended - Evaluator Use (with a selected consumer
sample).

Beyond the criteria for appropriate measures already elaborated, several
others basic to quality measurement were imposed. Evidence of validity and
reliability of the measures were considered fundamental. Validity was judged
not only on the basis of that presented by the developer of the measure, but
also by the relevance to the particular problem and services being evaluated

here. Measures could not require much time to use or administer, consequently,

the fewer items the better. Where available, preference was given to measures
developed, tested or standardized using samples which included persons of

~ lower-middle and below on continua of education and income, and which included

minorities and persons of both sexes.

The RFP requirement of quantitative measures was interpreted to preclude the
use of categorical or presence-absence types of measures such as those used by
Gil and those used by the National Clearinghouse. Also, preference was given
to more recently developed measures which tend to reflect advances in psycho-
metric and sociometric techiques, and are often shorter versions of previously

developed instruments, incorporating the best items from previousiy developed
instruments. :

As will be obvious to the reader, there had to be tradeoffs on some criteria,
particularly those related to developmental and testing samples, but these
several criteria were the ideal against which all measures were screened.

The Measure Survey Procedures

Following the grouping of the variables, and an amplification of selected
variables in the psychometric-sociometric group into their component vari-
ables, an intensive and systematic measure survey was conducted on those
variables. The staffing, management and supervision procedures, and sources
consuited are described briefly as follows.

The management and supervision of the measure survey was conducted by the
three authors, assisted by doctoral students who are research assistants to
the project. In order to accomplish the task within the time constraints
operating, student readers were hired to assist with the survey. Following a
campus-wide recruitment and careful screening of the applicants, ten students
were selected as readers. Their selection was based on their familiarity with

the 1ibrary,system, their library experience in the social science area, their

Si
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time availability and interest. The student assistants were senior unqer-
graduates, and masters and doctoral level graduate students from a variety of

disciplines,

Fach student was assigned a set of variables from the psychometric-sociometric
grouping for which measures were needed. Each of the supervisors worked with
approximately three students and each student researched approximately two to
four variables., The students were carefully briefed on definitions, key
words, and potential sources for each assigned variable. Their work was
reported on two forms: (1) a Source Form, and (2) a Measure Reporting Form
(see Appendix B). The Source Form was completed for every variable. It
provided a means for the assistant to record the source checked and the key
words checked within that source. This form provided a means for the super-
visor to determine the thoroughness of the survey on each variable. The
Measure Reporting Form allowed for recording identification and Tocation
information about the reference, the type of measurcment device, a short
description of the measurement device, information on testing or standardiza-
tion of the measure, reliability and validity information, and other references.

On the basis of the information suppiied on the Measure Reporting Form, the
supervisors made judgments as to how closely the measure approximated the
criteria against which measures were screened. If the measure did not approxi-
mate the criteria it was not investigated further. However, for those which
seemed to meet the established criteria, the source was duplicated so that the
supervisors might assess the measure more carefully. Following a careful
screening of each measure from its original source, a decision was made to
recommend or not recommend the technique for use by either the staff of the
demonstration projects or by the evaluator. Again this decision was based on

screening criteria,

It should be mentioned that in addition to supervising the student leaders,
the authors were directly invelved in the measure survey. Their activities
were directed toward more obscure sources of potential measures, consulting
with other faculty who might know of appropriate measures, scrutinizing
numerous compendia of measures, and in some cases duplicating some of the
efforts of the student assistants in order to get some sense of the thorough-

ness of their work.

A wide variety of sources were tapped in the measure survey. The University
of Washington library system was heavily utilized, particularly the main
library system and its undergraduate extension, the Health Sciences library,
the Social Work library, and other departmental libraries. A1l pertinent
indices, abstracts, catalogs, and compendia of measures were searched.
Abstracts were searched back from 5 to 10 years depending on the number of
measures located. In addition to these sources, several bibliographies
related to child abuse and neglect were screened. ‘A number of the more
important compendia and bibliographies which were searched are listed in

Appendix C.

Even though this project attempted to follow a carefully thought out pro-
cedure, as described, a measure survey of this type is in reality less than an

exacting process. If the tack is to pursue the general literature dealj
with a variable, a process of sludging through a great number of theoret?ga1
conceptual or experiential statements about the variable as it relates to
numerous other variables ensues with relatively Tittle information specific to
the measurement issue. If, on the other hand, the tack is to use published
compendia of measures, the number presented is almost astronomical and the
process gf track]ng dowq every reasonable sounding lead for more detailed
information is highly time consuming. Having used both of these tacks, this
measure survey seems to have touched base with the state-of-the-art. Gsing
either tacg, one of the most frustrating problems was the "additional infor-
mation availabie from the author" footnote so frequently encountered, the
Tatter usually accompanied by an address five to ten years old. ’

Addendum

It is anticipated that there will be an addendum to this repor;:

future date. The formal survey is considered complete, butpthé gfoigzg of
cgnduct3ng the survey creates a degree of momentum and a heightened sensiti-
y1ty‘wh1gh W111.probab1y result in the screening of additional measures. It
1s.T1kew1se anticipated that reader feedback as a result of this report.w111
bring more measures to the attention of the project which will be screened.

General Purpose Measurement Techniques

There are a number of general purpose measurement techni i

applicability to some of the variables which guided thi;qgﬁivggjcga2i¥gu1arly
v§r1a§1es such as those which comprise the multidimensional variable, "preci-
pitating probiems." _These techniques include: (1) behavioral monitéring (2)
goal attainment scaling,* (3) problem-oriented records,** and (4) etc.*** The
ut111ty anq problems of using these techniques, particularly goal attainment
scaling, will be presented in a separate report at a later date, It was
1nqeed, probtiemns in the use of measurement devices such as those reporteé here
which was the vrationale for the development of goal attainment scaling.

*See: T. J. Kiresuk and R. E Shermank "Goal Attainment Scali
, ! and K. E. > ; , caling: A
General Method for Evaluating Comprehensive Community Mental Health grograms,“

Community Mental Health Journal, 4 (1968): ' 443-453; and i
ommun He , : -453; the extensive
bibliography from the Program Evaluation Resource Center, Minneapo]is? '

**See: Lawrence Weed, Medical Records, Medical Education, and Patient

Care: The Problem-Oriented Record as a Basic Tool. Chi :
Case Western Reserve University, 1970, - Chicago: The Press of

***See, for example: James R. Seaberg, "Systematized Recording: A Fol]bw—

up," Social Work, 15 (October 1970): 32-41, :

]
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Reporting Format

The substantive element of this report which follows immediately is presented
in three major sections: (1) psychometric-sociometric measures (results of
the measure survey), (2) counting, listing measures, and (3) open-ended
question measures. For the latter two sections a brief discussion of the
meaning and/or a proposed measurement procedure is presented for each vari-
able. The results of the measure survey are all contained in the first
section. g ' i

The format in which the results of the measure survey will be reported is:

] (1) the variable name, (2) a definition or discussion of the dimensions of

3 the variable, (3) a measure(s) recommended for project staff use, (4) a

: measure(s) recommended for evaluator use, and (5) measures not recommended. s ,

; The latter group of measures will consist of some of the measures which were B :
found to be "in the ballpark" as a potential measure of the variable, but were ’ ' . :

3 rejected because of an inadequate fit with the criteria. If a measure is

i recommended, more detailed information is presented describing the measure,

] its validity and reliability, and the rationale for its recommendation.

] In the psychometric-sociometric section the variables are arranged informally i ‘ _
into three sub-sections: (1) those for which a measure is recommended for ; POYCHOMETRIC-SOCIOMETRIC MEASURES
both project staff and evaluator use, (2) those for which a measure is recom-

“mended for the evaluator only, and (3) those for which no measure is recom-

mended. Usually if a measure is recommended for project staff use it is

automatically recommended for evaluator use. ‘ '

o

T T T

Measurement instruments per se are not presented in .this report since copy-
right laws prevent mass duplication without permission.
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VARIABLE: Community Assessment of Project: Community Support/ DFG 7 G. M. Bolton, "The L ‘ :
. i ¢4 : RN s ost Letter Technique as a M ; :
Opposition/Apathy Attitude Toward a Major Social ISSUe,ﬂ The Socig?gggga?fQCommun1ty , i

15, Autumn 1974:567-570. | uarterly, Vol. a

~ DEFINITION/DIMENSIONS: Meaning of the project to community members.
G. B. Forbes and H. F. Gromoll, "The Lost Letter Technique as a Measure

PROJECT STAFF USE: of Social Variables:
: Some. Expl 1 3 ! . ) R
50, September, 1971:113-115. -0y F1ndings," Social Forces, Vol. i

MEASURE RECOMMENDED:

f Type of Measure: Questionnaire. /
| D. V. H " . 5
; Source: C. E. Osgood, G. Suci, and P. H. Tannenbaum, The Measurement of | 'ttftud2§d§5waE§§EAZ§T§”3 Sf an %nvest1gatory Instrument to Measure ;
; Meaning, Urbana: University of I11inois Press, 1957. | 1975:96-99 W1, " cournal of School Health, Vol. 45, #2, February ?
g Description of Measure: Respondents are asked to rate the given object, : G. E. Hend ’ ; ! : . ' .
: such as a child abuse and neglect project, on a series of seven- ; Social ﬁgrEQ:Q?E gggrgéaﬁ‘dgg;gmi '?bgrtqu Attitudes Among Nurses and ;
2 point, bipolar scales. Any person, place or thing can be rated. f 438-441 al of Public Health, Vol. 64, #5, May 1974: :
; The bipolar scales reflect three dzmensions: (1) an evaluation gf : B j
i the object or concept being rated (fair-unfair, clean-dirty, good- g S, Mi3 y ) ‘ j
! bad, valuable-worthless); (2) the potency or power of the object - B PubH%égag?ﬁioﬁogﬂgﬂﬁeﬁ? ° 5a;1ure to Validate the Lost Letter Technique, " ;

or concept (large-small, strong-weak, heavy-1ight); (3) the activit . Y, Vol. 33, Summer 1969:263-264. - :

of the object or concept (active~pqs§1ve, fa§t~s1ow, hot*co]di. i S. Milgram, L. Mann and S. Harter "Th ' : ‘%

A one hundred item test can be administered in about 10 to 15 of Social Research," Public Oninicn O Lost Letter Technique: A Tool +

minutes, 437-438. > pinion Quarterly, Vol. 29, Fall 1965: i
; Validity: Comparison with a Thurstone scale has produced coefficients R. L. Shotland : . g
: ~ of .74 to .82; with a Guttman scale a coefficient of .78 was ; Lost Letter Teéhﬁ%qﬁé ﬁegggqigng R. A. Forsythe, "A Validation of the |

produced; and with three factors on a Bogardis social distance 278-281 > pinion Quarterly, Vol. 34, Summer 1970: i

scale coefficients of .72 to .80 were produced. See R. G. Smith, ; ’ :

"Validation of a Sematic Differential," Speech Monographs, Vol. ; G. S :

) . - > . . 'parer, G. D. Dines, and D. Smith, "Consume . . . )
, 30, March 1963: pp. 50-55. . Cg%:sggd geigh?orhood Health Centers," Ameri?a: Sggg;g}pgglggb}?coﬁgg1th
Reliability: Test-retest oefficient of .85. : + 00, June 1970:1091-1102. ’
‘ . . AL WLOWH , " ; : : ‘
Primary References: J. C. Nunnally, Popular Conceptions of Mental g Pub1ic'8g§ﬁgon Sugi%;g{; t30¥a];gatguﬁgepL$SgQLSESeg Jechnique, "
! - : s L e :260-262.

Health: 1heir Development and Change, New York, Holt, 1961.

: C. E. Osgood, "Studies on the Generality of Affective Meaning ;
Systems," American Psychologist, Vol. 17, 1962: pp. 10-28. ‘

Rationale: High reliability and validity, and easily adapted to the
assessment of and support for child abuse/neglect projects. -l

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: EVALUATOR USE:

Same as above, ; ' . |

MEASURES NOT RECOMMENDED: o 5

'G. Antuens and C. M. Gaitz, "Ethnicity and Participation: A Study of
Mexican-Americans, Blacks, and Whites," American Journal of Sociology,

Vol. 80, #5, 1975:1192-1211. o . , e
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VARIABLE: Family Economic Status  DFG

DEFINITION/DIMENSIONS: Monthly family expenditures per capita by age.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: PROJECT STAFF USE:

Type of Measure: Questionnaire.

Source: William A. Reinke, "The Classification of Household by Economic
Level," Economic Development and Cultural Change.

Description of Measure: The measure was developed using household expen-
ditures of 872 randomly selected Taiwanese families. Only three
items are necessary: (1) total family expenditures, (2) family size,
and (3) ages of individual members. The procedure for scoring
simply entails recording the mean expenditures during a given month
for families of various sizes. :

Validity: Using regression analysis, the standard errors of prediction
from comparing the actual and typical expenditures for all 872
families were calculated on four increasingly refined indicators of
family expenditures: (1) total family expenditures; (2) per capita
family expenditures, which assumes that all members spend the same
amount; (3) expenditures based upon family size which allows for the
possibility that each addition into the family contributes a differ-
ent amount to the total expenditures; and (4) expenditures based
upon family size and age composition, which allows for the possi-
bility that a member's contribution depends upon his age as well as
his position in the family. Each stage of refinement showed a
smaller standard error, with the fourth measure producing the most
useful predictors of family expenditures. White individual family
deviations from the predictors are still considerable, the
author suggests that these deviations are attributable to real
economic differences because the non-economic elements of age and
family size are controlled.

Reliability: No data available.

Primary Réferencesf L. 1. Dub]in and A. J. Lotka; The Money Value of
Man, revised edition (New York, Ronald Press, 1946).

E. Kleiman, "Age CompoSition, Size of Household and the Interpretation
of Per Capita Income," Economic Development and Cultural Change,
Vol. 15, #1, October 1966.

E. Sydenstricher and W. I. King, "The Measurement of the Relative
Economic Status of Families," Quarterly Publication of the American
Statistical Association, Vol. 17, #135, September 1921:842-857.

D, A. Weisbrode, Economics of Public Health (Philadelphia:
University of'Pennsy1vania Press, 1961}. RN

A S iy et i iy e e 4 oo
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Rationale: Minimum amount of effort and acce |
; ‘ ptable Tevel of standard
etror:_ Also the mu1t1p1e_regression technique handles all elements
simultaneously, thus permitting a systematic, fast analysis,

MEASURE RECOMMENDED:  EVALUATOR USE:

Same as above.

MEASURES NOT RECOMMENDED:

D. Birrel, "Relative Deprivation as a Factor i ict i
s ! : n Conflict ‘
Ireland," The Sociological Review, Vol. 20, #3, August 19;2:§?;fg§§n

S. Bradfield, "Some Occupational As i i ic
¥ pects of Migration," F
Development and Cultural Change, Vol. 14, #1, 8ctober 1965?2?T1C

A. C. Kelley, "Household Saving Behavior in the Developing Economies:

The Indonesian Case," Economic Devel »
130 April 1968 sonta ! elopment and Cultural Change, Vol. 16

s
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‘ . DFG Q is based upon member perceptions of management strategies. For
VARIABLE:  Management Strategies : social workers and other professionals who are more or Tess
B , ‘ , . rvisors facilitate goal - autonqmqus and self regulating, member perceptions is assumed more
DEFINITION/DIMENSIONS: The degree to which supe Two major management N - appropriate than management self reports.

attainment or consideration of those supervised.

i shi been identified by factor
;ﬁ;?;g?;?s ??)fﬁgﬁgiiQZiliaggr52;gc23¥:” gnd (2) "consideration." The ’ MEASURE RECOMMENDED: EVALUATOR USE:

i found more effec-
who are high on both factors are generally T
1$3ge£é§%‘those who are Tow on one or both of these strategies.

Same as above.

MEASURES NOT RECOMMENDED:

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: PROJECT STAFF USE:

R. Bales and P. Slater, "Role Differentiation in Smal] Decision-Making

Type of Measure: Questionnaire. , ;: Groups," in T. Parsons, et al. (ed.), Family Socialization and Interaction
Source: E. A. Fleishman, "A Leader Behavior Description for Industry," | Process, Glencoe, I11ino7st The Free Press, 1955, ‘
: . 3 s B
2 ) : : ds.), Leader Behavior: Its : . )
anzéigii3202231&82:3réﬁegi nggzaéghsmgnograph 780, Columbus, Ohio ; F.]E. $1ed1er, A Theory of Leadership Effectiveness, New York: McGraw-
e ¢ 4 9 " .
State University, 1957:103-119. Hil1, 1967
s o is has been used in a number of studies I J. K. Hemphilt, Dimensigns of Executive Positions, Ohio State University,
Descr;gﬁ&ﬁgtgg gsaiggeéhiZh;ta22a3§§$ergity Bureau of Business Research. : Columbus, Bureau of Business Research, 1960
Samples of 122 foremen, 31 foremen, ancther 31 foremen, 8 civil R. L. Kahn and D. Katz, "Leadership Practs in Relation to Prodyctiyvi
. . and 60 managers are reported by Fleishman. . L. Kahn ﬁ”. - Ndtz, "Leadership Practices in Relation to roductivity
service sgperv1igr?; distributed to group members, asking them to and Morale," in D. Cartwright and A. Zander (eds.), Group Dynamics:
:Qieqﬁgjtggggzltheir leader actually uses particular behaviors. , Research and Theory, New York: Harper and Row, 1953:612-628.

There are 48 items with 20 of these tapping "initiating structure"

oing i . n . S . _
and 28 "consideration." Examples of initiating structure items R. Likert, "An Emerging Theory of Organization, Leadership and Manage

_ : L work, and assigns people to | ment," in L. Petrullo and B. Bass (eds.),_Leadership and Interpersonal

§§$£1CE§Z? Qigk;dea§%e§§1§1$l§§ia¥?82 of consideratign are: easy Sl Behavior, New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 19671:290-309.
. i ched, and expresses : _
to undgrs@and,hfr1ggg1gfagg ggz;]g g§§g°§ob. The 1teﬁs are responded R. Tannenbaum, I. W. Weschler and S. Massarik, Leadership and Organiza-
zgpgﬁcga¥}82 ﬁoiﬁt Lickert-1ike scale ranging from always to never. tion: A Behavioral Science Approach, New York: McGraw-Hi1T, 1967.
. admini ionnaire is 10 to 15 minutes. . : : |

The  bine §° ad$1:1223;1328123§?S;gn22;§§n1ng weights of 9 to 4 , B. B. Boyd, "Perceptions of the First-Line Supervisor's Authority: A
.ghe,PEQCE Ergn gach item's orientation to the dimension; items are | Study in Supervisor-Subordinate Communication," Academy of Management
esgﬁ?y12?viged between positive and negative orientations. The | dournal, Vol. 15, #3, September 1972:331-342.

: : ‘ i i is 172 and initiation has i o
highest possible score on consideration i L. L. Cummings, "Risk, Fate, Conciliation and Trust: An International

an upper-limit of 80. : : Study of Attitudinal Differences Among Executives," Academcy of Manage-
Validity: Corke]ations between initiating structure and conside(ation_ g : ment Journal, Vol. 15, #3, September 1977:285-304

have been consistently negative. A]so,_h1gh scores on gogs1qerat1on

have predicted low absenteeism, while high scores on initiating

R. Hay, "Use of Modified Sematic Differentials to‘Eva]uate Formal

3 - i organizational Structure," Academcy of Management Journal, Vol. 12, #2,
structure have pred1cted high turnover. | ; Juge 1969:247-257. , L g,
L e , Fe ious samples range : : ‘ ; . . . . i
Bgllé%lllIXﬁG 1§Sté;8te§§]gzeﬁg%?1ESZ?fgg?:gtgnr;ig; from .28 to ;93. ' R. Hodgetts, "Leadership Techniques in the Project Organization," Academcy
rom .¢ .87 -hall G :

of Management Journal, Vol. 11, #2, June 1968:211-219.

i i d Leadership,
rimary References: C. L. Shart1¢, Executive Performqnce an
i Cg1umbia, Ohio State University Research Foundation, 1952.

R. D. Peterson, "A Cross-Cultural Perspective of Supervisory Values,"
Academcy of Management Journal, Vol. 15, #1, March ]972:105—117.

. o DN S 4
tionale: Sufficient reliability and validity, and easy an ‘
el 2conomica1 to administer. Also selected because the jnstrument
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t Decision Making of Lower | "~ VARIABLE: Organizational Structure : DFG

W. A. Shrode, "A Study of Optimality in Recurrent T€= o %, /B omper

. rnal, N ) . . A .
Level Managers," Academy of Management Jou DEFINITION/DIMENSIONS: Dimensions or characteristics reflecting project
1970:389-397. “member interactions as a whole. ‘

‘ : ‘ ' MEASURE RECOMMENDED: PROJECT STAFF USE:

P o

Type of Measure: Questionnaire.

Source: J. K. Hemphil, Group Dimensions: A Manual for Their
Measurement, Research Monograph #87, Columbus, Ohio, Bureau of
Business Research, Ohio State University, 1956.

Description of Measure: Hemphil's measure ascertains 13 dimensions of
a group: autonomy, control, flexibility, hedonic tone, homogeneity,
intimacy, participation, permeability, polarization, potency.
stability, stratification, and vicidity. The dimensions were
selected from a group of adjectives identified by organizational
authorities. The items were drawn from a probe questionnaire
administered to 500 individuals, after which 5 judges placed the
items into the dimensional categories. There are 150 jtems which
are responded to on a 5 point scale ranging from definitely false
to definitely true. The items describe characteristics of the group;
they do not judge whether the characteristic is desirable or undesir-
able. Some examples of the test jtems are as follows: the group
has well understood, but unwritten rules concerning member conduct;
members of the group work under close supervision; members of the
group Tend each other money; the opinions of all members are con-
sidered as equal; the group has support from outside; failure of
the group would mean little to individual members. The test takes
approximately one hour to administer. The procedure for scoring
involves summing the item scores for each of the dimensions.

Validity: Known groups validation techniqueé have shown thevinsfrument
to successfully distinguish between different groups and not dis-
tinguish between similar groups. : :

Reliability: Split-half reliability range from .59 to .87. The rela-
tionship between an item and high-low categories ranges from .03
to .78 with a median of .36 on the keyed items and from .01 to .36
with a median of .12 on the randomly selected items. Inter-
correlation of dimension scores ranges from ~.54 to .81, with most
within the +.29 range at a .01 significance level. Agreement
between different reporters of the same group ranges from .53 to
74, ‘ '

Primatx>Reference$: V. J. Bentz, "Leadership: A Study of Social Inter-

action,” unpublished report, Bureau of Business Research, Ohio
State University. ' '
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| i ie, " ' t of Group Dimensions,"
| J. K. Hemphil and C. M. Westie, The Meqsuremev
The Journ§1 of Psychology, Vol. 29, April 1950:325-342.

iologi ' ip: The Case of the
an, "A Sociological Approach to Leadership: T
géhigimEQecutTVe,“ unpublished report, Bureau of Business Research,

Ohio State University.

Rationale: This measure taps a wide range of structural variables in
one test, and it is easy to administer and score.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: EVALUATOR USE:

Same as above.

MEASURES NOT RECOMMENDED:

i i . E. Roseborough,
* _ F. Bales, F. L. Strodtbeck, T. M. Mills, and M. E _ J
L §Ch§nn2?s of Communication in Small Groups," American Sociological
‘ Review, Vol. 16, August 1951:461-468.

B. M. Blau, "Structural Effects," American Sociological Review, Vol. 25,
April 1960:178-193.

| ! i ‘ io Management,"
‘ s. P. Bradley, "A Dynamic Model for Bond Portfolio
Management Science, Vol. 19, #2, October 1972:139-145.

i i iption jzation Process,"
W. B. Eddy, "A Multivariate Description of Organiza _
Academy o¥ Management Journal, Vol. 11, #1, March 1968:49-58.

J. L. Price, Handbook of Organizational Measurement, Lexington,
Massachusetts: D. C. Heath and Co., 1972.

R. S. Weiss and E. Jacobson, "A Method for the Ana1y§is of the Structure
o% Cémp1ex Organizations," American Sociological Review, Vol. 20,
December 1955:661—668.

i fipge
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4

VARIABLE: Relations Between Project and Other Community Agencies DFG ﬁ
"DEFINITION/DIMENSIONS: The intensity of interorganizational relations.
This variable taps various degrees of resource investment ranging from

director acquaintance to written contracts between organizations.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED:

PROJECT STAFF USE:

Type of Measure: Questionnaire.

%1 Source: D. L. Rogers, "Towards a Scale of Interorganizational Relations

3 ‘ Among Public Agencies," Sociology and Social Research, Vol. 59, #1,

2 ‘ October 1974:61-70. t .

;? Description of Measure: A scale of intensity of interorganizational

;! relations (IOR) was developed from interviews with the top admini-
strators in each of 116 public agencies. The scale contains six
jtems of increasing relational intensity: (1) director acquaintance; A
(2) director interaction; (3) information exchange; (4) resource L
exchange; (5) overlapping boards; and (6) written agreements. Each
administrator was asked to respond yes or no to questions concerning
each of the six items. Time to administer the questionnaire is
trivial, and standard Guttman techniques are used to process the

scores,
Validity: The correlation between intensity scores and the number of

joint programs as measured by Aiken and Hage (1968) was .55. While
concurrent validity is thus not too high, the increased sophistica-
tion of the multiple item instrument, and the high face validity of
the individual items provides sufficient support for the instru-
ment's validity. :

Re]iabiligg; The coefficient of reproducibility was .91. The minimum

marginal reproducibility or minimum coefficient of reproducibility .
that could have occurred, given the cutting point used and the pro- ix
portion of respondents passing and failing each of the items, was : -
.73." The coefficient-of scalability was .66. Seventy-four percent o
of the respondents conformed to one of the scale types, and the 26 ;
percent nonconforming responses were distributed more or less

L randomly among 30 different patterns. The average correlation among

i ~ the items in the scale was .75, and the reliability coefficient was

e .95, R :

3 Primary References: J. R. Finley, "A Study of Interorganizational
g Relationships," unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, Ithica, New York:
e . Cornell University, 1970.

G. E. Klonglin, D. A. Dillman, J. S. Nright; and‘G. M. Beal, Adenc
5 Patterns and Community Alcoholism Services, Iowa State University,
5 , Department of Sociology and Anthropology, Report #73, Aims, Iowa,
: - 1969. : : , :

imanTnp e i o
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S. M. Leadley, "An Integrative Model: Cooperative Relations Among
Organizations," paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the Rural
Sociological Society, San Francisco, 1969.

F. Levine and P. E. White, "Exchange as a Conceptual Framework for
the Study of Interorganizational Relationships," Administrative
Science Quarterly, Vol. 5, 1961:583-601.

W. Reid, "Interagency Coordination in Delinquency Prevention and
Control," Social Service Review, Vol. 38, 1964:418-428.

B. D. Starkweather, "Health Facility Merger and Integration: A
Typology and Some Hypotheses;" in P. E. White and G. J. Blasak
(eds.), Inter-Organizational Research and Health: Conference

Proceedings, Baltimore, Maryland: The John Hopkins University,

1970:4-44,

Rationale: High reliability and reasonable validity, and it is easy and

“economical to employ. Also, this measure represents the only
multiple item measure of interorganizational relations available in

the literature.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: EVALUATOR USE:

Same as above.

MEASURES NOT RECOMMENDED:

M. Aiken and J. Hage, "Organizational Interdependence and Intra-
Organizational Structure," American Sociological Review, Vol. 33, 1968:

912-930.

“H. Guetzkow, "Relations Among Organizations," in R. Bowers (ed.), Studiés
on Behavior in Organizations, Athens, Georgia: University of Georgia

Press, 1966:13-44.

R. E. Johns and D. F. de Marche, Community Organization and Agency
Responsibility, New York: Association Press, 1951.

E. Litwak and L. F. Hylton, “Interorganizationa1 Analysis: A:Hypothesis
on Coordinating Agencies," Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 6,
1962:395-426. ' -

C. D. Marrett, "On the Specification of Interorganizational Dimensions
Sociology and Social Research, Vol. 56, 1971: 83-97.

]
3

S. K. Paulson, "Causal Analysis of Interorganizational Relations: An
Axiomatic Theory Revised," Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 19, #3,
September 1974:319-337. ' '

S v
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-

J. E. Stoner3 Interlocal Governmental Cooperation: A Study of Five
States, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Agricultural

Economic Report #118, July 1967.

H. Turk, "Interorganizational Networks in Urban Society: Initial Per-
ggec%;;gs]a?g Comparative Research," American Sociological Review, Vol.

G. L. Vigin, "A Study of Interorganizational Relations Between the
Cooperative Extension Service and Members of Its Organization Set,"

unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, Aims, Iowa: Iowa State University, 1972,

B. Yep, "An Applied Model of Interorganizational Cooperation," paper
p(esented at_the Annual Meeting of the Midwest Socio1ogica1<§oc?é§y,
Milwaukee, Wisconsin, 1973. ‘ .
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VARIABLE: Socio Cultural Characteristics--Community Attitudes DFG

DEFINITION/DIMENSIONS: The degree of progressive attitudes toward nine seg-
ments of the community: (1) general community improvement; (2) living
conditions; (3) business and industry; (4) health and recreation; (5)
education; (6) religion; (7) youth programs; (8) utilities; and (9)
communications.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: ~PROJECT STAFF USE:

Type of Measure: Interview or questionnaire.

Source: Claud A. Bosworth, "Community Attitude Scale," in Handbook of
Research Design and Social Measurement, B. C. Miller (ed.), New York,
David McKay Company, 1964: 193-197.

Description of Measure: A cross section of groups in various communities
were asked to define the meaning of progress and submit statements:
which indicated to them progressive or unprogressive aspects of
progress. These statements were turned over to a representative
panel of Teaders who then designated each item as progressive or
unprogressive. Different tests showed that 60 of these items were
the most discriminating. These 60 items were compiled into three
sub-scales with 20 items each, the scales being identified as
community integration, community services, and civic responsibili-
ties. An example of each of these sub-scales is as follows: (1)
Community Integration, no community improvement program should be
carried on that is injurious to r business; (2) Community Services,
the school should stick to the 3 R's and forget about most of the
other courses they offer today; (3) Civic Responsibilities, busy
people should not have the responsibility for civic programs. The
items are responded to on a five point Likert scale ranging from
strongly agree to strongly disagree. The instrument takes approxi-
mately 20 minutes to administer. The procedure for scoring follows
the standard Likert format.

Validity: The total mean scores discriminated significantly between a
progressive and an unprogressive group at the .02 level of signifi-
cance. It was also found that citizens with positive attitudes on
the scale also voted positively for a sewer extension plan.

Reliability: Split half coefficient of .56.

Primary Reférences: Claud A, Bosworth, Attitudes Toward Community
Progress, Ph.D. Dissertation, University of Michigan, 1954.

‘Rationale: This instrument is easy to administer and covers a broad
range of commnunity attitudinal areas. . '

-21-

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: EVALUATOR USE:

Same as above.

MEASURES NOT RECOMMENDED:

A. M. Barban, C. H. Sandage, W. M. Kassarjian, and H. H. Kassarjian, "A

Study of Reissman's Inner-Other Directedness Amona F " ;
Vol. 2, June 1967:232-243. ng Farmers,® Sociology,

D. R. Fessler, "The Development of a Scale for Measuring C i
Solidarity," Rural Sociology, Vol. 17, 1952:144-152. "3 oMY

R. L. Garden, "Interaction Between Attitude and the Definitio £

i fon in ; - - the
Situation in the Expression of Opinion," American Soci Lion ov ¢
Vol. 17, February 1952; 50-58. can sociological Review,

C. T. Jonassen, The Measurement of Community Dir i
5 ‘ y Dimensions and Elements,
gggggbu?§58enter for Educational Administration, Ohio State University

C. Kirkpatrick, S. Stryker, and P. Buell "Attitudes Toward Mal

] "1CK, , . 5 e Sex
Beh§V1or with Reference to Kinsey Findings," American Sociological
’Rev1ew, Vol. 17, October 1952:580-587.

F. R. Westie, "A Technique for the Measurement of Race Attit "
: A ~ udes,
American Sociological Review, Vol. 18, February 1953:73-78. =
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VARIABLE: Staff Motivation o JdL

DEFINITION/DIMENSIONS: The demonstration staff's satisfaction with their

job and their motivation to perform the job has been inferred from
their attitudes toward their work. Staff motivation has been found

to be related to absenteeism, turnover rates, effective performance,
and organizational commitment. There is strong evidence to support

the contention that overall job satisfaction represents an important
force in the individual's participation decision, and has & significant
effect on absenteeism. :

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: PROJECT STAFF USE:

L AT S B

Type of Measure: Attitude Scale

Source: Arthur H. Bkayfie1d and Harold F. Rothe, "An Index of Job
Satisfaction," Journal of Applied Psychology, 35, October 1951:
307-311. ‘

Description of Measure: The present index contains 18 items with
Thurstone scale values ranging frém 1.2 to 10.0 with approximately
.5 step intervals. The index was standardized on 231 employed
female office workers, and 91 adult night school students in
Personnel Psychology classes at the University of Minnesota
during 1943-46. A sample item is: "Most of the time I have to
force myself to go to work" to which the worker responds that:
she/he strongly agrees, agrees, is undecided, disagrees, or
strongly disagrees. Administration time is approximately five
minutes. The Thurstone scoring system of five categories is
applied to the jtems, and the Thurstone scale value gives the
direction of scoring method so that a low total score would
represent the dissatisfied end of the scale and a high total
score the satisfied end. The Likert scoring weights for each
jtem range from 1 to 5, and the range of possible total scores
is 18 to 90 with 54 (Undecided) the neutral point.

Validity: Evidence for the instrument's validity is modest and

comes primarily from two sources. The job satisfaction blank
.was administered to 91 adult night school students in Personnel

- Psychology classes, where the range of scores was 29-89, the
mean score was 70.4 and the S.D. was 13.2. Students were divided
into two groups--those employed in occupations appropriate to
their interests and those who were not. The former group scores
higher than the latter group, with a difference of 11.5 points,
significant at the 1 percent level. Scores on this index also
correlated .92 with scores on the Hoppock job satisfaction scale.

~In ?ddition, the authors point to the face validity of their
scale.

-23-

Reliability: An odd-even product moment reliability coefficient was
computed for a sample of 231 employed female office workers. The
coefficient was .77, which was corrected by the Spearman-Brown
formula to a reliability coefficient of .87. The scale was admini-
stered to 41 male and 52 female civil service employees as part of a
research project. Split-half reliabilities corrected by the Spearman-
Er$wn)f0rmu1a were .90 for males and .78 for females (see reference

elow).

Primary References: Brayfield and Crockett, "Employee Attitudes and
Employee Performance," Psychological Bulletin, 1955, 52, 396-424.

Brayfield, A. H., Wells, R. V., and Strate, M. W. "Inter- .
re1§t1onsh1ps Among Measures of Job Satisfactions and General
Satisfaction," Journal of Applied Psychology, 1957, 41, 201-205.

Rationale: The Brayfield-Rothe Index of Job Satisfaction measures
overall" job satisfaction rather than specific aspects of it,
unlike other scales. In addition, it is brief and easily
administered. : :

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: EVALUATOR USE:

Same as above.

MEASURES NOT RECOMMENDED:

Law]er, E: E. and Porter, L. W., "The Effect of Performancé on Job-
Satisfaction," Industrial Relations, VII, October 1967:20-28.

Stone, E. and Porter, L. "Job Characteristics and Job Attitudes: A
g;]g;var1ate Study," Journal of Applied Psychology, 1975, 60(1),

This questionnaire is oriented toward and was standardized on blue-collar
workers, and takes 30-60 minutes to administer.

v
i
B
Vi
140
e
B
i
bl
LN
PR
R
Fiig
5ot
U
[N
S
N
Y
',.";]
<l




-24-

VARIABLE: Community Characteristics: Learning Environment of the Home DFG

DEFINITION/DIMENSIONS: The home learning environment is defineq as containing
a set of eight environmental forces that press for (1) achievement, (2)
activeness, (3) intellectuality, (4) independence, (5) English, (6) Eth
language (any language other than English which is spoken in the home),
(7) mother dominance, and (8) father dominance. Each of the forces was
defined in this study by a set of environmental characteristics that were
assumed to be behavioral indicators of the inferred forces.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: PROJECT STAFF USE:

None.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: EVALUATOR USE:

Type of Measure: Semi-structured home interview.

Source: K. Majoribanks, "Ethnic and Environmental Influences on Mental
Rbility," American Journal of Sociology, Vol. 78, #2, September
1972: pp. 323-337.

Description of Measure: In this study, the relationship between a
refined measure of the learning environment of the home and the
Tevels and profiles of a set of mental ability scores of children
from five Canadian ethnic groups was examined. The sample consisted
of 37 families drawn from each of five Canadian ethnic groups.
Eighteen of the families in each group were classified as middle
class, and 19 as lower class. The number of families was 185 ethnic
families, 37 coming from each of the groups. There are 23 items to
be covered in the interview. An item example for each of the
environmental forces is as follows: (1) Achievement, parental
expectations for the education of the child; (2) Activeness, extent
and content of indoor activities; (3) Intellectuality, number of
thought-provoking activities engaged in by children; (4) Independence,
freedom and encouragement to explore the environment; (5) English,
opportunities available for English language usage in the home; (6)
Eth language, opportunities available for eth language usage;1n.the

home; (7) Father dominance, father's involvement in child's activi-
ties; (8) Mother dominance, mother's involvement in child's activi-
ties. The schedule takes two hours to administer. The procedure
for scoring entails a 6 point rating scale. The score for each
characteristic is obtained by adding the scores on the relevant
environmental items. . The score for each of the environmental forces
is obtained by -summing the scores on each of the environmental
~characteristics.

Validity: Investigations of the zero-order and multiple correlations
between the environment and mental abilities indicated that the
environment scales had moderate to high concurrent validity in
relation to verbal and number abilities, and low to moderate con-
current validity for spatial and reasoning abilities.

295

Reliability: The reliability coefficient for each of the environmental
scales was estimated by using coefficient alpha. The reliability

coefficients are as follows: (1) Achievement-.94; Intellectuality-
.88; (3) Activeness-.80; (4) Independence-.71; (5) English-.93; (6)

Eth Language-.90; (7) Father Dominance-.67; (8) Mother Dominance-
.66.

Primary References: E. Bing, "Effect of Child-Rearing Practices on the

Development of Differential Cognitive Abilities," Child Development,

Vel. 234, 1963:631-648.

B. S. Bloom, Stability and Change in Human Characteristics, New
York: Wiley, 1964,

R. H. Dave, "The Identification and Measurement of Environmental
Process Variables That are Related to Educational Achievement,"
Ph.D. Dissertation, University of Chicago, 1963,

J. Weiss, "The Identification and Measurement of Home Environmental
Factors Related to Achievement Motivation and Self Esteem," Ph.D.
Dissertation, University of Chicago, 1969.

R. M. Wolf, "The Identification and Measurement of Environmental
Process Variables Related to Intelligence," Ph.D. Dissertation,
University of Chicago, 1964.

Rationale: Relevant to the delivery of child abuse/neglect services.

MEASURES NOT RECOMMENDED:

R. A. Daniey and C. E. Ramsey, Standardization and Application of a
Level of Living Scale for Farm and Non-Farm Families, Ithica, Cornell
University, Agricultural Experimental Station, Memoir 362, 1959.

H. J. Eysenck, Race, Intelligence and Education, London, Temple Smith,
1971. -

R. D. Gastil, "The Relationships of Regional Cultures to Educational
Performance," Sociology of Education, Vol. 45, #4, Fall 1972: 408-425.

H. Ingersoll and L. H. Stott, "A Group Scale for the Measurement of

Social, Cultural and Economic Status of Farm Families of the Middle

West," Rural Sociology, Vol. 9, 1944. ‘
H

A. R. Jensen, "How Much Can We Boost IQ and Scholastic Achievement?"
Harvard Educational Review, Vol, 39, Winter 1969:1-123.

G. S. Lesser, G. Fifer, and D. H. Clark, Mental Abilities of Children
in Different Social and Cultural Groups, Washington, D.C.: Government
Printing Office, 1964. :

iy




-26-

A. R. Mangus and H. R. Gottam, Level of Living, Social Participation,
and Adjustment of Ohio Farm People, Columbus, The Ohio State University,
Agr1cu1tura1 Experimental Station, Bulletin 624, 1941.

C. E. Ramsey and J. Collazo, "Some Problems of Cross-Cultural Measure-
ment," Rural Sociology, Vol. 25, 1960.

B. C. Rosen, "Race, Ethnicity, and Achievement Syndrome," Amer1can
Sociological Review, Vol. 24, February 1959:47-60.

P. J. Rulon and W. D. Brooks, "On Statistical Tests of Group Differences,
in Handbook of Measurement and Assessment in Behavioral Sciences, edited
by D. K. Whitla, London, Addison Wesley, 1968.

W. H. Seewell, The Construction and Standardization of a Scale for the
Measurement of the Socio-Economic Status of Oklahoma Farm Families,
Stillwater, Okiahoma, A and M Agricultural Experimental Station, Technical
Bulletin 9, 1940.

F. L. Strodtbeck, "Family Interaction, Values, and Achievement," in
Talent and Society, edited by D. C. McClelland, Princeton, N. J.: Van
Nostran, 1958.

P. E. Vernon, Intelligence and Cultura] Environment, London: Methuen,
1969. ‘

VARIABLE: Community Types ~ DFG
DEFINITION/DIMENSIONS: The degree of urbanization. Urbanization is seen as

a distinctive structural arrangement among services and institutions.
There are three main structural dimensions associated with urbanization:
Tocal economy, representative external contacts, and interpenetration of
the community and national systems.

MEASURE_RECOMMENDED: PROJECT STAFF USE:

None; because for each project community is a constant.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: EVALUATOR USE:

Type of Measure: Observation and key informants.

Source: J. W. Durston, "Institutional Differentiation in Guatemalan
Communities," Economic Development and Cultural Change, Vol. 18,
#4, July 1970:598-616.

Description of Measure: This measure was developed as part of a study on
22 communities {county seats) drawn from 4 contrasting regions in
Guatemala. It assumes a unidimensional sequence of community
development from rural to urban. The measure entails a Guttman
scale based upon the presence or absence of significant institutions
and other stable patterns within the community. F1fty eight simple
and significant formal institutional patterns covering commercial,
educational, religious, governmenta] institutions, voluntary associ-
ations, and the outside communication make up the scale. The items
range from high school/auto dealer/radio station, through sewers to
jail, bakery, and catholic church. The time to administer would be
minima! given familiarity with the community. The procedures for
scoring follow the standard Guttman techniques.

Validity: This study produced similar scale patterns with the scale of
social differentiation developed by Young and Fujimoto (1965).

Reliability: The instrument produced a coefficient of scaleability of
.73, ‘
Primary References: F. W. Young and R. Cv Young, "The Sequence and

Direction of Commuriity Growth: A Cross Cultural Genera11zat1on,"
Rural Sociology, Vol. 27, 1962:374-385.

F. W. Young and Isao Fuj1moto, "Social D1fferent1at10n in Latin
American Communities," Economic Development and Cultural Change,
Vol. 12, April 1965 344-352.

Rationale: The instrument is easy and economical to administer. It also
avoids the arbitrary taxanomical approach typical in community
studies. Although certain.scale items will have to be modified for
American communities; the instrument provides the bas1c deve]op—
menta1 11ne
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MEASURES NOT RECOMMENDED:

J. Isbister, "Urban Employment and Wages in a Developing Economy: The
Case of Mexico," Economic Development and Cultural Change, Vol. 20, #1,

October 1971:24-46.

K. C. W. Kammeyer, "Community Homogeneity and Decision Making," Rural
Sociclogy, Vol. 28, #3, September 1963:238-245.

J. L. Kingston and P. L. Burgess, "Job Avai]abi]ity, Work Incgntives and
Unemployment Duration," American Journal of Economics and Sociology,
Vol. 33, #3, July 1974:237-242.

€. G. Pickvance, "Life-Cycle, Housing Tenure and.Intra-Urban Residential
Mobility: A Causal Model," The Sociological Review, Vol. 21, #2, May

1973:279-297.

J. J. Poggie, "Contact, Change and Industrialization in a Network of
Mexican 3?11ages,“ Human Organization, Vol. 28, #3, Fall 1969:190-198.

B. Preston, "Statistics of Inequality," The Sociological Review, Vol. 22,
#1, February 1974:103-118.

M. C. Robbins,'"Factor Analysis and Case Selection in Complex Societies,"
Human Organization, Vol. 28, #3, Fall 1969:227-234.

A. J. Sofranko, "Modernization Balance, Imba1ance,and Domestic
Instability," Economic Development and Cultural Change, Vol. 22, #1,
October 1973:52-72.

R. C.‘Tryon, "Comparative Cluster Analysis of Social Areas," Multivariant

Behavioral Research, Vol. 3, #2, April, 1968: 213-232.
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VARIABLE: Screening Those at Risk for Abuse/Neglect Jdb

DEFINITION/DIMENSIONS: Perhaps the most challenging task for those research-
ers and service providers who are involved in the prevention of abuse and
neglect deals with the identification of families "at risk" defined as
those who, by possessing certain characteristics, stand a greater chance

- of abusing or neglecting their children than others.: The challenge of
developing accurate screening capabilities is not limited to methodologi-
cal issues, because there are important ethical considerations when

~families are labelled as "high risk" for child abuse or neglect. Con-
‘sequently, researchers should proceed cautiously in establishing empiri-
cal evidence characteristic of abusers and neglecters for the purpose of

- predicting which parents have the "propensity" to abuse or neglect their

" children. Some characteristics of these parents are already established
(e.g., presence of a special child; social isolation of family) and were
utilized in the construction of the screening instrument described beijow.
However, more research js needed on characteristics or variables which
discriminate abusers from nonabusers. A group of researchers affiliated
with the Department of Maternal and Child Nursing at the University of
Washington are currently developing a battery of tests designed to
identify parents who have potential for abuse and/or neglect of infants
and children (Mildred Disbrow, P.I.; DHEW 170-13-1479). Another research
project conducted by the same department was aimed at developing an
-assessment format for use by nurses in +identifying groups who are at high
risk of physical, emotional, educational, and social dysfunction (Kathryn
E. Barnard and Helen Bee Douglas, P.I., DHEW Pub. No. (HRA) 75-30).

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: PROJECT STAFF USE:

None, uniess efforts to screen persons considered "at risk" for abuse or
neglect are being made by the centers.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: EVALUATOR USE:

Type of Measure: Survey on Bringing Up Children with Likert-type re-
' sponses which is self-administerable. ‘

Sourte: Ray E. Helfer, M.D. and Carol Schneider, Ph.D., Michigan State
University and the University of Colorado. Write to Ray E. Helfer,
B240 Life Sciences, Michigan State University, East Lansing, Michigan
48824 .

Description of Measure: The Survey on Bringing Up Children was admini-
—stered to 500 women who either came to a pre-natal clinic, into a
~hospital to deliver a baby or to a private pediatrician's office to
"~ have their child seen by her/him. One hundred of the mothers were
~thought, by a variety of observations and questions asked in the
newborn period, to fall into a "high risk" category with limited
parenting skill. This research screening questionnaire appeared to
be capable of separating groups of mothers into three categories,
according to its authors -- a) women in thec lowest risk category
were the patients of private pediatricians; b) those who come into
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c¢linics and hospitals to have their baby without a private physician
fell into a somewhat higher risk category; and c) those who were
identified to be "high risk" were identified by the questionnaire as
having more likely possibilities of rearing their children in an
unusual way. The survey, in its present form, is a 50 item instru-
‘ment made up of statements which are answered on a 7-point Likert
scale from strongly agree to strongly disagree. An item example is:
"When my baby cries I often get the feeling I just can't stand it."
Time to administer the survey is not given but is estimated at
approximately ten minutes. A1l scoring of forms is currently done
at Michigan State University using a computer program written for
that purpose. Scores are then shared with persons who utilize the
instrument quickly. (Since the survey is still in the developmental
stage, the authors request that users 1) return completed forms to
them for scoring and analysis, and 2) obtain some brief data from
the physician who examined the injured/neglected child using the
enclosed “"Assessment of Physical Injury" form).

Validity: The survey has not been fully validated, since mothers identi-
fied at risk have been administered the survey and are currently

being followed up to see if they in fact become abusers or neglecters.

Factor analytic studies on the 500 responses to the survey identi-

fied six major clusters, including isolation, how parents see their
children, how they themselves were reared,.etc., which support the

face validity of the instrument. The authors state that the survey
appears to be capable of separating groups of women who are at high
and Tow risk in their capabilities of rearing their children.

According,to the authors, the present survey has a sensitivity of
approximately 86%; i.e., 86% of the known high risk group were
identified by the survey and 14% were not. The questionnaire's
specificity is also 86%; i.e., 86% of the low risk group were
jdentified correctly and 14% were not.

Reliability: No reliability data were reported.

Primary References: Robert L. Burgess (P.I.) "Family interaction
patterns related to child abuse and neglect" (0CD Grant 90-C-445)
College of Human Development, Pennsylivania State University, '
University Park, Pennsylvania.

Rationale: Preliminary studies indicate that this short, easily-
administered survey does discriminate between mothers at risk for
child abuse or neglact and those who are not. This screening tool

~could constitute a crucial preventive activity and should be con-

sidered for use with families not yet identified as abusers/neglecters. |

’ MEASURES NOT RECOMMENDED:

None.

i 3t
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VARIABLE: Client Satisfaction With Service o JJL

DEFINITION/DIMENSIONS: Any adequate assessment of service effectiveness must
1nc]ude some cT?ént—obserVed and client-reported variables. Client
sat1§fact1on w1th the interventions has typically been multi-faceted and
has included attitudes toward and satisfaction with therapists and other
professionals, as well as evaluations of the treatment process and
outcome. Most measures of client satisfaction are either self-
administered questionnaires or telephone follow-up interviews.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: PROJECT STAFF USE:

None: Most of the assessments of client satisfaction with service are
specific to the agency or sounseling situation and are conducted at the
time of follow-up by telephone. Some of the more frequently used instru-
ments could not be Tocated in time to report on them here. Those con-
sidered of value will be discussed in addendum to this report.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: - EVALUATOR USE:

None.

MEASURES NOT RECOMMENDED:

Reagles, K. W.; Wright, G. N., and Thomas, K. R., "Development of a
Sca]e‘of C]Tent Satisfaction for Clients Receiving Vocational
Rehab111tat1on Counseling Services," Rehabilitation Research and
Practice Review, 3,(2) Spring 1972:15-78.

(The scale is specific to VR clients; very brief énd of different
formats;.a‘sample unrepresentative of the US population was used in
standardizing it and no test-retest reliability was calculated.)

Kiresuk, T. J., Follow-Up Packét, Program Evaluation Resource Cé ter
501 Park Avenue South, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55415. e

(Satisfaction assessment is incorporated in a followup telephone
interview by project staff. Besides being specifically directed to
a particular mental health center, the structured interview has not
been standardized and no normative data is avilable to the author's
knowledge.

%;eenup,tq.,C“PatientsL Assessment of Treatmer: in a Modified
erapeutic Community," British Journal of Social Psychiatry and
Community Health, 6(2), 1972:103-107. ; £ £

(?o%hgenera1izable]to the demonstration projects due to the specificity
o e program evaluation, since subjects were psychiatric i
released from an institution.) i patients
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Linden, J. D., Stone, S. C. and Shertzer, B., "Development and

Fvaluation of an Inventory for Rating Counseling," Personnel and
Guidance Journal, 44, November 19653267-276.

(This rating scale was standardized on high school students.)
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VARIABLE: Community Awareness DFG

DEFINITION/DIMENSIONS: The degree to which pehsons in a catchment area are
aware of the services available to them,

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: PROJECT STAFF USE:

None.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: EVALUATOR USE:

None.

Rationale: There has been very 1ittle research and no scates developed
to measure community awareness. There have been, howaver, Several
studies in the area of community health. But this research simply
asks a sample of respondents whether they have ever heard of Center
X3 the proportion who have thus represent the extent of community
awareness of X. In other words, the work to date with respect to
community awareness is simplistic, area specific, and case specific.

MEASURES NOT RECOMMENDED:

R. W. Grayman, Philadelphia Clergymen in the Community Mental Health
Centers, unpublished masters thesis, School of Social Work, University of
Pennsyivania, 1969.

S. H. Heinemann, F. Perlmutter, and L. W. Yudin, "The Community Mental
Health Center and Community Awareness," Community Mental Health Journal,
Vol. 10, #2, 1974:221-227, ,

Joint Commission dn MentaT IT1ness and Mental Health, Action for Mental
Health, New York: Basic Books, 1961.

S. I. Ring and L. Schein, "Attitudes Toward Mental I1lness and the Use of
Caretakers in a Black Community," American Journal of Orthopsychiatry,
Vol. 40, 1970:710-716.

F. L. Tomlinson, A Study of Consumers Awareness of Resources in Their
Community for the Treatment of Emotional Problems, unpublished masters
thesis, School of Social Work, University of Pennsylvania, 1971.
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VARIABLE: = Prevention Services | JaL

DEFINITION/DIMENSIONS: Prevention services are defined here as those services
provided by the demonstration projects directed toward preventing the
first occurrence of child abuse/neglsct (sometimes referred to as primary
prevention). These preventive measures could include expert prenatal
training for motherhood, contraceptive and abortion counseling, provision
of free daycare for those needing it, teenage mother services, baby-
sitting and homemaker services, self-help groups, basic housing, food and
health care, 24-hour hotlines, and child management classes (parent
education). These and other prevention-oriented activities can be
directed toward children in general (child advocacy) as well as "high
risk” families. Ideally, prevention activities would be focused on high
risk families in which no substantiated case of abuse or neglect had
occurred, and would be directed to various community institutions, groups
and establishments such as schools, media, churches, pediatricians,
mental health clinics, hospitals, etc.

Each prevention service offered at the project warrants systematic
program evaluation of its effectiveness. Although evaluation procedures
were sought for each of the aforementioned prevention services, efforts
were focused on two of the most frequently offered services--hotlines and
parent training classes or groups. ‘ :

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: PROJECT STAFF USE:

None. No adequate assessment techniques specific to each of the preven-
tion activities 1isted above could be located. There are at least two
explanations which come to mind. First, the concept of prevention is
relatively new so that few published evaluations of preventive programs
in mental health exist. Secondly, some prevention services such as
parent groups are typically evaluated using a set of sophisticated but
highly specitic techniques. There is a vast literature on behaviorally-
oriented parent education efforts which are evaluated by training the
parents to keep records of changes in target behaviors, through systema-
tic home and clinic observations of parent/child interactions by trained
observers, and by therapist and parental self-report of progress.
Although there are some observational forms and rating scales published,
no general parent education evaluation packet could be Tocated. With
regard to hotlines, only one instrument was discovered which purported to
assess caller-reported benefits. (Speer, D.C. and Schultz, M. An
Instrument for assessing caller-reported benefits of cails to a telephone
crisis service. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 1975 43
(1), 102). However, since the instrument has not been obtained for
critique yet, it cannot be recommended at this time.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: EVALUATOR USE:

None.

MEASURES NOT RECOMMENDED:

~None.

A ik i
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VARIABLE: Project (Organizational) Goals/Objectives DFG

DEFINITION/DIMENSIONS: The future states, activities, conditions, or outcomes
to be realized by‘the project. The goal concept is most frequently
employed as a basis for evaluating project or organizational effective-

ness; the greater the degree of goal attainment, the greater the
effectiveness.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: PROJECT STAFF USE:

None.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: EVALUATOR USE:

None.

Rationale: ' Our review of the literature has revealed four major pro
associated with the conceptualization-measurement of orggnizggigagTs
goals: I(1) the problem of identifying and gaining access to a
project's goals; (2) the fact of multiple goals in all groups; (3)
the question of whoge goals represent the project's goals; and (4)
the fact that a project's goals are subject to change and reflect
varying emphasis upon such dimensions as quantity-quality, long-
term/shgrt—term, etc. Since the goal concept is crucial to the
evaluation of effectiveness, and since different scholars have
proposed resolutions to one or another of the problems, but none
have reso]veq simultaneously all four, we feel that some develop-
mental work is necessary. A brief overview of the four problems and

a bib]jography of certain basic references reviewed is presented as
Appendix E.
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VARIABLE: Severity of Physical Abuse | WS | VARIABLE: Staff Attitudes Toward Clients 3RS ‘ 1

Severity of Neglect ‘ ; ; , : ;
DEFINITION/DIMENSIONS: Staff attitudes toward their clients have been shown

.in_a number of studies to have an affect on the continuance of the

DEFINITION/DIMENSIONS: The relative severity of a physical child abuse event

compared to other such events is a variable of considerable importance to } relationship and upon the changes in the client's prob ‘ 3

the protective service field. Explicitly or implicitly Jjudgments about 8 . attitudes age morepc]early'dic%otomized i”l;e?$)592;22;i?§ﬁs'g?eiﬁe

the relative severity are routine elements of dispositional decisions ! client as a person and (2) expectations for the client especially in
(e.g. a 10 year old boy with bruises on his arms is reacted to differ- } -terms of change in the client's presenting probiem/s. ’On’the latter
ently than a 2 year old girl who is suffering a skull fracture and ; 5 : ~ considerable research has demonstrated that expectations of the sérvice-
possible brain damage). These decisions affect both service plans and i - provider have a direct effect on the outcome of the service. A vériety
legal actions. In physical abuse, severity is multidimensional including i . of variables have been investigated which comprise the serv%ce-provider.s
such dimensions as the type of injury, the means by which it was inflicted, g - perception of the client, and ultimately the expectation. These include:
evidence of repetitious injury, etc. g client age, intelligence, socio-economic status, verbal skills, type of .

problem, attitude toward the service-provider, etc.

The severity of neglect events is a variable of importance for the same ;
reasons cited above, but obviously with a different set of indicators. & MEASURE RECOMMENDED: PROJECT STAFF USE:

Similarly the severity of neglect is a multidimensional phenomena.

‘ : i None. , .
MEASURE RECOMMENDED: PROJECT STAFF USE: ; ! ' ‘ ' s

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: EVALUATOR USE:

None. . ]
, i None.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: =~ EVALUATOR USE: , ‘
’ , , MEASURES NOT RECOMMENDED:

None. ' '
| ; ; G.T. Barrett-Lennard, "Dimensions of Therapist Response as Causal Factors
MEASURES NOT RECOMMENDED: : i in Therapeutic Change," Psychological Monographs, 96 (1962): 1-33. e
David G. Gil, Violence Against Children, Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard j The Relationship Inventory consists‘of 85 items and requires considerable
University Press, 1970, p. 170. : : g time for response. '
In Gil's national study of physical child abuse he used a simple cate- f David Fanshel, "A Study'of'C“seWOwkers‘ Perceptions of thei i "
gorical measure of severity. The four categories lack definition or i Social Casework, 39 (Decembe? 1958): 543-551? neir Chients.

observable referents and no inter-rater reliability data are given. | :
The measures used in this study were quite crude and special to the

"National Clearinghouse on Child Neglect and Abuse Reporting Form," i particular focus of the study,
Denver: Children's Division, The American Humane Association, 1975. » :

A categorical scale, for both abuse and neglect, this instrument also
lacks definitions or observable referents and inter-rater reliability

information.

James R. Seaberg, Physical Child Abuse: An Expanded Analysis, Unpublished
Doctoral Dissertation, Madison, Wis.: University of Wisconsin, 1974, pp..
52-61, 167-172. : A ‘

In this research, a severity of injury weighting scale was developed. It
is Timited to only one of the potential elements of a multidimensional’

severity scale as described above. ; 3 / ' | R = o
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VARIABLE: Therapeutic Approaches ' R R R A TS St V| o

DEFINITION/DIMENSIONS: A variety of therapeutic,approqghe§Jarg,lgertably
employed in the counseling servicesvof.the“progecys;wperh§p§;§§rmany
therapy approaches as there are therapists. JThesg,qurqacpg§igou]d
include behavior therapies, techniques and approaches espoused by, Adier,

" Ellis, Perls, Freud, Rogers and others, and ecletic orientations, to name
a few. Two major problems arise in attempting to.measurg;thys;var1able:

(1) there are serious definitional problems in using these terms 'to

" describe the therapeutic approach used by a particular therapist since
‘there is weak consensus as to what these terms mean in general, and (2)
some therapists dislike being asked to pigeqnhq]e'the1r;1gtgrvggtjpn
strategies, particularly when no valid and reliable definitions'of: the
different therapeutic approaches are offered. R

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: PROJECT STAFF USE:

None ‘could béylocated. Definitions of various therapeutic approaches
need to be standardized through empirical methods so that therapy Qutcome
can be evaluated in relation to the approach(es) employed. =

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: EVALUATOR USE:

Nohe. (See comments above, )

MEASURES NOT RECOMMENDED:

_None.

e <7 Rk UM
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VARIABLE: Types of Physical Abuse JRS

Types of Neglect

DEFINITION/DIMENSIONS: The importance of being able to distinguish among

instances of child abuse and neglect within the total set of instances of
these phenomena is widely recognized. Mutually exclusive categories
deseriptive of types of physical abuse and neglect would be of great

‘advantage in research and evaluation, and potentially in prediction and

prevention. For instance, it might be empirically established that
certain forms of treatment are more or less effective in relation to
different types of the phenomena. The greatest obstacle to arriving at
such typologies is conceptual, namely, the divergence of conceptions of
personality development and behavioral etiology. Consequently, there can
be at least as many typologies of child abuse and neglect as there are
concaptions of behavioral causality.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: PROJECT STAFF USE:

None.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: EVALUATOR USE:

None,

MEASURES NOT RECOMMENDED:

Several typologies have been developed, but these have for the most part
represented summations of clinical observation. The single exception to
this is Gil's typology which was derived from an empirical effort. None
of these are recommended because of lack of information from field
testing on their validity and inter-observer reliability.

David G. Gil, Violence Against Children, Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 1970, pp. 125-132. : ‘

This typo]ogy was derived from empirical data, but the reliability of

that data was never established and field testing of the typology has not

been reported.

J. D. Delsordo, "Protective Casework for Abused Children," Children, 10
(1963): 213-218. ‘ ‘ ‘

E.J. Merrill, "Physical Abuse of Children: An Agency Study," in
V. DefFrancis, Ed., Protecting the Battered Child, Denver: American
Humane Association, 1962. T : ‘

S.R. Zalba, "The Abused Child: 1II. A Typb]ogy for Classification and
Treatment,” Social Work, 12 (1967): 70-79. :

RSN s A
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VARIABLE: "Precipitating Problems"

d earlier, a variable such as "precipitating prob]gms” can
git;:gggzt;easured‘via some general purpose measurgment technique or (as
~ reported here) by the use of measures for each ofA1tsicomponent,pift§;_
In this instance, the component variables were arrived at by scrutinizing
relevant literature on the causes of child abuse and neglect. . This
procedure is problematic in that there is considerable variation in
opinion as to what set of variables contribute to the causes. The :
variables identified as a result of this review, presented in Appendix D,
obviously concentrate on psychological and 1nterpersgna1 phenomena rather
than .societal phenomena, but they seem to represent those reported most ;
often in the literature as being the precipitating problems for abuse an

neglect.

One recent effort to develop measures for this type of va?1ap1e was that
of Cohen.* She developed 28 indicators of parental functioning as ]
indicators of potential for child abuse and'neQYegt. These are currgnt y
being used by Berkeley Planning Associates in their evaluation of ch11q
abuse and neglect demonstration programs. These measures are still being

field tested and recommendations are not made.

ing t ms Responding to New
*Ann H. Cohen, Assessing the Impact of Health Programs Responding .
Problems: The Case of Child Abuse and Neglect, (Unpublished doctora1 disser-
fation, University of California, Berkeley, 1975) . '
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VARIABLE: Psychosis JdL

DEFINITION/DIMENSIONS: An unknown percentage of clients treated at the demon-
stration centers suffer from psychotic symptoms (loss of contact with
reality for varying time periods; suffering from delusions and/or hallu-
cinations; regressive behavior; distortion of perceptions; cannot Tive
independently; etc.). Thus, a small proportion of clients who lose
control and abuse their children or neglect them are suffering from
psychotic-Tike conditions and therefore require different intervention
strategies from nonpsychotic clients. Since these clients represent a
small but unknown proportion of the target population, a brief and
simple screening procedure for use during intake is warranted.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: PROJECT STAFF USE:

Psychological Screening Inventory: Alienation Scale

Type of Measure: Self-administered screening inventory to which respon-
dent marks true or false to statements.

Source: lLanyon, R. Development and validation of a Psychological
Screening Inventory. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology
Monograph, August 1970, 35 (1), Part 2.

Format of the PSI and profile chart have been deposited with the
National Auxiliary Publication Service. Order Doc. No. 01012 from
the Nat. Aux. Pub. Serv. of the American Society for Information
Science, CCM Information Sciences, Inc. 909 Third Ave., New York,
N.Y. 10022. ' ~

Description of Measure: = Though the PSI consists of five scales
(Alienation, Social Nonconformity, Discomfort, Expression, and
Defensiveness), the Alienation scale only is réecommended as a
screening device for psychotic clients. This scale was designed to
indicate the similarity of the respondent to hospitalized psychi-
atric patients. The Al scale was developed using a criterion-groups
approach, with normative data collected on 1,000 persons represen-
tative of the U.S. population with respect to age, comparable with
respect to education and drawn from four diverse geographical
locations. Scale scores for the normative sample are presented in
the article for. each demographic variable. The Alienation Scale
contains 25 items to which the person responds true or false such
as: "Sometimes I hear noises inside my head." The entire inventory
takes between ten and twenty minutes to administer, so that the Al
scale would take approximately five minutes. Scoring is done by
entering item totals on a profile grid, which converts them to
-standard score form, with a mean of 50 and a standard deviation of
10. This inventory can be administered and scored by mental health
aides or secretaries. Cutting scores in discriminating psychiatric
patients from normals were empirically determined. :
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Validity: Impressive validity data were presented both on cross-
validational groups and on the PSI's correlation with other tests.
The PSI was administered to four separate institutionalized psychi-
atric groups having the diagnosis of functional psychosis. Psychi-
atric patients were correctly discriminated from normals over 80% of
‘the time, with psychiatric patients scoring significantly higher on
the Al scale. In addition, correlations of the Al scale with the

. MMPI were calculated for 153 male and 156 female undergraduates and

~ for 41 state hospital male patients. The Al correlated .41 &nd .45
with the Sc scale for male and female students respectively (Sc has

been shown to be a valid MMPI scale for psychosis). For psychiatric
patients, the correlation between Al and Sc was .60. Further-
evidence for the validity of the Al scale is its strong relationship
to the six MMPI "psychotic signs" delineated by Meehl and Peterson,
and MMPI profiles for high-Al scorers which show a slope up to the

psychotic end of the graph.

Reliability: The internal consistency of .62 for the Al scale was
estimated using the Kuder-Richardson Formula 20, on a group of 100
undergraduates. In addition, test-retest stability was measured
four weeks apart on 54 undergraduates and was .66 for the Al scale.
Authors report that the coefficients were Tower than anticipated and
argue that the range of scores was restricted for this group when
compared to the normative sample, and few scores in the higher range
were encountered for the student sample.

 Primary References: None.

" Rationale: The PSI, besides having strong face validity, has been
carefully cross-validated by the author and correlates strongly with

MMPI meaures of psychosis. Used as a screening instrument, the PSI
is simple and rapid to administer by unskilied workers, unlike most

of the other psychosis screening devices.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: EVALUATOR USE:

None.

MEASURES NOT RECOMMENDED:

- Kincannon, J.C. Prediction of the standard MMPI scale scores from 71
 items: the Mini-Mult. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology,
1968, 32, 319-325. - o e ,
Dahlstrom, W.G. and Welsh, G.S.. An MMPI Handbook. Minneapolis:

University of Minnesota Press, 1960. ST

~ Paulson, M.J., Abdelmonen, A.A., Thomason, M.L. and-Chaleff, A. The
~ MMPI: A Descriptive Measure of Psychopathology in Abusive Parents.
Journal of Clinical Psychology, 1974, §Q_(3),,387—390, B
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Overall, J.E. and Gomez-Mont., F. The MMPI-168 fo i i
l, Gome. ., F. - r psychiatric
screening. Educational and Psychological Measuremeng,y1974, 34, 315319.

Though the MMPI and its shortened versions have b j
{ , gen subjected to exten-
sive research and has been found to be an excellent measure of psychoS?s,

it was not recommended for use by the project staff for two major reasons:

1) even in its shortened versions, the MMPI i

_ rsions, s long and takes more tim
?ﬂ: ;g?U1E§S‘i %riater soghxst1cat1on with the English language than dges
2 H it takes greater sophistication i i i ‘ i
ot bart of T et p n scoring and interpretation

Langner, T.S. A Twenty-two item screenin i i
.ang ; _ : g score of psychiatric s
}2§1c32;ng7%mpa1rment. Journal of Health and Human Eeﬁavior, 196%T?§0ms

«

The wording of the qdestions seems conducive to i

A . the client's over-
attribution of symptoms. In addition, no questio i i
and hallucinations were included. ’ i " rggard1ng delustons

Overall, J.E. and Gorham, D.R. The brief Psychi , :
? - i e t ¢
Pscyhological Reports, 1562, 10, 799-812. ychiatric Rating Scale.

This scale require sophisticated interviewi i :
te ot Interviewing s
clinicians. g skills by experienced

Luborsky, L. Clinicians' judgments of mental health: ‘
Archijves of General Psychiatry, 1962, 7, 35—45.e i, A proposed scale.

This Health-Sickness Rating Scale is ver i i
' kness y theoretically-oriented and
;gg;;res the clinician to make complex judgments based on their internal

. Derogatis, L.R., Lipman, R.S., Rickels, K., Uhlenhuth, E.G. and Covi, L.

The Hopkins Symptom Checklist (HSCL): A self-report symptom inventory.

Behavioral Science, 1974, 19, 1-15.

This checklist was found to be more sensitive to neurosis than psychosis.
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VARIABLE: Self-Esteem (Self-Concept) JRS This is a lengthy set of scales with 36 items for self-acceptance and 28

DEFINITION/DIMENSIONS: Self-esteem (or self-concept) reférs to an attitude items for acceptance of others.

toward oneself. Studies of the association of self-esteem with a variety L
of variables have revealed the negative effect low self-esteem can have :
on the behavior and social functioning of individuals. In a general i
sense, self-esteem is derived from reflected appraisals, that is, the :

interpretation of other's reactions to oneself.

: : !
MEASURE RECOMMENDED: PROJECT STAFF USE: - ‘ E

v g
‘Type of Measure: A Guttman scale with forced-choice responses ranging g
from "strongly agree" to "strongly disagree."” i

Source: Morris Rosenberg, Society and the Adolescent Self-Image, Prince- E
ton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1965, pp. 16-34, 305-307. i

Description of Measure: The self-esteem scale is a 10 item Guttman |
scale. For each item the respondent indicates one of four alterna- I
tives from "strongly agree" to "strongly disagree." The scale takes
only 2-3 minutes to complete. It is a unidimensional scale which
allows the ranking of individuals along a scale from very high to
very low self-esteem. High self-esteem in this instance is inter-
preted-as an expression of the feeling that one is "good enough"
compared to others rather than superior to others. An example of an

~item is: "I certainly feel useless at times." Information on
scoring, which is quite straightforward, appears on pages 305-307 of
the source above. The scale was developed using "normal volunteers"
from a pool maintained by the National Institutes of Health.
Demographic data.on this group are not indicated. |

Va]iditz: In addition to an argument for face validity, a rough approxi-
mation of concurrent validity was made through the significant
association of low self-esteem and a reasonably objezctive measure of
depression.

 Reliability: The scale has a reproducibiliy coefficient of .93 and a
scalability coefficient of .72. :

~Primary References: None.

“Rationale: The Self-Esteem Scale meets many of the criteria spec1f1ed
and is easily administered.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: EVALUATOR USE:
.- Same as above.

~ MEASURE _NOT RECOMMENDED:

E. Berger, "The Relation Between Expressed Acceptance of Self and
Expressed Acceptance of Others," Journal of Abnorma] and Social Psycho1ogy,
47 (1952), 778-772.
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i JRS
VARIABLE: Anxiety

. . . cal
NSIONS: Anxiety is a concept used_to Qescr1be a.psycho1ogwca
DEFINilﬁ%E/giggciated with heightened anq disruptive inner tension znd qgcom-
“panied by a vague, disquieting feeling of uneas1ness‘§nd appre.ins]dgﬁa1
State and trait anxiety are distinguished. §tate anxiety is i1 uat onal
in response to a particular stimulus qnd varies across ghort_ me ln e
vals. Trait anxiety is an influctuating condition, a disposition to

respond with state anxiety under stress.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: PROJECT STAFF USE:

None.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: EVALUATOR USE: #1 (General)

Type of Measure: Se]f-administered statements to which the respondent
indicates true or false.

1 » s : ty,"
Source: Janet A. Taylor, "A Personality Scale of Manifest Anx1§
: Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 48 (April 1953): 285-

290.

: iption of Measure: The Taylor Manifest Anxiety ch]e remains one of
Descr;g:1ggtter measures of anxiety in a general or omn1bus sense. The

revised version consists of 28 items which are gtatements about'thg
respondent to which true or false answers are given. Examples are:
" ife is often a strain for me;" "My sleep 1s restless and dis-
turbed." The time to administer is not given but should be less
than 15 minutes. Medians are presented for nqrma]s (1,971 un1vers1ty
students) and neurotics/psychotics (103 inpatients and outpatients).
These were 14.6 for normals and 34 for the disturbed group.

Validity: Validity is assumed on the basjs qf @hg score differgnces .
”""Eé%heen normal and neurotic/psychotic individuals. This in turn 1s
based on the assumption that neurotics and psychotics are more
anxious than normals. :

Reliability: A test-retest correlation coefficient of .88 was obtained
" TUsing the 28 item form with a four week interval between
administrations.

Pkimary References: None.

Rationale: This scale is relatively brief, the items are not histori-
‘ cally dated, and this is a widely used and recognized test of a
general level of anxiety. i »

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: _EVALUATOR USE: . #2 (Trait)

Type of Measure: A self-administered (or interviewer-administered) set
of forced-choice response items.

47~

Source: - N.S. Endler and M. Okada, "A Multidimensional Measure of Trait
Anxiety: The S-R Inventory of General Trait Anxiousness," Journal
of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 43 (1975): 319-329.

Description of Measure: The S-R Inventory of General Trait Anxiousness
is designed to measure trait anxiety. It is a multidimensional
measure which stresses the importance of situational factors as
stimuli to trait anxiety. The situations include interpersonal
situations, physical danger situations, ambiguous situations, and
innocuous or daily routine situations. For each situation (e.g.
"You Are in Situations Involving Interaction with Other People")
nine modes of response to the situation are presented (e.g. "See
experiences like this," "Heart beats faster," "Have an uneasy
feeling," etc.). For each of these modes the respondent chooses a
position or a scale of 1 to 5 anchored by such terms as "Very much"
and "Not at all". The four situations and nine modes of response
result in an inventory with 36 items. Time for administering the
inventory is not reported.

The inventory was tested using normal individuals (386 high school
students and 347 adults), neurotic patients of a general hospital
(125 adults), and psychotic patients of a psychiatric hospital (45
adults). There were no sex differences, although adults reported
higher anxiety than youth for the physical danger situations. The
situations proved to be relatively independent of one another.
Norms for each group are reported in the source. '

Validity: Concurrently validity was tested using other standard anxiety
scales and is reported as high (though there were differences for
each situation), but the coefficients are not reported.

Reliability: Reliabilities were calculated using Cronbach's alpha for
each of the situations. These ranged from .71 to .83 for the
interpersonal situation, .80 to .83 for the physical danger situ-
ations, .69 to .86 for the ambiguous situation, and .62 to .85 for
the innocuous situation. The latter was the only one considered
unreliable.

Primary References: None

Rationale: This measure is multidimensional, particularly in relation
to the situational element of anxiety, while the TMAS focuses
primarily on interpersonal ego-threatening anxiety.

MEASURE NOT RECOMMENDED:

C.G. Costello and A.L. Comrey, "Scales for Measuring Depression-and
Anxiety," Journal of Psychology, 66 (1967): 303-313.

The anxiety scale might be a reasonable substitute for the TMAS. It is
orthogonal to the depression scale and has good test-retest reliability.

There has been less practical exerience with it. : :

i il B
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VARIABLE: Depression JRS

DEFINITION/DIMENSIONS: Depression is a concept from the psychiatric nomem-
clature generally considered descriptive of a functional, primary mood
disorder. Depression can be an affective state, that is, a momentary,
situaticnal status of the individual. It can also be an affective trait.
In the latter instance, it refers to a lower threshold for experiencing
depressive states. For the child abuse and neglect phenomena, depressive
state and trait distinctions have not been made, but the reference is
implicit for both. Incicators of depressive state and trait have been
mixed frequently in the same measure resulting in a confounding of the

~distinctions. Since these distinctions are not clear in relation to
child abuse and neglect, measures which do not adhere to the dichotomy
may be more appropriate.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: PROJECT STAFF USE:

None.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: EVALUATOR USE:  (#1)

Type of Measure: a self-administered scale with a set of statements
about respondent for which anchored, forced-choice alternatives are

provided.

Source: C. G. Costello and A. L. Comrey, "Scales for Measuring Depression
" and Anxiety," Journal of Psychology, 66 (1967): 303-313.

Description of Measure: The Costello-Comrey depression scale is a self-
administered scale. It was developed using the best items from pre~
viously developed depression and anxiety scales. Using factor
analysis both depression and anxiety scales were extracted from the
item pool. This provided the added dimension of orthogonality (or
independence) for the two concepts which are recognized as opposites
of a continuum of behavior and whose indicators often have a close
resemblance. ‘The orthogonality of the two scales was demonstrated
in concurrent validity studies also. S

The depression scale consists of 21 items. An example is: "When I
wake up in the morning I expect to have a miserable day." There are
nine response alternatives with such anchoring labels as: absolutely,
‘definitely not, etc. These are numbered from 9 to 1 with the numbers
representing the scores. Construction of the scale was.accomplished
using 240 normal individuals whose characteristics are not reported
except that half were female and half male. Time to administer should
be minimal. Norms for a psychiatric sample with high depression and
Tow depression are reported. :

Validity: Concurrent validation studies were conducted using psychiatric
clinical evaluations of depression for psychiatric patients. The
scale clearly distinguished between persons rated as having a high
degree of depression-and those with a Tow degree.

3
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Reliability: Split-half reliability was .82 for the psychiatric
_-"_"Eﬁa_f%b for 576 normal subjects. psy sample,

Primary References: None.

Rationale:  This is a brief scale which could be admini Snter.
preted with ease. | ( nistered and inter

MEASURES NOT RECOMMENDED:

~ Max Hamilton, "A Rating Scale for Depressidn,” Journal of NéurO]ogy,

‘Requires considerable clinical knowledge to translate observations into

There are a number of measures of depression which have been widel

‘ nea _ used.
Some of them might easily be used in place of the one recommended Zbove.
Others are too lengthy or require a high degree of training to use.,

William W.K. Zung, "A Self-Rating Depression Scale," Archives of"
General Psychiatry, 12 (1965): 63-70. ,

A widely used scale of only 20 items including physiological as well as

psychological. Though reasonably well validated, t Fahd 14
scale is not established. Y : he‘re11ab1]1ty of -the

A.T. Beck, et. al., "An Inventory for Measuring Depression," i
of General Psychiatry, 4 (1961): 561-577. 9 bep n," Archives

Essentially a ratjng scale for psychiatrists, this widely used measure
depends upon considerable clinical knowledge to make use of such vague
concepts as "somatic preoccupation,” “suicidal content," etc. '

Henry Wechsler, et. al., "The Depression Rating Scale," Archi
General Psychiatry, 9 (1963): 334-343. g »" Archives of

Again, this scale was designed’for a psychiatrist's use. Such i

s 5 scal : : f . Such items as
”mqtqr activity (agitation or retardation)® probably require strong’
c]1p1c§1.backgrounds to achieve a reasonable level of inter-observer
reliability. '

Stanley M, Hunt, et. al., "Components of Depression, Identified From a
Se]f—Rat1ng Depression Inventory for Survey Use," Archives of General
Psychiatry, 16 (1967): 441-445, ‘

Contains 101 {tems.

Neurosurgery and Psychiatry, 23 (1960): 56-62.

the language of the scale (e.g., "obsessional symptoms") .

- SR e LR i et
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VARIABLE: Hostility a ‘ e JRS
DEFINITION/DIMENSIONS: Hostility is a concept frequently used to describe a

component of the personality states of physical child abuse perpetrators.
Host111ty is commonly agreed to be a multidimensional concept, but there

is less agreement on its elements. Overt and covert expression of

hostility are two elements with the range of elements extending to a
state of irritability.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: PROJECT STAFF USE:

None. -

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: EVALUATOR USE:

Type of Measure: A Likert-type questionnaire which is self-administered.

Source:' Martin L. Zelin, et. al., "Anger Self-Report: An Objective
Questionnaire for the Measurement of Aggression," Journal of
Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 39 (1972): 340.

Description of Measure: The ASR gives separate scores for (1) awareness
of anger, (2) expression of anger (with subscales for general,
physical, and verbal expression), (3) guilt, (4) condemnation of
anger, and (5) mistrust., The ASR is composed of 64 items fbr the
eight scales. The initial item analysis studies and reliability
studies were based on responses of 138 subjects. The validation
studies were conducted using 82 psychiatric pat1ents and 67 coliege
students. . Demographic and other data are not g1ven for any of these
sets of subjects.

‘Validity: A series of concurrent validity studies were used to establish

validity. Significant correlations were found between scores from
these scales and scores of other accepted measures of the ASR
components. ‘

Reliability: The authors note: "The reliabilities of the eight ASR
scales and their intercorrelations indicate sufficient independent
reliable variance so that an anger profile based on the eight ASR
scores can be validly emp]oyed for predlct1ons about 1nd1V1dua]s "

Dr1mary References: None

Rationale: Some of the more appropriate subscales such as. those in the
awareness of anger and expression of anger gorups could be used
1ndependent1y, thus reducing the tota] number of 1tems and adm1n1—
stration time. : S :

MEASURE NOT RECOMMENDED

Arnold H. Buss and Ann Durkee, "An Inventory for Assessing Dwfferent
Kinds of Hostility," Journal of Consulting Psycho109ys 21 (1957): 343-

-349.-

o
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The seventyfive items of this inventory, plus insufficient validity and
refiability information caution against its use. It may be somewhat

dated and the Zelin, et. al. Anger Self-Report appears to build on the
Buss-Durkee inventory.
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VARIABLE: * Isolation (Alienation) ' JRS

"DEFINITION/DIMENSIONS: Social isolation has considerable acceptance in the
theoretical literature on child abuse and neglect as an important causal
variable for both phenomena. In a quantitative sense it is often mea-
sured as the absolute number of friends and relatives a person interacts
with in a given time interval and/or the freqguency of interactions with
those friends and relatives in a given time interval. Qualitative
measures of social isolation tend to be reported as components of another
concept, namely, alienation. Alienation is a composite of three other
concepts: powerlessness, normlessness and social isolation. Powerless
is conceived as the feeling of less and less understanding of or influ-
ence over the events upon which one's life and happiness are known to
depend. Normlessness is conceived as the internalization of conflicting
norms and the absence of values which might give purpose and direction to
one's 1ife. Social isolation is conceived &s a separation from peers
and/or the influence of peer standards.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: PROJECT STAFF USE:

None or possibly the measure recommended below for evaluator use.

Though not a perception of the consumers social isolation as seen by the
service provider, the service provider could easily administer the
measure.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: EVALUATOR USE;

Type of Measure: Self administered (or interviewer administered) state-
ments for which forced-choice responses are required.

Source: Dwight G. Dean, "Alienation: Its Meaning and Measurement,"
American Sociological Review, 26 (October 1961): 753-758.

Description of Measure: Dean's alienation scale is based upon relevant
theoretical statements from the field of sociology. From the work
of Seeman (see References below) Dean selected three theoretically
assumed elements of alienation as the major components of his scale.
These included powerlessness, normlessness and social isolation.
Seven experts from the Ohio State University Sociology Department
judged 139 items which presumably measured alienation, first, for
their applicability or non-applicability to the powerlessness
component. The identical procedure was followed independently for
normlessness and social isolation. . To retain an item at least five
of the seven judges had to agree on which component the item mea-
sured, with no judge placing the item under more than one component.
This resulted in nine items each for powerlessness and social iso-.
Jation and six jtems for normlessness for a total of 24 items. An
example of a social isolation item is: "Sometimes I feel all alone
in the world." The time to administer the scale items is not given,
but might reasonably be presumed to be Tess than 10 minutes. The

Bt R
BT e e
R ARA RN :

scoring procedure and the normative score information are not given.
Dean's scale data were derived from a random sample from four of 19
voting wards in Columbus, Ohio. Responses were solicited from 1,108
individuals and received from 433 (38.8 percent) of which 384 were
used in the analyses. Characteristics of the sample are not given.

Validity: Validity is not mentioned.

Reliability: Split-half reliabilities, using the Spearman-Brown corrected
formula, for the components were .78 for powerlessness, .73 for

norwlessness, .84 for social-isolation, and .78 for the entire
scale.

Primary References: Richard A. Dodder, "A Factor Analysis of Dean's
Alienation Scale," Social Forces, 47 (December 1969): 252-255.

MEASURE NOT RECOMMENDED:

Gwynn Nettler, "A Measure of Alienation,“ American Sociological Review,
22 (December, 1957): 670-677.

Several items seem quite dated.
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VARIABLE: Marital Adjustment | JRS

DEFINITION/DIMENSIONS: Marital adjustment was until recently considered a

multidimensional phenomenon. Recent shifts in theoretical perspectives
have resulted in a focus on the communication process ameng marital
couples as the primary determinant of the state of adjustment. Measure-
ment development reflects these two perspectives. Marital adjustment
might be defined as the accommodation of a maritai couple to one another
at a given time.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: PROJECT STAFF USE:

None.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: EVALUATOR USE: (#1)

Type of Measure: Self-administered questionnaire with multiple-choice
and Likert-type responses.

Source: "Harvey J. Locke\and Kar1l M. Wallace, "Short Marital-Adjustment
and Prediction Tests: Their Reliability and Validity," Marriage
and Family Living, 21 (August 1959): 251-255,

Description of Measure: The Locke-Wallace test consists of 15 statements
about a wide range of dimensions for potential harmony or conflict
among marital couples. Responses are forced-choice. The lest and
the weighted scoring procedure are presented in the oriyiral source.
The test requires less than 10 minutes for response. A sample item
is: "Do you ever wish you had not married? Frequently - Occasionally -
Rarely - Never." The mean adjustment score for persons with well-
adjusted marriages was 135.9, while the mean score for a maladjusted
group was 71.7. The norms were established using a sample of 118
men and 118 women from different marriages. This sample was young,
white, well educated and predominantly in white-collar occupations.

Validity: Item validity was established from previous larger studies.
Concurrent validity was established by the test's ability to clearly
distinguish between marriages known to be headed for divorce and
those known to be well-adjusted.

Reliability: The split-half reliability coefficient was .90 using the
Spearman-Brown corrected formula. EE

Primary References: Graham B. Spanier, "Whose Marital Adjustmeht? A
Research Note," Sociological Inquiry, 43 (1973): 95-96.

 Douglas Kimmel and F. Van DerVeen," "Factors of Marital Adjustment
in Locke's Marital Adjustment Test," Journal of Marriage and the
Family, 36 (February 1974):57-63.
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Rationa1g: This tes§ has been used in a number of recent studies of
mar1ta1 counseling which involved samples more closely approximating
those in the demonstration programs and clearly distinguished the

degree of marital adjustment. It's multidimensionality and brevity
are also crucial.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: EVALUATOR USE: (#2)

An alternative measure which focuses on communication among marital

couples is described as follows. ‘

“Type of Measure; Marital communication self-inventory device with four
forced-choice responses from "Usually" to "Never."

1

Source: Mi]!ard J. Bjennenu, "Measurement of Marital Communication,"
The Family Coordinator, 19 (January 1970): 26-3].

Description of Measure: The Marital Communication Inventory (MIC)
consists of a set of 48 questions for which the respondent must
indicate essentially a frequency of occurrence, "usually, sometimes,
seldom, never." These responses are scored from zero to three with
a favqrab]g response receiving the higher score. An example of the
questions is: "Is it easier to confide in a friend rather than your
spouse?” Time to administer is not given. The testing of the
inventory was conducted with 344 subjects of white, middle-class
backgro$?d from two northern Louisiana communities, one urban and
one small. ‘

Validity: Forty-five of the questions distinguished significantly
betweep the upper and lower quartiles. In a concurrent validation
study involving 23 couples receiving marital counseling and 23
couples not known to have marital difficulties, the inventory dis-
tinguished the two groups. o

Reliability: A split-half reliability coefficient of .93 was achieved
using the Spearman-Brown corrected formula.

Primary References: None.

Rationale: The 20 questions which discriminated most powerfully might be
,useq g]one, although this would require additional reliability and
validity testing. If communication is viewed by service providers
as the most crucial factor in marital adjustment and counséTing
focuses on that factor, this inventory might be the most valid.

MEASURE NOT RECOMMENDED:

David H. Olson aqd Robert G. Ryder, “Inventoky of Marital Conflicts
(IMC): An Experimental Interaction Procedure," Journal of Marriage and
the Family, 22 (August 1970): 443-448. : ' ‘
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" A‘véry cumbersome procedure to’administer,’this‘inventory‘ugi1izez ‘ VARIABLE: Stimulus From the Child Jc
e e g whil ' d individually, then are-observed as . . .
i *Y%gpgtiis t% ¥2132h§2321§3n223232 f;? a commonyresponse;~.«~ | DEFINITION/DIMENSIONS: The child represents a complex set of inputs in the
L RSV TELRETRE 0 ' T R T R e form of behaviors to which the parent reacts. This repertoire of be-

havior represents part of the potential interactions between child and
parent. For example, the child may be withdrawn or aggressive, may
steal, cry or argue.

The ideal measurement of this variable is by exact specification of the o
frequencies and intensities of the various child behaviors as they occur 3
in interaction with the parent. However, the use of complex behavioral -
codes requires extensive training. An alternate method is to have

observers rate the child along a specific number of dimensions. This
provides a general notion of the range of behaviors of the child.

-

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: ~ PROJECT STAFF USE:

None.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: EVALUATOR USE: ' S

Type of Measure: Rating Scale.

Source: Lenore Behar and Samuel Stringfield, "A Behavior Rating Scale
for the Preschool Child," Developmental Psychology, Vol. 10, #5,
1974:601-610. :

(Scale and manual available from Lenore Behar, Biological Science
Research Center, Child Development Institute, University of North
~Carolina, Chapel Hill, North Carolina, 27514.) :

Description of Measure: This is a 36 item rating scale for the behavior
of preschool children. Each item is rated on one of the following:
does not apply (0), sometimes applies (1), and frequently applies
(2). The overall rating score is obtained by adding the subscores
on each item. Items include such things as: restless, worries,
Ties, gives up, or stares into space. The instrument was tested on
a deviant and normal population of preschool children (N for normal
group 496 and N for deviant group 124). The teachers and teacher
aides 1in the preschool were asked to rate each child along the 36
dimensions.

b g ; ' , Validity: A Chi square statistic was used to determine if the scale S
R . ; _ differentiated between the normal and deviant groups. Thirty-one S
— ' ' (31) of the thirty-five items did differentiate between groups. The g
, ~ score for the overall scale was significantly different (p.< .001). e
A multiple regression analysis was performed to determine what -
proportion of the variance could be accounted for by the deviant-
normal dimension. A multiple regression coefficient of .734 was
obtained, indicating that 53.9% of the variance analysis indicated
~the existence of three major factors which were unipolar: Hostile-
Aggressive, Anxious-Fearful, and Hyperactive-Distractable.
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Reliability: Two types of reliability were reported--interrater agree-
ment and test-retest reliability. The reliability was determined in
a second study with a normal population (N=80) and a deviant popu-
lation (N=9). Interrater reliability coefficients (Pearson's r)
ranged from .67 to .97 with a mean of .84, One of the raters; a
‘teacher who had been with her class for only five weeks scored .42.
The latter suggests that accurate use of the scale requires famili-
arity with the child rated. Average test-retest reliability using
Pearson's r was .87.

Rationale: Although the instrument has been used only with teachers it
provides a relatively easy-to-administer device for rating the
preschool age child. It is cautioned that the reliable use of the
instrument requires that the rater have a good familiarity with the

child rated.

MEASURE NOT RECOMMENDED:

Borgatta, Edgar F., and David Fanshek, “The Child Behavior Character- -
istics (CBC) Form: Revised Age Specific Forms," Multivariate Behavioral
Research, Vol. 3, 1970:49-82.

(Not recommended bécauSe instrument not available for review.)

Bell, Richard Q., Mary F. Waldrop, and George M. Weller, "A Rating
System for the Assessment of Hyperactive and Withdrawn Children in
Preschool Samples," American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, Vol. 42, #1,
1972:23-34. : ‘ ;

(Not recommended because instrument requires daily contact with the
child.) :

peterson, Donald R., "Behavior Problems of Middle Childhood," Journal of
Consulting Psychology, Vol. 25, #3, 1961:205-209. (Instrument not
‘available for review.) ,

Rutter, Michael, "A Children's Behavior Questionnaire for Completion by
Teachers: Preliminary Findings," Journal of Child Psychology and
Psychiatry, Vol. 8, 1976:1-11. -

(Not recommended because deéigned for older children than in target
population.)

Scott, Leland H., "Personality at Age Four," Child Deve1opment, Vol. 33,
1962:287-311. " : ] V

(Instrument not available for review.)
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VARIABLE: Dependency (Role-Reversal) | JRS

DEFIN;TIQN(DIMEN§IONS: Dependency refers to a psychological state in which an
1nQ1V1dua1 is overwhelmed by feelings of helplessness and indecision.
~ This state may be manifest in a number of ways including: reliance on
others to make decisions, constant seeking of approval and assurance from
~ others, etc. This state also may be accompanied by anxiety. '

A special form of dependency has been set forth in relation to child
abuse and neglect, namely, role-reversal or reversal of the dependency
role. .(¥n this instance, because of the parent's own dependency needs,
the ab111ty to see the child’'s needs and capabilities is Timited which
results in a demand for adult performance and behavior from the child.
Of course, dependency of this form need not be the form related to abuse
or neg1egt (i.e. it could be just a general state of dependency without
the particular manifestations of role-reversal).

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: PROJECT STAFF USE:
None. ‘

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: EVALUATOR USE:

None:

MEASURE NOT RECOMMENDED:

Dependency is most often determined by clinical observation.

A scale for "Role Reversal Parents" is being developed by Mildred Disbrow
as part of a project titled "Measures to Predict Child Abuse." This
project being conducted at the Department of Maternal and Child Nursing,
School of Nursing, University of Washington is supported by a grant from
the Maternal and Child Health and Crippled Children's Services, DHEW.

* M,G. Morris and R.W. Gould, "Role Reversal: A Concept in Dealing with
the Neglected/Battered Child Syndrome," in The Neg]ected—Bagtered Chﬂdg
Syndrome, New York: Child Welfare League of America, 1963. ‘
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VARIABLE: Frustration Tolerance (Frustration Control) JRS

DEFINITION/DIMENSIONS: Frustration is the emotional response to being pre-

o o IR . In
vented from achieving objectives or grqt1fy1ng impulses or desires.

the case of physical child abuse, for instance, the ch11d may become a
barrier to some self-gratification desire of the caregiver and, thus,
become the target of the caregiver's agression. It is widely recognized

that there are great variations in individual tolerance for frustrapion,v

and control of frustration once it is triggered.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: PROJECT STAFF USE:

None.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: EVALUATOR USE:

None.

MEASURE NOT RECOMMENDED:

None.
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VARIABLE: Impulsiveness JRS

DEFINITION/DIMENSIONS: Impulsiveness is a concept descriptive of an inclina-
tion to act or an inability to delay gratification which is accompanied
by a tendency to not weigh the consequences of the act for oneself or
others. More specifically related to physical child abuse is the concept
of "impulsive agression" set forth by Berkowitz.* Measurement of impul-
siveness or impulsivity has been accomplished most frequently using such
projective techniques as the Rorschach.**

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: PROJECT STAFF USE:

None.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: EVALUATOR USE:

None.

MEASURES NOT RECOMMENDED:

The Rorschach is not recommended because of the high degree of training
and experience needed to use it. See the following as one example of its
application in relation to impulsiveness:

E. Ostrov, et. al., "The 'Impulsivity Index': Its Application to Juvenile
Delinquency,” Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 1 (June 1972): 179-196.

* |, Berkowitz, "Some Determinants of Impulsive Agression," Psychological
Review, 81 (1974): 165-176.

R OWLH. Ho1tzman,'“Va1idation Studies of the Rorschach Test: Impulsiveness
in the Normal Superior Adult," Journal of Clinical Psychology, 6 (1950): 348-351.
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VARIABLE: Inappropriate Performance Expectations for Children - - " JRS % VARIABLE: Narcissism JRS

* DEFINITION/DIMENSIONS: Mentioned most commonly in relation to physical abuse, g DEFINITION/DIMENSIONS: Most simply put, narcissism 1s‘a concept which depicts
but having potential application to neglect as well is the phenomenon of % self-Tove or self-attention. Vital as a concept in certain schools of
inappropriate performance expectations for children.  Usually this means : thought on personality development, narcissism is associated with be-
that the parent or caregiver has behavioral or performance expectations ; havior that represents demanding, self-gratification often in primitive
for the child which are inappropriate for the child's age and develop- ] ~and direct ways. Thus, the narcissistic individual is extremely con-
mental Tevel. Clinically this phenomenon is determined simply by the ; ~cerned about prompt gratification without respect to the demands or
discrepancy between the expectations and developmentally appropriate 4 : Timitations of reality or the needs or rights of others.

performance levels.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: - PROJECT STAFF USE:
MEASURE RECOMMENDED: PROJECT STAFF USE: : :

None.
None.

; MEASURE RECOMMENDED: _EVALUATOR USE:

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: EVALUATOR USE:
' None.

None. i ‘
| ‘ | - | MEASURE NOT RECOMMENDED:

MEASURE NOT RECOMMENDED:

. ) . o ‘ : None. Narcissism is most often a clinical observation, but when measured
- This variable is most often a clirical judgment. \ psychometrically it is usally via a projective technique which requires
very special training to administer and interpret.

Earl S. Schaefer and Richard Q. Bell, "Development of a Parental Attitude
Research Instrument," Child Development, 29 (September 1958): 339-361.

The "Acceleration of Development™ subscale of the PARI has only moderate
Kuder-Richardson reliabilities and the effect of removing it's five items
from the total body of 115 jtems is not clear.
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VARIABLE:  Apathy-Futility Syndrome JRS

DEFIN

ITION/DIMENSIONS:  The apathy-futility syndrome is a concept deve]opéd

by Polansky and his associates in their study of child neglect among the
Appalachian poor (see reference cited below). Full elaboration of the

' A-FS is beyond the scope of this brief summary. It is a multidimensional
~ concept which portrays a psychological state observed in mothers who

MEASU

exist in dire poverty which is characterized by (1) a pervasive aura that
nothing is worth doing, (2) emotional numbness, (3) absence of intense
personal relationships, (4) passive-aggressive expression of anger, (5)
lack of competence in management of basic 1iving tasks, (6) noncommitment
to positive stands and low self-confidence, (7) verbal inaccessibility,
and (8) an ability to inflict a sense of futility on those who try to
help. Polansky and his associates developed a Maternal Characteristics
Scale to measure this syndrome. '

MEASU

MEASU

RE RECOMMENDED: ~PROJECT STAFF USE:
None.

RE RECOMMENDED: EVALUATOR USE:
None. L

RE NOT RECOMMENDED:

Norman A. Polansky, et al., Roots of Futility, San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass, 1972, (especially pp. 54-56, 133-135, 239-251).

The Maternal Characteristics Scale (MCS) is a multidimensional instrument
which provides a means whereby service provider observations regarding
characteristics of the maternal personality can be recorded. The obser-
vations can be based on direct observation, collateral reports, and
opinions of other professionals. There are five major subscales. These
are grouped into three major dimensions: (1) the apathy-futility dimen-
sion, combining (a) behavioral immobilization and (b) interpersonal
detachment; (2? the childlike impulsivity dimension, combining (a) impul-
sivity and (b) dependency; and (3) verbal accessibility. A sample item
from the interpersonal detachment subscale is: "Daydreams much of time;
gets out of touch with current daily happenings." Each item is coded

~with a plus or minus symbol to indicate presence or absence of the phe-

nomenon.

The MCS is one of the few encountered in the measure survey which was
developed for recording service provider perceptions of service con-
sumers. For this reason, and the fact that it was used with a population
with great similarity to those served by the demonstration projects, its
recommended use might seem warranted. However, there are problems which
suggest otherwise. ;

TR e
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The 1§ems assume the person rated is a feméTe, Tiving with her husband,
and with a child (Fhe "focal child") enrolled in a day-care center or
nursery school (Polansky, et al., p. 240). Face validity is apparently
qssumeq, and, probably reasonabTy so, given what appears to be an analytic
induction model for constructing the scale. Scale reliability is not
mentioned, but of at least equal importance in this instance is inter-
workgr re11abj1ity. As Polansky, et al. note: "Despite the effort to
provide an objective format, potential problems of interpretation of
items survive. Should 'verbalizes guilt' be checked if the woman men-
tions it once, or is such a rating reserved to those who are obsessively
self-recriminating?" (p. 240) No formal studies of the ability to
achieve consensus on .these problems, finteruser reliability, were reported.

Further, the 136 items may be undually time consuming.

For the abovekreasong the MCS 1is not recommended "as {is," but it is
clearly a good starting point for future development. .




T
)
_66- -67~
VARIABLE: - Parental Role Performance Je :l gg?mp?gy,#gorgce, "The Measurement of Parent Behavior," Child Development, 1
DEFINITION/DIMENSIONS: This variable indicates the ways parents function in t + 18, #2, June 1341:131-166. o
! their role as parents. It consists of the complex chains of behaviors % (This is the ofte . . L
. e . Mg , o n quoted Fels Parent Behavior rat i
: _performed n the parent1ng‘ro1e by adu1t§ who are both stimuli aqd re- ; ~ recommended because it is an extremely length a§d12? zfa1es aqd ?5 not
; sponse contingencies to children. That is to say, adults both direct and ; : , gthy me-consuming measure. ) -
influence the growth of children and react to situations and behavior of ! h ‘ . , i
children. This variable consists of the complex interactions of child ; ﬁit?iﬁﬁg’Rgzggriﬁ’1ﬁ2€r5$§2i”9 861?glgévé?gveéggmeot]ofzg P;renta] ' o
and parent as indicated in the behavior of adults in the role of parents. o 1958:339-361 . ’ pment, Vol. 23, #3, September :
For example, the parent role may consist in part of caring for the ? This i | ; . ; i k
~ physical and emotional needs of children and in reacting to specific ! %en;th;saE2$tggZe£egggﬁgdrzA5§r?gd ;?rggz gig;TEGEQed_b?cause 1t is 4 :
conditions directly influenced by the child. The measurement of this ] . , g 9 ation of parents.) |
variable might include ascertaining the extent to which the specific | Shob " s X : .
pareqt_provideg phy§ica1 and emotional support to the ghi]d.and the ; | to Cﬁ?idEgggggt;gigp?’Gezgiiﬁsggiiggqg oszﬁgengag At31%Ud§3 1?9R81at1on .
specific ways in which the parent reacts to various child situations such : : 148. ? 9y graphs, Vol. 39, 1949:101- .
as illness, rebellion,-school prqb]ems. That is, what is the behavioral : |
response of parents faced by an 111 child? i (Not recommended because of length and time to administer. This is an :

Inherent in the notion of parental role performance is the evaluation of attitude measure.) '
parenting behaviors by some specified criteria. How well do adults |
function as parents, to what extent do they provide for the specified
physical and emotional needs of the child or to what extent are their
reactions to the child calculated to provide for the child's potential

growth?

Measurement of this variable has taken three forms: assessment of
child's attitudes toward its parents, direct observation of adult be-
havior and assessment of adult attitudes. The latter measurement is
based on the assumption that attitudes are indicative of the ways people
will actually behave. ; ;

MEASURE RECOMMENDED:: PROJECT STAFF USE:

None.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: - EVALUATOR USE: : : ; %
None. k ;

MEASURES NOT RECOMMENDED: ; : | o S i | . | | s

‘Baldwin, Alfred, Joan Kalhorn, Jay Huffman, "Patterns of Parent Behavior,
Psychological Monographs, Vol. 58, #3, 1945, '

(This ié a discussion of the Fels Behavior rating scales.)

Bishop, Barbara Merrill, "Mother-Child Interaction and the Social Be-
havior of Children," Psychological Monograph, Vol. 65, #11, 1951.

(This s a behavioral code for mother-child behaviors in a structured
laboratory setting requiring two half-hour sessions and extensive ob-
server training.) ‘ ‘ :

RS IR
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VARIABLE: Parent-Child Compatibility JC
DEFINITION/DIMENSIONS: This refers to the patterns of family interaction

existing within the family. How well do parents and children get along?
How well does the family unit function, are the needs of each individual
met, and how do the behaviors of children and parents relate to each
other. ‘

This variable has two components: (1) the specific patterns of behaviors
which each member exhibits and how they are related in functional rela-
tionships; and (2) how the network of relationships among family members
serve the family and individual's needs as judged by some specific
criteria.

For example, measurement of this variable might consist of specifying the
frequencies of a set of behaviors by each family member and how these
behaviors are related to each other. The frequency of aggressive verbal
and physical behaviors for each family member could be objserved and the
relationship between adult verbal aggressive behavior might be correlated
with child-physical aggressive behaviors. Additionally, an outside
observer might rate the family as a unit in terms of how the family
relates to extrafamilial contacts.

The measurement of this variable requires an assessment of behaviors of
family members in terms of some specified criteria. For example, the
behavioral coding of family interactions by a specific 30 item code or
the rating of family interaction by an outside observer in terms of
psychopathology.
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Instrument not recommended because it requires two three- to four-hour
interviews.

Coe, William C., Andrew E. Currey, David R. Kessler, "Family Interactions

of Psychiatric Inpatients," Family Process, Vol. 8, #1, 1969:119-130.

Not recommended because takes a limited aspect of the variable by looking
at quantitative aspects of interaction and tension levels.

Ehrenwald, Jan, "Family Diagnos{s and Mechanisms of Psychosocial Defense,"
Family Process.

Not recommended because requires a highly trained rater and no reli-
ability and validity data provided.

Geismar, II, Michael A. LaSorte, Beverly Ayres, "Measuring Fam%]y Dis-
organization," Marriage and Family Living, February 1962:51-56.

and L. L. Geismar and Beverly Ayres, Measuring Family Functioning, 1960,
Greater St. Paul United Fund and Council, St. Paul, Minnesota.

Instrument not recommended because reqdires highly trained rater and
instrument failed to meet criteria for scalability.

Moustakas, Clark E., Irving E. Sigel, and Henry D. Schalock, "An Objec-
tive Method for Measurement and Analysis of Child-Adult Interaction,"
Child Development, Vol. 27, #2, June 1956:109-134.

: Not recommended because the behavioral code requires extensive observer
MEASURE RECOMMENDED: PROJECT STAFF USE: ‘ ; training.

None. f Swanson, G. E., "The Development of an Instrument for Rating Child- parent ,
Re1at1onsh1ps," Soc1a1 Forces, Vol. 29, October 1950:84-90.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: EVALUATOR USE: : : ,
None. i’ Not recommended because instrument is a questionnaire for children.

MEASURES NOT RECOMMENDED: ,For review of this literature see:

Behrens, Jajorie, Donald I. Meyers, William Goldfarb, Nathan Goldfarb and f Lytton, Hugh, "Observation Studies of Parent Child Interaction: A
Nina D. Fieldsteel, "The Henry Ittieson Center Fam11y Interact1on Scales," ; Methodological Review," in Child Development, Vol. 42, #3, 1971, and
Genetic Psychology Monographs, 80, 1969:203-295.

; Marian Radke Yarrow, "Problems of Methods in Parent-Child Research," in
P Child Development, Vol. 34, 1963:215-226.

This device as reported requires a three-hour home visit. However, it
suggests some potential as a rating instrument when the rater is familiar
with the family (such as proaect staff) Such use would require deter-
mination of re11ab111ty '

Brown, George N and M1chae1 Rutter, "The Measurement of Family Act1v1t1es ;
and Relationships: A Methodological Study," Human Relations, Vol. 19, :
1966: 211 263. : , '
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VARIABLE:  Propensity tc Violence JRS

DEFINITION/DIMENSIONS: Considerable attention has been given to what is
perceived to be a "culture" of violence within our society, particularly
among certain socio-economic groups. In essence, individuals involved in
such a culture are thought to respond to a variety of situations with
acts of physical violence. For this reason, child abuse js considered to

be more prevalent among these groups.

MEASURES RECOMMENDED: ~ PROJECT STAFF USE:

None,

MEASURES RECOMMENDED: EVALUATOR USE:

None.

MEASURE/S NOT RECOMMENDED:

Howard S. Erlanger, An Empirical Test of the Subculture of Violence
Thesis, Madison, Wis.: University of Wisconsin, Institute for Research

on Poverty, (1972).

The measures of a propensity to violence used in this study were from the
national survey for the National Commission on the Causes and Prevention
of Violence conducted in 1968. The measures were designed to gather
public opinion information and as such did not necessarily cover the
conceptual scope of the variable in question. Validity and reliability
information are not available. ‘ o
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VARTABLE:  Sadism ‘ ) : JRS

DEFINITION/DIMENSIONS: Sadism is a concept which depi ini
\ _Sad S picts the gaining of
~ p1easure from inflicting pain or suffering on others (i.e., p1egsurab1ev
agrg§s1qn). Though commonly associated with inflicting physical pain via
gea§1ng, burn1ng%hetc., Zadism also includes pleasure derived from
ominance over otners and subjecting them to the will of '
regardless of the means employed. the-perbetrator

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: PROJECT STAFF USE:
' None.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: EVALUATOR USE:

None.

MEASURES NOT RECOMMENDED:

None. Sadism is most often a clinical observation, but when measured
psychometr1ca11y_1§ s usually via a projective technique which requires
very special training to administer and interpret,

AT Mk e a4 g - ! . 4"‘:*\.._,',, .4 B




VARIABLE:
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Satisfaction 1in Parental Role JC

DEFINITION/DIMENSIONS: Satisfaction in parentaiyro]e is defined as the

feeling statements that adults express about their role as parent. It is
their evaluation of how well they function as parents, how meaningful
they find the parenting role, whether they regret having children,
whether they believe their 1ife would be better off if they did not have
children. - :

The measurement of this variable requires the direct examination of
parent feeling states. This variable should not be confused with parent
attitudes toward child rearing, family, or parenting. .

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: . PROJECT STAFF USE:

None.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: ~ EVALUATOR USE: .

None.

MEASURE NOT RECOMMENDED:

A review of the literature indicated no appropriate measures for this
variabie.
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VARIABLE:  Stress ‘ JRS

DEFINITION/DIMENSIONS: Stress is a concept for which there are a number of

: conceptualizations. Dohrenwend* has set forth a conceptualization to
apply to studies of the prevalence and distribution of mental disorders
in the social environment. Dohrenwend isolated five factors involved in
stress reactions. "These are (1) external stressors that throw the
organism into an imbalanced state; (2) factors that mediate or alleviate
the effects of the stressor; (3) the experience of stress itself, which
is the product of the interaction between-the stressor and the mediating
factors; (4) the adaptive syndrome, which consists of the organism's
attempt to cope with the stressor; and (5) the organism's response, which
may be either adaptive or maladaptive."** This conceptualization has not
been applied to child abuse or neglect. :
The attempts to measure stressful events in 1ife have all been related to
studies of the relationship between stress and physical illness. For
this reason the available measures do not include indicators of many
variables considered crucial to the child abuse and neglect phenomena,
particularly those variables related to poverty and minority identifi-
cation. : '

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: PROJECT STAFF USE:

None.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: EVALUATOR USE:
“None.

MEASURES NOT RECOMMENDED:

~ T.H. Holmes and R.H. Rake, "The Social Readjustment Rating Scale,"
Journal of Psychosomatic Research, 11 (April 1967): 213-218,

This scale of 43 "life events" does not seem valid for the complete range'
of stressful events often associated with child abuse and neglect,
particularly interpersonal types of events.

E.S. Paykel, et. al., "Scaling of Life Events," Archives of General
Psychiatry, 25 (October 1971): 340-347. R

Thisbsca1e has 61 items, but also seems invalid for the same reasons
stated above. : T

*B.P. Dohrenwend, “The Social Psychological Nature of Stress: A Framework
for Causal Inquiry," Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 62 (1961):
294-302. , o ; ‘
- *%R. Scott and A. Howard, "Models of Stress,” in Social Stress, R. Scott
and A. Howard, Editors, Chicago: Aldine Publishing Co., 1970, pp. 262-263.

. S
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VARIABLE:  Strict Disciplinarian (Corporal Punishment)
ON/DIMENSIONS: Central to the thinking of many'ob§ervers of physical

DEFIN§;§1d/abuse s the inclination of the parent or caregiver to be a str1ﬁt
disciplinarian, which need not be but often 1s taken as synonymous wit
practicing corporal punishment. The practice of corporal pun1§hm§nt
(physical punishment) is the primary variable of concern, but it is
recognized that there is a continuum of punishment from the most passive
to the most physical. It is the measurement of inclination and behavior
along this continuum which is being examined here.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: PROJECT STAFF USE:

None.

MEASURE RECOMMENDED: EVALUATOR USE:

None.

MEASURES NOT RECOMMENDED:

nSocial Class, Parental Punishment for Aggression,:

L.D. Eron, et. al
% Child Development, 34 (1963): 849-867.

and Child Agression,"

The Punishment Scale confounds the relationship of punishments and child
behavioral situations by varying
Reliability is not reported.

J.R. Hurley, "Parental Acceptance-Rejection and Children's Intelligence,"

Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 11 (1965): 19-31.

Concurrent validity coefficients are Tow and reliability is not reported.

Alice S. Honig and J.R. La11y, Assessing the Behaviors of Caregivers,
ABC-I and ABC-II, (1973), ERIC: "ED 081 430.

These’behavioraT observation checklists cover a very wide range of child
development concerns in addition to forms of punishment.

Howard S; Erlanger, On The Incidence and an§equences_of the_Use of
Corporal Punishment in ChiTd Rearing--A Critique, Madison, Wis.: Uni-
versity of Wisconsin, Institute for Research on Poverty

The data used in this study are from the national survey of the NationaT
Commission on the Causes and Prevention of Violence conducted in 1968,

The measures of attitudes toward corporal punishment in child-rearing are

quite simple, limited in scope, designed to so{icit public opinion, and
cannot be characterized as either valid or reliable.

(September 1972).

JRSf

the set of punishments for each situation.
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THE COUNTING AND LISTING VARIABTES | i

The variables listed in this section lend themselves to either straightforward
enumeration or descriptive categorization. In extracting the variables from
our list of questions, 46 of this type emerged. In presenting each of these
variables, we discussed the procedures for counting or listing which appear
most (1) valid, (2) economically feasible to employ, and (3) appropriate to
child abuse/neglect projects. Validity was estimated in terms of the probable
knowledge of, and biases associated with, the potential sources of information
for each variable. Economic feasibility was determined with respect to the
manner of data production. The use of records was assumed to be the least
expensive, and direct observation the most expensive. Data produced from -
questionnaires was assumed to be intermediate in expense to records or gbser-
vation. In order to promote realistic and as comprehensive as possible
evaluaton, we have sought to weigh the relative gains and losses in both cost
and validity, recommending the procedure which seems to produce optimal results. .
Finally, the appropriateness of the suggested procedures for child abuse/neglect
projects was assessed in terms of the kinds of tasks, problems, and personnel
typically invoived in these agencies.

(1) Prevention Services: Categorized as prevention services directed to (a)

caretakers, (b) children, (c) community agents (teachers, clergy, law enforce- i

ment officials, etc.), (d) caretakers and children, (e) caretakers and community
agents, (f) children and community agents, or (g) caretakers, children, and
community agents. For agencies classified as d, e, f, or g sub-categorized on
basis of their relative proportion of staff time devoted to each basic target
group. Obtain the information necessary to achieve classification from project
managers or staff members responsible for prevention services. Given the wide ™
array of activities and techniques geared to prevention services and the
likelihood of new ones emerging, the use of the above categorization will
facilitate comparative assessment for a variety of agencies and evaluations.

(2) Number of Clients: Measured as the average daily client load for each
month.  Information obtained from project records. Count the number of
persons receiving project services each day for the duration of each working
month; sum the total number of clients served during the month; and divide by
the number of days for which services were provided that month. If the

‘standard deviation is 1 ov less than 1 for the average daily client load

computed each month during the year, then the yearly average daily client load
would be preferable. If the standard deviation is more than 1, the monthly
variation should be taken into account.

(3) Number of Cljents per Service: Measured as the average daily client load
for each type of service offered. The source of data and procedures are the
same as for variable number 2 above, except that the counts are service specific
and thus do not reflect the project as a whole. : ‘
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aff Hours per Service: Measured as the average number of staff hours
éiaoi:dfeach daypto the various types of service for each month. The datg
gathered by direct question to all service dg11very staff. Count the n¥m er
of daily hours registered by all service delivery staff for each type g
service; sum the total number of hours for gach service each mon?h, an
divide -by the number of days for which service was de11veyed during the
month. Use standard deviation criterion described above in #2.

f Years of Experience: Measured as the total project staff's average
ég%bgiagf years of prgfessional experience. Data gathered through agency
employment records. Count the number of years of professional ?xper1iﬂceé ol
including graduate school and employment, for gach §taff member; sum ‘.e to a
number of years for the project staff; and divide by the number of projec

members.

6) Staff Age: Measured as the total project staff's average age in years.
éa%a gathered through agency records. List the present age of eaqh_staff
member; sum the total number of ages for all project staff; and divide by the

number of project members.

e . p 21
(7) Staff Race: Measured by the project's relative proportions of racia
%ygeE. Data gathered from project records. Classify by Census Bureau's 1970
categories: Caucasian, Black, Asian, Indian, other; add the total number of
each type; and divide each type by the total number of project staff.

' ‘ : ject-paid income for all
8) Scaff Income: Measured by the average monthly project-pai e f
étgff. Project accounting records provide the data source. Tally the Tnggme
for each staf®; sum the total amount of income for project staff; and divide

by the total number of staff.

i i ‘ ' ; leted
9) Staff Education: Measured by the average numbgr of years of comp
éogm51 education for all project staff. Data obtained throggh project re-
cords. List the number of years of completed formal education for.eqch staff
person; sum the total amount of education for project staff; and divide by the

total numbeyr of staff.

i vice: dollars
10) Costs per Prevention Service: Measured as the exact number of
gpe%t each 3onth on the varjous types of service. Data obtained through
project records. List the number of dollars allocated each month to each type

of service. -

munit izations: ' ber of child
11) Number Community Organizations:  Measured as the.tot?1 num
&e]%are or development organizations based in the project's catchment area.
Data obtained through telephone directory.

=77~

(12) Number of Persons Referred: Measured as the average daily number of
referrals received by a project each month. Data obtained from project
intake records. Count the number of recorded referrals for each day during
the month; sum the total number of daily referrals for that month; and divide
by the number of project operating days during the month. Use standard
deviation criterion described above f§n #2.

(13) Geographical Units: Measured as thc geographical location of the project's
office(s) or physical plant(s). Data obtained from a map. List the state,
county, community, and address for each of the project's office(s) or physical
plant(s). If a project has more than one office, 1ist these separately only
when the units are separated by one or more miles. The Bureau of Census 1970
classification of geographical areas should be used to categorize the projects.

(14) Number of Substantiated Cases: Measured as the average daily number of
substantiated cases reported by a project each month. Data drawn from project
records. Count the number of substantiated cases for each day during the
month; sum the total number of substantiated cases for that month; and divide

by the number of project operating days. Use standard deviation criterion described
above in #2.

(15) Referral Attrition: Measured as the ratio of the average daily client
load for each month to the average daily number of referrals received by a
project each month. Data obtained from project records. Divide the number of
clients (measure number 2) by the number of referrals (measure number 12).

(16) Cost of Identification Procedures: Measured as the exact number of
doTlars spent each month on identification procedures. Data obtained from
accounting records. List the number of dollars allocated each month to
identification procedures. ~

(17) Total Number Project Staff: Measured by the scale of operations, including
the number of fulT-time staff (8 hour day and 40 hour week) and full-time

~equivalents of part-time staff. Data obtained from official payroll printouts.

Count the number of weekly paid hours for each staff member; add the total
number of hours for all project staff; and divide by 40.

(18) Time to Learn Law: Measured by the total number of hours spent by all
project staff n Tearning about the legal aspects of child abuse/neglect,

Data obtained by direct question to all project staff. List the time spent by
each staff member; and sum the total amount of time spent by all staff.

(19) Time Spent Innovating Identification Approaches: Measured by the total
number of hours spent by alT project staff in developing new ways of identi-
fying child abuse;neglect cases. Data obtained by direct question to all
project staff. List the time spent by each staff member; and sum the total
amount of time spent by all staff. :

(20) Time from Referral to Complete Investigation: Measured by the project's
average period of time from referral to compieted investigation for all com-
pleted cases. Data obtained from case records. List the amount of time
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between the referral and completed investigations for each of the project's
recorded cases, past and current; sum the total amount of time spent for all
cases; and divide by the number of cases.

(21) Number Intake of Child Abuse and Neglect in Other Community Agencies:
Measured by the average daily client Toad for each month for all other child
abuse/neglect community agencies within the project's catchment area. Data
obtained by telephone contact with project managers or other appropriate
staff. List the reported daily client loads for each agency; and sum the
total number of clients served for each month separately.

(22) Staff Turnover: Measured as the ratio of staff replacements to staff
positions per year. .Data obtained from project records. Count the number of
staff replacements, excluding positional additions or deletions, for each
“year; count the number of staff positions; place the number of Peplacements
over the number of positions and divide.

(23) Client Age: Measured as the average age in years for the current client
load.” Data gathered through agency records., List the present age of each
client; sum the total number of ages for all clients: and divide by the number
of clients.

(24) Client Race: Measured by the relative proportion of racial types. Data
gathered from project records. Classified by Census Bureau's 1970 categories:
Caucasian, Black, Asian, Indian, other. Add the total number of each racial
type; and divide each type by the total number of clients.

(25) Client Income: Measured by the average monthly income for all clients,
or client caretakers.  Data obtained from project records. List the monthly
income for each client; sum the total amount of income for all clients; and

divide by the total number of clients.

(26) Client Education: Measured by the average number of years of completed
formal education for all clients. Data obtained from project records. List
the number of years of completed formal education for each client; sum the
total amount of education for all clients; and divide by the total number of
clients.

(27) Frequency Treatment Contacts: Measured by the project's average monthly
number of treatment sessions per staff member. Data obtained from project
records. = Count the number of clients; count the number of staff; count the
number of treatment sessions per month for each client; add the total number
of treatment sessions; divide the number of treatment sessions by the number
of clients; multiply the average number of treatment sessions times the
number of clients; and divide by the number of staff.

(28) Duration Treatment Contact: Measured by the average length of time for
the project's treatment sessions. Data available through project records.
List the length of time for each treatment session executed during the month;

sum the total amount of time involved in treatment sess1ons and divide by the ;

number of treatment sessions.

(29) Attrition from Treatment Services: Measured by the difference between
the number of clients terminating treatment with staff approval and the

“referrals.,

~(38) Recidivism:

-79-

number terminating without staff approval duriné the past year. Clients

currently receiving treatment are excluded from this measure.

(30) Size Waiting List: Measured by the annual average monthly number of
persons diagnosed as needing treatment but not yet receiving treatment. Data
available through project records. ' Count the number of persons designated to
receive treatment for each month of the year; sum the total number of persons
waiting for service that year; and divide by 12.

(31) Time from Substantiation to Service: Measured by the project's average
lag time between case substantiation and the initiation of service. Data
available through projct records. List the number of hours between substan-
tiation and first treatment contact for each client receiving service; sum the
total number of hours; and divide by the number of clients,

]

(32) Administrative Structure of Referral: Measured by the relative degree of
centralization character1z1ng the referral process. Data available by direct
question to the project's manager. -Count the number of project personnel who
are authorized to make referrals; sum the total number of persons making
refsrra};; and divide by the total number of project staff (variable-measure
number .

(33) Number of Families Known to Other Public Agencies: ~Measured by the pro-
portion of clients who are or have been serviced-processed by other public
agencies (public welfare, police, mental health, etc.). Data available
through intake records. Count the number of project clients on record with
other agencies; and divide by the total number of clients.

(34) Number Unsubstantiated Cases Referred Elsewhere: Measured as the differ-
ence between the number of persons referred (measure number 12) and the number
of substantiated cases (measure number 14). »

(35) Number Unsubstantiated Cases Receiving Service Elsewhere: Measured by
the proportion of unsubstantiated cases referred elsewhere who subsequently
received service. Data obtained from follow-up call to agencies receiving the
List the number of unsubstantiated cases referred elsewhere who
are receiving or have received service; and divide by the total number of
unsubstantiated cases referred elsewhere (measure number 31).

(36) Number Other Community Agencies Dealing with Child Abuse/Neglect:
Measured by the total number of child abuse/neglect agencies based in the
project's catchment area. Data obtained through social service directory.

(37) Time to Organize and Operatjonalize Project: Measured as the number of
days between project initiation or funding and the achievement of the yearly
average daily client lToad. Data available through project records. Count the
number of days from the first day of funding:to the point in time when the
current annual average daily c11ent Toad was achieved (measure number 2).

Measured by the proportion of c11ents who have returned for
additional service after a staff approved termination. Count the number of
previously terminated clients who have returned for additional service; and
divide this number by the total number of clients serviced during the year
(rec1d1v1sta plus non- rec1d1v1sts)

T R T R R e R T R R R e iner s




-80-

(39) Number of Siblings of Victim also Abused or Neglected: Measured by the
proportion of multiple victim cases for all clients having more than one

child. Data available through project records. List the number of clients or
caretakers having more than one child; count the number of these cases involving
more than one victim; and divide the number of multiple-victim cases by the
total number of cases.

- (40) Number of Newly Stimulated Child Abuse/Neglect Resources in Community:
Measured by the rate of new resources uncovered monthly in the prevention,
identification, or treatment of child abuse/neglect. Data obtained by direct
question to all staff. Count the number of new resources actually used by
each staff member; sum the total number of new resources discovered; multiply
the number of newly discovered resources by 10; and divide by the number of
staff. .

(47) Continuity of Service Time Gaps: Measured by the average lag time
between service referrals and initiation of service. Data available through
agency records. List the number of hours between referrals (sent and received)
and service initiation for all clients and referrals; sum the total amount of
hours; and divide by the number of clients and referrals.

(42) Number Child Abuse/Neglect Cases Treated by Al1 Community Resources:
Measured by the exact number of cases currently receiving treatment by all
agencies within the project's catchment area. Data obtained by teiephone.call
to agency director, '

(43) Community System Treatment Capacity: Measured by the total maximum
number of cases potentially serviceable by the existing child abuse/neglect
agencies. Data obtained by direct question to agency directors or other
knowledgeable sources for each community 0rgan1zat1on dealing with child
abuse/neglect.

(44) Plannazd Courses of Treatment: Categorized as services directed to (a)
caretakers, (b) children, or (c) caretakers and children together Agency
records provide data source. Rationale for this class1f1cat1on is the same as
that presented in measure number 1.

45) Organ1zaf1ona1 Settings: Cate orized as (a) medical, (b) social service,
c) medical and social service, or ?d) independent. 'Medical refers to a
project being housed within a hosp1ta1 or medical center; social service
refers to the project being housed within a social welfare complex; medical
and social service refers to the project being housed in a health service
complex; and independent refers to the project being located apart from
either medical or social service settings. This measure should be combined
with staff experience to more accurately reflect the nature of the setting.

(46) Organizational Types: Categorized as: (a) profit, (b) nonprofit, or
(c) vo1untary Data obtained by telephone contact with each organization in
the project's catchment area. . ;
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OPEN-ENDED VARIABLES

The variables listed in this section presently defy enumeration or a prior
classification. But this is only because too little is now known about the
range of variation and the appropriate dimensions for measurement. As soon
as data has been generated relevant to these variables, then we shall be in
a position to begin developing more sophisticated measurement schemes. We
are, therefore, constrained in presenting these variables to simply listing
each one, and suggesting what appears to be the most appropriate source of
information. Evaluators selecting the use of these variables in their
analyses will thus have to construct post hoc classifications. Our list of
questions produced 38 variables of this type.

(1) Prevention Definition: List the kinds of activities defined as preven-
tative. Data gathered by direct question to all staff members. Evaluators
will want to take note of the s1m1]ar1t1es and differences both within and
between projects.

) Abuse Definition: Same procedure as with the prevention definition.

(2
(3) Neglect Definition: Same procedure as with the prevention and abuse
definitions. '

(4) High Risk Definition:  List the characteristics and events identifying
high vrisk persons. Data obtained by direct question to all staff.

(5) Substantiating Procedures: List the typés of considerations that enter
into the substantiation of child abuse/neglect cases. Data obtained by
questionning the diagnostic team or persons responsible for substantiating
cases.

(6) Innovative Identification Approaches: List the new ways of identifying
cases which have been discovered. Data obtained by questionning referral
sources and outreach workers.

(7) Barriers to Identification: List the kinds of things which prevent
identification or make it difficult. Data obtained by questionning referral
sources and outreach workers. ‘

(8) How Barriers to Identification Handled: List the ways that specific
barriers to the identification of child abuse and neglect have been dealt
with. Data obtained by questionning referral sources and outreach workers.

(9) Precautions to Protect Rights of Children and Parents: List the specific
actions taken to protect child and parental rights. Data obtained by direct
question to all staff. '

(10) Manner of Ident1fy1ng Disruption of COmmun1ty Customs: List the means
used to assess project impact on community norms . Direct question to all
project staff. ' :
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(11) Identification Affect Prevention and Treatment: List the ways in which
the manner of identification impacts upon prevention and treatment. Question

all staff.

(12) Role of Self-Help Groups in Policy and Management of Project: List the
manner and kinds of contributions that self-help groups make to the policy
and management of the project. - Question all staff and self-help groups.

(13) Collaborative Arrangements for Interagency Cooperation: List the kinds of
activities used to foster interagency cooperation. Question all staff.

(14) State Laws and Court Procedures on Child Abuse/Neglect: List the ways
that state Taws and court procedures facilitate or hinder dealing with child

abuse/neglect. Question project managers.

List the changes in state Taws believed

(15) Needed Changes in State Laws:
: Question project

necessary to improve dealing with child abuse/neglect.
managers. )

(16) Obstacles to Delivery of Service: List the things or events hindering
service delivery. Question all staff.

(17) Tracking Procedures: List the ways of tracking clients through the
project system and community system. Question all project staff and agency
directors of other agencies.

(18) Innovative Treatment Apprpaches: List any new techniques or styles for
providing treatment. Question all service delivery staff.

(19) Residual Effects of Treatment Strategies: List all unintended behavioral
manifestations following treatment. Question all service delivery and follow-
up staff. o

(20) Impact of Project on Other Child Welfare Agencies: List changes in other
agencies believed to be a result of the project. Question agency directors.

(21) Reasons Prescribed Service Not Given: List the reasons as to why pre-
scribed service was not given. Question a11‘staff.

-~ (22) Professional Experience: List the kinds of professional experience
characterizing the project staff. Question all professional staff.

List the project position

(23) Staff Position Titles and Responsibilities:
Data obtained

titles and the responsibilities associated with each one.
through agency employment records.

(24) Prevention Planning Means: List the plans for preveht%ng child abuse/

- neglect. Question all staff.

(25) Referral Sources: List all referral sources. Question project director.

~Question all staff.

. {32) Management Experience of Project Manager:

(36) Services to Maintain Change:
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(26) Potential Referral Sources:

: List all potential referral .
Question all staff. P & sources

(27) Attrition Reasons:

List the reasons given for client attrition.

(28)vIdentification—ReleQant Resources: List the available r
\c0) lden 3 ! esources for
identifying child abuse/neglect.  Question all staff. :

(29) Identification Procedures (Project):

: : : List the procedures actuall
to identify chiTd abuse/negTect cases. P y used

Question all staff.

(30) Identification Procedures (Community): List the procedures used by

other agencies to identify child abuse/neqlect cas .
directors, /ey Ldses. Question agency

(31) Follow-up Methods:

b List the methods used to follow-u 1 ‘ i
service delivery staff. W-up clients. Question

_ List the kinds of management
Question the project manager.

experience for the project manager.

_ List the sources of financial
Question the accounting officer.

(33) Sources of Financial Support for Projects:
support for each project.

(34) Perpetrator Disposition Following Substantiation: List the possible

dispositions for substantiated child abuse/neq] ca: :
diagnostic team. /neg ect cases. Question the

List the possible disposi-
Question the diagnostic team.

(35) Victim Disposition Following Substantiation:
tions for the victims of substantiated cases.

List the kinds of things done to maintain
changes brought about by treatment or project contact. Question all staff.

(37) Treatment Services:

List and describe the varig ‘ Vi
provided. ; tous treatment services

Question the service delivery staff.

(38) Tracking Procedures: List and describe the techni iviti

: S _des ques and activities
used-to keep track of cases, including both those for which service was/is
provided and those referred elsewhere. Question all staff.
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Utilization of Recommended Measures

The measures presented in this report are drawn from a set of evaluation
questions* and, as such, they prov1de either a resource or point of departure
- for those 1nterested in answering the questions. Given the attempt at compre-
hensiveness, however, the end result as a whole indicates a substantial
imposition upon the respondents. But the imposition is more apparent than
real because evaluation needs vary with each project. Thus some questions
will be critical, while others will be not relevant for different investiga-
tions. Evaluators, therefore, may conduct good and useful evaluations by
selecting only the questions and their correspond1ng var1ab1es-measures which
re1ate most directly to project needs.

If a particular evaluation calls for extensive data gathering, evaluators may
construct research designs that permit on- 901ng, incremental data collection.
In recommending measures we have tried to minimize costs, time; and system
disturbance yet retain reasonably adequate measures. Thus, spread out over
time, the imposition upon respondents is mitigated.

To the extent that the measures recommended are employed by different evalu-
ators we will begin to see the generation of comparable data on a variety of
projects. ~ This. should facilitate refinement of existing measures, and increase
our ability to generalize.

‘Discussion and Next Steps

As indicated at the outset, this report constitutes one aspect of the backdrop
to a project which will focus on measurement development. Pending the final
assessment of the potential of general purpose measurement techniques to meet
part of the requirements of an evaluation of the NCCAN demonstration projects,
definitive conclusions on the state-of-the-art cannot be made, but, on the
basis of the results of this measure survey, the picture is not br1ght If
this conclusion holds, the necessity of a project devoted to measurement
~development will be firmly substantiated. The conclusion, then, is that
relatively few measures of the type designated as appropriate by NCCAN in
their RFP actually exist and not many more exist which might be appropriate
~for evaluator use with samples of the total population served by these demon-
stration programs.

The purpose of the measure survey was to avoid "re-inventing the wheel" for
every variable and, at the same time, locate the gaps in the measures cur-

rently available. The variables for which no measures were recommended can
constitute the pool of variables from which our selection for developmental

*J. R.yseeberg, D. F. Gillespie, and J. Long, Questions for the
Summative Evaluation, Seattle: Center for Social Welfare Research, School
of Social Work, University of Washington {(October 31, 1975), mimeographed.
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work might be made. These important decisions will be made in consultation
with NCCAN and, therefore, cannot be revealed at this time. It is important
to note that the measure survey served our other utilitarian function for the
measurement development phase of this project, namely, measures which were not
recommended will prov1de a basis for the development of new or modified, and
more relevant and precise measures
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APPENDIX A

List of Variables in Three Groupings

iy i
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PSYCHOMETRIC-SOCIOMETRIC

Community Assessment of Project: Community Support/Opposition/Apathy
Family Economic Status

Management Strategies

Organizational Structure

Relations Between Project and Other Community Agencies
Socio Cultural Character1st1cs——Commun1ty Attitudes

Staff Motivation :

Community Characteristics: Learning Environment of the Home
Community Types ;

Screening Those at Risk for Abuse/Neglect

Client Satisfaction With Service "

Community Awareness

Prevention Services

Project (Organizational) Goals/Objectives

Severity of Physical Abuse, Severity of Neglect

Staff Attitudes Toward Clients

Therapeutic Approaches

Types of Physical Abuse, Types of Neglect

Precipitating Problems )

COUNTING AND LISTING

Prevention Services

Number of Clients

Number of Clients Per Service
Staff Hours Per Service

Staff Years of Experience

Staff Age

Staff Race

Staff Income

Staff Education

Costs Per Prevention Service

Number Community Organizations

Number of Persons Referred

Geographical Units

Number of Substantiated Cases

Referral Attrition

Cost of Identification Procedures

Total Number Project Staff

Time to Learn Law

Time Spent Innovating Identification Approaches
Time from Referral to Complete Invest1gat1on
Number Intake of Child Abuse and: Neg]ect in Other Commun1ty Agencies
Staff Turnover

Client Age

CTient Race

Client Income

Client Education
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Frequency Treatment Contacts

Duration Treatment Contact

Attrition from Treatment Services

Size Waiting List

Time from Substantiation to Service

Administrative Structure of Referral

Number of Families Known to Other Public Agencies

Number Unsubstantiated Cases Referred Elsewhere

Number Unsubstantiated Cases Receiving Service Elsewhere

Number Other Community Agencies Dealing with Child Abuse/Neglect
Time to Organize and Operationalize Project

Recidivism

Number of Siblings of Victim Also Abuse or Neglected

Number of Newly Stimulated Child Abuse/Neglect Resources in Community
Continuity of Service Time Gaps

Number Child Abuse/Neglect Cases Treated by A1l Community Resources
Community System Treatment Capacity

Planned Courses of Treatment

Organizational Settings

Organizational Types

“OPEN-ENDED

Prevention Definition

Abuse Definition

Neglect Definition

High Risk Definition

Substantiating Procedures

Innovative Identification Approaches

Barriers to Identification

How Barriers to Identification Handled

Precautions to Protect Rights of Children and Parents
"Manner of Identifying Disruption of Community Customs
Identification Affect Prevention and Treatment

Role of Self-Help Groups in Policy and Management of Project
Collaborative Arrangements for Interagency Cooperation
State Laws and Court Procedures on Child Abuse/Neglect
Needed Changes in State Laws

Obstacles to Delivery of Service

Tracking Procedures

Innovative Treatment Approaches -

Residual Effects of Treatment Strategies

Impact of Project on Other Child Welfare Agencies
Reasons Prescribed Service Not Given

Professional Experience

Staff Position Titles and Respons1b111t1es

Prevention Planning Means ;

Referral Sources

~Potential Referral Sources

‘Attrition Reasons '

Identification-Relevant Resources
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Identification Procedures (Project)
Identification Procedures (Community)

Follow-up Methods

Management Experience of Project Manager

Sources of Financial Support for Projects
Perpetrator Disposition Following Substantiation
Victim Disposition Following Substantiation
Services to Maintain Change

Treatment Services
- Tracking Procedures




Measure Reporting Form

5 : Assistant's Name:

Date:
§< Variable:
! Call Number: : Library Location: _ Main
I ; _ Social.Work gt
% _* Health Sciences ;
: __Undérgraduate 3
5 _ Other: ‘
| Source:

(a): Journal: author(s), title, volume number (month, year), page numbers.
APPENDIX B

(b): Book: author(s), title, city, pub11$her, year, page numbers.
Source Form ‘

Measure Reporting Form | Type of measurement technique: |
i __questionnaire (self- or interviewer-administered) : :
g __rating scale

___projective test
___observation code

___other, specify:

Description:

Original Instrument (if any):

Norms:

Group standardized on: L R
(a) sample size

(b) sample characteristics
(c) sample method
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i Assistant's Name_ S Source Form - ]

'L‘ Item example:
: Assistant's Name:

Number of items: : ' ' Date:

Time to administer: ; : ; o Variable: : o

Reliability: 1
(a) how assessed ' oy

(b) coefficient ' .

Validity (how assessed): | { 1. A1l sources checked: - 2. Key words checked for each source:

Where instrument available:

References:

Fohkkh Ak ‘ b

Leads to other instruments 5 ;
:

x

e v
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APPENDIX C

Compendia and Bibliographies Consulted
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Compendia

Bukos, Oscar K. The Fourth Mental Measurements Yearbook. Highland Park,
New Jersey: The Gryphon Press, 1953.

Buros, Oscar K. The Sixth Mental Measurements Yearbook. Highland Park,
New Jersey: The Gryphon Press, 1965.

Bonjean, C. N., et. al. Sociological Measurement: An Inventory of Scales
and Indices. San Francisco: Chandler Publishing Company, 1967.

Cattell, Raymond B. and Frank W. Warburton. Objective Personality and
Motivation Tests. Chicago: University of I11inois Press, 1967.

Chun, Ki-Taek; Sidney Cobb, and John R. P. French, Jr. Measures for
Psychological Assessment: A Guide to 3,000 Original Sources and
Their Applications. Ann Arbor, Michigan: Survey Research Center,
Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan, 1975.

Comrey, A. L., T. E. Backer and E. M. Glaser. A Sourcebook for Mental
Health Measures. Los Angeles: Human Interaction Research Institute,
1973.

Hargreaves, William A., et. al., eds. Resource Materials for Community
Mental Health Program Evaluation: Part IV--Evaluating the Effectiveness
of Services. Rockville, Maryland: National Institute of Mental Health,
1975. (DHEW Publication No. ADM 75-222)

Johnsow, Orval G., et. al. Tests and Measurements in Child Development:
A Handbook. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1971.

Lake, D. G., et. al. Measuring Human Behavior. New York: Teachers College
Press, Columbia University, 1973.

Lindsey, William E. Instrumentation of OCD Research Projects of the Family.
‘Washington, D.C.: Social Research Group, The George Washington
University, June 1975.

Lyerly, S. B. Handbook of Psychiatric Rating Scales, 2nd ed. Rockville,
Maryland: National Institute of Mental Health, 1973. {DHEW Publication
No. HSM 73-9061) R : 5

Miller, Delbert C. Handbook of Research Design and Social Measurement.
New York: David McKay Company, Inc., 1964.

Patchen, Martin, et. al. Some Questionnaire Measures of Employee Motivation
and Morale: A Report on Their Reliability and Validity. Ann Arbor,
Michigan: Survey Research Center, Institute for Social Research,

“University of Michigan., 1965. ‘ '
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Robinson, dJohn P. and Phillip R. Shaver. Measures of Social Psychological

Attitudes (Appendix B to Measures of Political Attitudes). Ann Arbor,

Michigan: Survey Research Center, Institute for Social Research,
University of Michigan, August 1969.

Shaw, Marvin E., et. al. Scales for the Measurement of Attitudes. New York:

McGraw-Hi11 Co., 1967.

Straus, Murray A. Family Measurement Techniques: Abstracts of Published
’ Instruments, 1935-1965. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press,
1969. ,

Waskow, Irene E. and Morris B. Parloff, eds. Psychotherapy Change Measures:

Report of the Clinical Research Branch Outcome Measures Project.
Rockville, Maryland: National Institute of Mental Health, 1975.
(DHEW Publication No. ADM 74-120)

White, Burton L., et. al. Experience and Environment: Major Influences
on the Development of the Young Child. Englewood Cl1iffs, N.J.:
Prentice-Hall, T1973. (Volume 1, Early Childhood Series)
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Naughton, M. James, Marilyn Hart-Nibbrit, and Stephanie Steppe.
Child Protection Services: ‘A Bibliography with Partial Annotation
and Cross Indexing. Seattle: (Cooperative Project of Dept. of
Social and Health Services, State of Washington; School of Social
Work, University of Washington and Health Sciences Learning Resources
Center University of Washington), 1975.

Polansky, N. A., et. al. Child Neglect: An Annotated Bibliography.
Regional Institute of Social Welfare Research, School of Social
Work, University of Georgia, February, 1974.

Urban and Rural Systems Associates. Comprehensive Bibliography :on Ch11d
Abuse and Neglect. San Francisco, 1975.
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: "PRECIPITATING PROBLEMS" | | | I

; : Psychosis
€ ? Self-Esteem (Self-Concept) f
' ‘ : Anxiety : '

Depression : &
Hostility .
¥ : ' 8 Isolation (Alienation)
P . 1 Marital Adjustment ‘
i ‘ v Stimulus From the Child ) g
‘ Dependency (Role-Reversal) :

Frustration Tolerance (Frustratinn Contiai)

Impulsiveness

Inappropriate Performance Expectations for Children
G : : Narcissism
o ' Apathy-Futility Syndrome
. : ' Parental Role Performance

APPENDIX D - Parent-Child Compatibility

Propensity to Violence
Sadism
; “Precipitating Problem" Variable List f Satisfaction in Parental Role
oy , , Stress
N ‘ Strict Disciplinarian (Corporal Punishment)
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APPENDIX E

Problems with the Project Goal Concept

-101-

PROBLEMS WITH THE PROJECT GOAL CONCEPT

Project effectiveness takes the group as the unit of analysis because
individuals within a group might be extremely effective in their particular
task performances but, as a result of poor communication, environmental
conditions, or what have you, a group per se might still he ineffective.
Thus, in our search for measures of effectiveness, we were looking for
measures of how well groups as a whole did what they set out to do. That is,
project effectiveness is assessed in answer to the question: How well does
the group achieve its goals? But our search for measures turned up more
probtems than it did measures. »

In general, there are four kinds of problems associated with the conceptuali=
zation of project goals: (1) the problem of identifying and gaining access

to a project's goals; (2) the fact of multiple goals in all groups; (3) the
question of whose goals represent the project's goals; and (4) the fact that

a project's goals are subject to change and reflect varying emphasis upon such
dimensions as quantity-quality, long-term/short-term, etc. A brief statement
on each of these problems should indicate why the development of adequate
measures for project goals has been hampered.

Identification: The problem of identification is four-fold: (1) the relative
distinction between means and ends (goals) suggests that any goal may be seen
as a means to another goal; (2) the bias characteristics of people's state-
ments about future activities makes these jnaccurate indicators of goals;

(3) if behavior is observed (to reduce verbal bias) the distinction between
intended and unintended consequences makes the designation of goals proble-
matic; and (4) with respect to "project" goals, there is the problem of
reification. With respect to the first sub-problem, means-goals relativity,
since any goal may be a means to another goal, the designation of some acti-
vities as goals is both arbitrary and related to the interests of the
researchers. The second and third sub-problems, bias and the distinction
between intended and unintended consequences, are interrelated. The fact that
people distort or do not know the project's goals makes verbal statements
alone almost useless. Likewise, the observation of behavior apart from
project intentions confuses goals with unintended consequences. Edward Gross
(1969) has put forth a scheme incorporating both intent and behavior; only
where intent and activity correspond can we say that we have identified a
goal. The fourth sub-problem in identifying goals, reification, arises from
that fact that only individuals can have intentions. If we agree that the
concept of a goal inherently contains intentions, then it would appear that
we have viciated the notion of a "project goal." This criticism is often

at base of those who assume that the owner-management goals are also the
goals of the organization or project.

The second main problem of the goal concept, the fact that all projects have

" multiple goals, presents a particular problem in assessing effectiveness:
Which goals do we measure progress toward? Two partial solutions have been

DERNERPL % |
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advanced in the literature: . (1) one conceptualizes multiple goals within

an active-dormant framework, with different goals seen as being pursued in
sequence; (2) another conceptualizes multiple goals in a rank-order, assuming
group energy to be distributed relative to the goal structure. Each of these
views may be seen as a partial solution.

The third main problem of the goal concept, whose goals represent the pro-
ject's goals, has reference to the appropriate referrent for inferring project
goals. -The Titerature review identified five different referents:

(1) societal functions; (2) servicing demands; (3) official policy; (4) leader
values; and (5) staff accommodations to executive and environmental interests.
Some have argued that since the goals will differ depending upon the referent
selected, it is necessary to use multiple measures, but this undermines the
group level of analysis.

The problem of goal change and variation represents the most difficult
problem. The difficulty with goal change and varijation is that it undermines
the use of project goals as a common denominator in comparing projects and
assessing effectiveness., The large number of factors which affect the group's
goals make it impossible to incorporate them all in systematic research.

A Select List of Basic References for Developing an Adequate Measure of
Project Goals:

C. Argyris, "The Fusion of an Individual with the Organ1zat1on,” American
Sociological Review, Vol. 19, June 1954:267-272.

C. Argyris, Integrating the Individual and the Organization, New York: John
Wiley, 1964, :

V. J. Baldridge, Power and Conflict in the University, New York: Wiley, 1971.

C. I. Barnard, The Functions of the Executive, Cambridge, Massachusetts:
Harvard Un1vers1ty Press, 1938.

P. M. Blau, The Dynamics of Bureaucracy, second edition, Chicago: University
of Ch1cago Press, 1963,

K. Boulding, ”Genera] Systems Theory--The Skeleton of Sc1ence," ‘Management
Science, Vol. 7, #2, 1957:197-208.

H. R. Bowen, "The Businessman's View of His Specific Respons1b111t1es,"
in N. D. Richards and W. A. Nielander (eds.), Readings in Management,
second edition, Los Angeles: South-Western, 1953.

W. Buck]ey, Sociology and Modern Systems Theory, Englewood C11ffs, New
Jersey:  Prentice-Hall, 1967.

T. Cap]ow, Principles of 0rgan1zat1ons, New York Harcourt, Brace & World,
1964 . . ; v , :

W.
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R. Catton, "Unstated Goals as a Source of Stress in an Organization,"
Pacific Sociological Review, Vol. 5, Spring 1962:29-37.

. J. Carroll and H. L. Tofi, "Goal Characteristics and Personality

Factors in a Management-by-Objectives Program," fdministrative Science
Quarterly, Vol. 15, September 1970:295-305.

. Cartwright and A. Zander, "Group Goals and Group Locomotion:

Introduction," in D. Cartwright and A. Zander (eds.), Group Dynamics,
Evanston, I1linois: Row, Peterson and Co., 1953:305-378.

. R. Cressey, "Achievement of an Unstated Organizational Goal: An Observa-

tion on Prisons," Pacific Sociological Review, Vol. 1, Fall 1958:43-49,

. M. Cyert and J. G. March, A Behavioral Theory of the Firm, New Jersey:

Prentice-Hall, 1963.

. Degraaf, et al., Project GOALS Report, JOINT OCD/SRS Report on Child Abuse

and Neglect Demonstration Projects. Berkeley: Berkeley Planning Associates,
Jan., 1975,

L. Deniston, I. M. Rosenstock, and D. A. Getting, "Evaluation of Program
Effectiveness,” Public Health Reports, Vol. 83, April 1968:320-330.

. K. Dent, "Organizational Correlates of the Goals of Business Management,"

Personnel Psychology, Vol. 12, Autumn 1959.

. Dutsch, "Some Factors Affecting Membership Motivation and Achievement

Motivation in a Group," Human Relations, Vol. 12, January 1959:81-95.

. F. Drucker, The Practice of Management New York: Harper, 1954,

W. England, “0rgan1zat1ona1 Goals and &Expected Behavior of American
Managers," Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 10, June 1967:107-117.

. Etzioni, "Two Approaches to Organizational Analysis: A Critique and a

Suggestion," Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 5, June 1960:257-278,

. Etzioni, Modern Organizations, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1964.

. Georgiou, "The Goal Paradigm and Notes Toward a Counter Paradigm,"

Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 18, September 1973:291-310.

. S. Georgopoulos and A. S. Tannenbaum, "A Study of Organizational

Effect1veness," American Sociological Review, Vol. 22, October, 1957:
- 534-540.

. Ghorpade, Assessment of Organizationa] Effectivenéss, Pacific Palisades,

California: Good Year Publishing, and Co., 1971.

. M. Gross, Organizations and Their Managing, New York: Free Press, 1968.
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. Gross, "Universities as Organizations: A Research Approach," American

Sociological Review, Vol. 33, August 1968:518-544.

. Gross, "The Definition of Organizational Goals," British Journal of

Sociology, Vol. 20, September 1969:277-294.
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