Following the Example of Others: Research Partnership...

Two Program Evaluation Case Studies 1. Provides needed research services to
community agencies, free of charge.
Research Partnership with . Provides opportunities for social work
graduate students to learn and apply
their knowledge and skills in
* Dallas, Texas research.

Parent Aide programs in:

* Jacksonville, Florida

Jeanette Harder, PhD, CMSW
University of Nebraska at Omaha, School of Social Work
E-mail: jharder@mail.unomaha.edu

Website: http://myweb.unomaha.edu/~jharder
Assisted by: Jill Bomberger, MSW student

Community agencies gain: Students gain:
1. Valuable research services, at no 1. Opportunity to learn and apply
charge, including an analysis of knowledge and skills through service-

existing data, a literature review, and learning in the course: SOWK 8190
recommendations. Research and Computer Applications.

. Written research reports, prepared by - Exposure to community agencies and

graduate-level social work students, services provided by them.
that can be used to document and . Opportunity to provide a vital service
improve service delivery and for grant- to a community agency.
writing.
. Exposure to graduate-level social
work students.

before the course during the course after the course

Agencies Research Partnership
have data |t ctor has completed research projects with:

establishes
relationship with Camp Fire USA, Omaha

agencies ar|d
prepares datasets

Students learn about Children’s Square, Council Bluffs

research and data N
analysis — complete all Nebraska AIDS Project, Omaha
assignments based on Strengthening Neighborhoods for Children, South
CIVIC le) )
lagency datasets ENGAGEMENT manha
MINI-GRANT 1 Take Flight Farms, Omaha
\ Students present : YWCA, Omaha
findings (oral and
written) to agencies Students help

agencies to

understand and

utilize research

findings January 2006-present




Child Abuse Prevention Center
Parent Aide program
Dallas, Texas

Executive Director: Margaret Patterson
mpatterson@excap.org

Case Manager: Amy McShane
amcshane@excap.org

Semesters:
Summer 2007
Summer 2006

Spring 2006

Description of Dallas Sample

Gender of Participants Race of Participants

Hispanic
24%
African

American
47%

Description of Dallas Sample

Number of Children
# of children
range: 1-8
children 4 of wore

# of children
mean: 2.3
children

Description of research completed:

1 Description of sample
- Data collected Jan 2000 - March 2007
- 205 clients
1 Dependent variables:
— Close reason
- Parenting Stress Index scores (PSI-SF)

Description of Dallas Sample

Ages of Participants

Age Range: 13-
64 years

Age 40 to 64 Age 13-18

Mean Age: 27 8% 14%

years
Age 30-39
23%

Age 19-24
23%

Nearly all
referrals came
from CPS.

Dallas Completion Rates

Reasons for Case Closure

Completed
Goals
39%

Dropout
42%

(of those who received an INA)



PSI-SF Scores Improved Significantly All PSI-SF Subscale Scores
Improved Significantly
Change in Total Stress among R
Average Completers Change in Parental Stress Subscales

among Completers
decrease of

23 points 7 71 71
61 59
52
Pretest
B Posttest

n=58
Paiental Parent-Child  Difficult Child
Distress Dysfunctional
Interaction

Average Score

Average Score

Parenting Stress Index Subscale
Average Pretest Score Average Posttest Score

**+p<.001 **p<.001

PSI-SF Pretest Scores and Student Hypothesis:
Completion Category Age x Close reason

Completion of Goals by Age Group
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Percent Successfully Completed

Completed goals Other
Dropout 19-24 25-29 30-39 40-64
Close reason Age Group

F=.249, p=.780

Student Hypothesis: Student Hypothesis:
Type of Abuse x PSI-SF change score Type of Abuse x PSI-SF posttest score

PSI Change Scores by Type of Abuse PSI Posttest Scores by Type of Abuse

38

Average Change Score
Average Posttest Score

Physical Neglectful ~ Physical Sexual
Abuse Supervision Neglect Abuse T

Type of Abuse Physical Neglectful Physical =1, -
i Abuse Supervision Neglect phab t=1.667, p=.100

Type of Abuse sxab t=1.958, p=.054




Student Hypothesis:
High-Risk Behavior at pretest x

Close Reason

Completion of Goals by High Risk Pretest Independent Dependent
Variable Variable

&7 Type of Abuse Close Reason
% # of Children Close Reason
39
‘ Marital Status PSI-SF change scores
3 ‘ 4 ‘ 5

Student Hypotheses without
Statistical Significance
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Race PSI-SF change scores

Percent Successfully Completed
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# of Children PSI-SF scores

o

2

Score on High Risk Behaviors Pretest Age PSI-SF scores
%2=19.243,p .01

Description of research completed:
First Coast Family Center
Parent Aide program 1 Description of sample
Jacksonville, Florida - Data collected 2005-2006
- 352 clients
Parent Aide Supervisor: ® Dependent variables:
Carrie (Plocher) Cohan — Close reason

- AAPI scores
Semesters:

Fall 2006
Summer 2006

Description of Jacksonville Sample Description of Jacksonville Sample

Number of Family Members
Gender of Participants

# of family
members range:
1_9 6 or more

13%

Race of Participants

Atican \_ # of family
American members mean:
3.9

Caucasian
61%




Jacksonville Completion Rates

Completion Rate

Successful
44%
Unsuccessful
56%

Significant Improvement in each of
the AAPI Constructs

Change in Construct Scores

Average Pretest B Average Posttest

5.7 5.8 S.9 5.7
- 52 5.4
45I a5 a5

Inappropriate  Lack of Empathy Belief in Reversing Roles  Oppressing
Expectations Corporal Power &
Punishment Independence

AAPI-2 Construct

Average Score
N ow s oo

N

o

#*p<.01 ***p<.001

Student hypothesis:
Race x AAPI scores

Figure 13. Mean Pretest and Posttest Scores by Race

Caucasian African American

Pretest: p<.00 Posttest: p=.15

AAPI Scores Improved Significantly

Change in AZAPI Scores
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Average Pretest Score Average Posttest Score

**p<.001

Student Hypothesis:
Race x Close Reason

Race and Successful
Case Closure

50

Percent Closed
Successfully

ent Hypothes

Referral Source x Close Reason

Successful Completion and Referral Source
Referral Sources
60 5
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Children and  Partnership
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Referral Source

72=10.477, p <.015



Student Hypothesis:
Student Hypothesis So what?!

County x Close Reason . .
1 Seeing changes in test scores makes

oy esidence Completion Rate and County an incredible (and positive!) difference
in attaining funding, increasing morale,
and boosting confidence.

a1 If | know one demographic group (i.e.
age, race) is faring better than another,
| can adjust my program accordingly.

a If | find out that most of my
unsuccessful cases are closing at 4
months, | can pay closer attention to

Duval Nassau Bakers  St. Johns clients at that time.

County in Florida

Percent Successful Completion
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B
o

o

%%=20.445, p <.001

Can | do this?! Following the Example of Others:
Two Program Evaluation Case Studies

1 YES!

1 Collect data consistently.

1 Use your data to make program
decisions. * Dallas, Texas

1 Partner with a consultant and/or
university if you need help.

Research Partnership with

Parent Aide programs in:

* Jacksonville, Florida

Jeanette Harder, PhD, CMSW
University of Nebraska at Omaha, School of Social Work
E-mail: jharder@mail.unomaha.edu

Website: http://myweb.unomaha.edu/~jharder
Assisted by: Jill Bomberger, MSW student




