
Appendix B 
Highlights of Program Profiles 

Years in operation. Over half of the participating programs (58.8%) 
reported being in operation for one to ten years. Table 1 presents the years 
of operation. 

Administrative agency. Almost two-thirds of the respondents categorized 
their administrating agency as either a social service agency (33%) or a 
school or education institution (30%). A local state agency (9%) was the 
third highest representation. Eight percent indicated their agency was not 
represented in the list of provided choices. Table 2 presents the range of 
administrative agencies. 

Table 1: Years in Operation 

Less than 1 year 4.2 
1 to 5 years 39.7 
6 to 10 years 24.7 
11 to 20 years 19.0 
21 to 30 years 5.7 
31 to 50 years 4.5 
50 years or more 2.2 

Child abuse prevention services. The majority of participants (68%) 
judged their program as providing primary prevention efforts through 
the provision of services to the community at large or to families to 
decrease the likelihood of child abuse and neglect occurring. An addi
tional 16% felt their services were more secondary in nature by taking 
measures to keep child abuse and neglect from occurring after certain 
warning signals have appeared. Five percent of respondents indicated 
their organizations were providing both primary and secondary pre
vention services. Less than ten percent perceived their programs as not 
being involved in the prevention of child abuse and neglect. 

Types of services. Family resource programs in Texas are offering an 
array of services to strengthen and support the family unit. Parent 
education (80%) was the provided service most often identified by 
participants, followed by information and referral (78%). Over half of 
the responding programs (55%) reported conducting home visits. Case 
management (46%) and advocacy for children (44%) and families 
(47%) were also prevalent services among organizations. Only 5% of 

programs indicated offering respite care. Eighteen percent of participants offered additional services not 
provided on the list; these services ranged from emergency shelters to children summer programs. Table 3 

Table 2: Administrative Agencies 

Social services organization 33.0 
School/education institution 30.1 
Local state agency 8.9 
Mental health center 4.8 
Early childhood 3.6 
Hospital/medical organization 3.4 
Child care center 2.1 
Church/religious organization .9 
Neighborhood services center .7 
Child protective services .5 
Housing development .5 
Law enforcement organization .5 
Juvenile justice .2 
Substance abuse facility .2 
Other 8.2 

highlights the range of services provided by the participating agencies. 

Table 3: Types of Services 

Parent education 79.5 Transportation 38.0 School-based curriculum 21.0 
Information/referral 78.4 Resource library 34.9 Parent aide services 19.4 
Resource & referral 60.4 Developmental screenings 31.0 Job training 18.9 
Home visitation 55.1 Child care 30.3 Medical services 17.3 
Case management 46.0 Mentoring/tutoring 30.1 Peer counseling 14.4 
Family advocacy 46.7 Literacy 27.8 Substance abuse counseling 13.0 
Child advocacy 43.5 Early intervention (e.g., OT) 26.7 Youth sport programs 10.3 
Support groups 42.8 Toy lending/making 24.1 Respite care 5.0 
Nutrition 42.1 Professional training 23.3 Other, please specify: 17.5 
Counseling/therapy 38.7 Health services 21.0 
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Unmet needs. Seventy percent 
of respondents denoted their 
community had unmet needs in 
the area of program services. 
The Hst of needs was varied and 
diverse, ranging from mental 
health services for families to 
classes for parents of teens. 
Table 4 lists alphabetically the 
needs that participating pro
grams indicated. 

Table 4: Community Needs 

Adult education More parenting classes 
Affordable housing More staff 
Bilingual services Outreach/parent recruitment efforts 
Child care/after-school programs Parenting classes for specific age groups 
Dental and medical services Parent resource center 
Evaluation development Programs for teens 
Expansion of services Public awareness 
Fathering-related services Respite 
Funding Substance abuse services 
Jobs Transitional housing 
Job training Transportation 
Long-term care facilities Volunteers 

Collaboration efforts. Almost every participant (98%) indicated their program was involved in collaborate 
efforts with organizations in their community. Over half (55%) reported these efforts included at least eight other 

agencies. The most often cited collaborative partners 
were school-education institutions ( 8 L 1 % ) , social serv
ices organizations (74.9%), and child protective servic
es (70.6%). Although only percent 20% of participants 
indicated collaborating with a Children's Trust Fund 
Family P R I D E Council, these councils are only operat
ing in 60 counties. Ten percent of respondents noted 
additional collaborative partners, including the court 
system, libraries, and military bases. Table 5 highlights 
collaborative partners. 

Available resources. In the spirit of collaboration, 
92% of the participants reported their program had 
resources available to share with other organizations. 
Written materials for parents (59%) was the most com
mon resource followed by program guidelines (50%) 
and staff training materials (46%). Other materials 
highlighted included resource directories and confer
ences. Table 6 lists common resources available for 
sharing. 

Table 5: Collaboration Efforts 

School/education institution 81.1 
Social services organization 74.9 
Child protective services 70.6 
Local state agency 59.0 
Community coalition 57.6 
Hospital/medical organization 51.0 
Early childhood 50.1 
Mental health center 49.4 
Church/religious organization 48.3 
Child care center 48.1 
Law enforcement organization 44.0 
Housing development 41.2 
Juvenile justice 40.8 
Substance abuse facility 33.3 
Neighborhood services center 33.0 
C T F Family PRIDE Council 20.0 
Other 10.0 

Annual program budget. Table 7 highlights the annual budgets of the participating programs. 

Table 6: Available Resources 

Pamphlets/booklets for parents 58.5 
Program guidelines 49.9 
Staff training materials/curriculum 46.2 
Participant information forms 34.9 
Evaluation instruments 33.3 
Pamphlets/booklets for children 31.9 
Volunteer outreach materials 27.6 
Participant-focused curriculum 26.7 
Other 7.0 

Table 7: Annual Budgets 

< $50,000 26.7 

$ 50,000 - $99,000 10.0 

$100,000-$249,999 23.0 

$250,000 - $499,000 13.4 

$500,000 - $999,999 12.5 

> $1 million 14.4 
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Appendix C 
Question # 16. Qualitative Assessment of Family Resource Program Inventory 

Selected Frequencies from Original Inventory, Question #16 
Content Analysis Interpretive Procedure and Frequencies for Evaluation Continuum (N=407) 

Typology 
Assigned 

Continuum Interpretation of 
degree of evaluation efforts described 

Frequency in 
Continuum 

None No evaluation is being conducted: respondent placed a " " or "N/A" in 
the question, or it was clear no evaluation was being conducted) 

32 

Beginning Questionnaire and documents indicated only process measure(s) being 
conducted 

108 

Moderate Questionnaire and documents indicated process measure(s), plus some other 
effort beyond process measures 

58 

Extensive Questionnaire and documents indicated process measure(s), client outcomes, 
plus advanced efforts related to data methods 

32 

Not Enough 
Information 

Respondent gave some response to the evaluation question and/or included 
attachments, but the typology could not be determined from the information 
given. 

67 

Blank/No 
Response 

Respondent left the survey question blank and did not include any attachments 
regarding evaluation 

110 

Note: 

407-

"None"(32 cases) and "Blank/No Response"(110 cases) group were omitted from the pool of the second survey. 

142 = 265 cases were the target sample for the second survey. 



Appendix D 
Evaluation Activity Survey - Revised Typology Continuum 

Analysis of the second survey revealed more detailed information on the evaluation activity within 
programs and indicated the need for a different way of categorizing programs along an evaluation continuum. 
Having offered specific definitions of evaluation activity on the survey instrument, it became clear that a more 
helpful set of criteria from which to develop the evaluation continuum would be based on levels of involvement 
in process measures, client outcome measures, and use of standardized instruments. 

Following is a description of four levels of evaluation activity using these three criteria. Also indicated 
are the percents of programs falling into each level along the continuum. Typology 1 indicates the most basic 
types of evaluation activity and Typology 4 indicates the most advanced types of evaluation activity. The survey 
results on the following pages are reported along this typology continuum for programs' "Present" evaluation 
activity (see "% with attribute on continuum" listed for each survey question). 

Tvpologv Continuum Percent 

Typology 1 : Process or Outcome Measures without Standardized Instrument(s) 29.0% 

Typology 2 : Process or Outcome Measures with Standardized Instrument(s) 9.5% 

Typology 3 : Process and Outcome Measures without Standardized Instrument(s) 34.5% 

Typology 4 : Process and Outcome Measures with Standardized Instrument(s) 27.0% 

100.0% 
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Evaluation Activity Survey Results 

[NOTE: There were 265 surveys initially mailed, with a 60% return rate (N=158). Four (4) returned 
surveys were incomplete and not used in the analysis. A total of 154 completed surveys were included in the 
initial analysis. Six (6) cases were subsequently removed from the analysis during typology classification. 
Cases were automatically excluded from the typology continuum classification scheme if the survey 
indicated no process or outcome measure features. A total of 148 surveys were included in this analysis.] 

Your response to the Inventory of Family Resource Programs in Texas completed last summer indicates 
your program has participated in some form of evaluation. In our review of survey responses we found varying 
agency definitions of evaluation. To establish a consistent reference base for examining evaluation efforts, we 
have included some operational definitions of evaluation. Please answer the following questions about your past 
and present evaluation activities to the best of your ability using the definitions provided. If after reviewing the 
evaluation definitions you do not believe your agency has ever participated in evaluation activitieSy please return 
the blank evaluation form to us in the envelope provided. 

Evaluation Experience: The following questions pertain to past and present agency evaluation experience. 
Please place an " X " in the box next to all responses that apply for both past and present experience. 

1. Our agency participated/presently participates in evaluation activities: 

N=43 N=14 N=51 N=40 

% Marked 
In the Past: 

% with attribute on continuum % Marked 
Presently 

% Marked 
In the Past: 1 2 3 4 

% Marked 
Presently 

79.1 As an individual program 83.7 85.7 86.3 90.0 86.5 

44.6 As part of a larger study with a parent organization 
(national, state, regional) 44.2 50.0 45.1 55.0 48.0 

12.8 As part of a larger study with the curriculum/program 
model developer 14.0 21.4 21.6 12.5 16.9 

31.1 In collaboration with other local community programs 14.0 28.6 43.1 40.0 32.4 
Other (please specify): ...with other organizations 
(e.g., umbrella organization, state agencies, etc.). 

2. Our evaluations were conducted/are presently conducted by: 

N=43 N=14 N=51 N=40 
% Marked 
In the Past: 

% with attribute on continuum % Marked 
Presently 

% Marked 
In the Past: I 2 3 4 

% Marked 
Presently 

12.2 Volunteer consultant 0.0 14.3 15.7 12.5 10.1 

25.7 Paid professional evaluator external to your agency 9.3 42.9 13.7 52.5 25.7 

71.6 Staff within your program or agency 83.7 85.7 88.2 60.0 79.1 

18.2 Oversight/Parent Organization 11.6 42.9 31.4 27.5 25.7 

14.2 Curriculum/Program developer 9.3 0.0 25.5 22.5 17.6 
Other (please specify): Funding agencies, 
umbrella organizations 
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3. Our evaluations included/presently include the following data collection methods: 

N=43 N=14 N=51 N=40 
% Marked 
In the Past: 

% with attribute on continuum % Marked 
Presently: 

% Marked 
In the Past: 1 2 3 4 

% Marked 
Presently: 

53.4 Interviewing 39.5 64.3 49.0 85.0 57.4 

77.0 Questionnaire/survey 
(developed specifically for your program) 83.7 85.7 90.2 87.5 87.2 

31.8 Standardized measures (with established 
reliability and validity ratings) 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 36.5 

25.7 Focus groups 18.6 14.3 27.5 47.5 29.1 

Other (please specify): Responses indicate 
specific types of forms used (e.g., sign-in 
sheets, pre/post tests) and reports generated 
(e.g., weekly progress, numbers served) 

4. We managed/presently manage our data through the following method(s): 

N=43 N=14 N=51 N=40 

% Marked 
In the Past: 

% with attribute on continuum % Marked 
Presently: 

% Marked 
In the Past: 1 2 3 4 

% Marked 
Presently: 

78.4 Hand-written records 83.7 85.7 94.1 77.5 85.8 
44.6 Software program 

(e.g., SPSS, Excel, SAS, etc.) 39.5 78.6 62.7 82.5 62.8 

18.9 Management information system (interactive 
interdepartmental database system) 16.3 28.6 27.5 55.0 31.8 

Other (please specify): Funders and 
umbrella data systems 

5. We analyzed/presently analyze our data through the following method(s): 

N-43 N=14 N=5I N=40 
% Marked 
In the Past: 

% with attribute on continuum % Marked 
Presently: 

% Marked 
In the Past: 1 2 3 4 

% Marked 
Presently: 

76.4 Hand/Manual tabulation 83.7 78.6 80.4 60.0 75.7 

38.5 Software program (e.g., SPSS, Excel, 
SAS, etc.) 39.5 71.4 54.9 72.5 56.8 

18.9 Management information system 
(interactive interdepartmental database 
system) 7.0 35.7 21.6 57.5 28.4 

Other (please specify): Name of umbrella 
doing analysis or indication that analysis 
is done by the evaluator 
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6. The following features were included/are presently included in our evaluation efforts. 

N=43 N=14 N=51 N=40 
% Marked 
In the Past: 

% with attribute on continuum 
1 

% Marked 
Presently: 

73.0 Utilization (numbers of clients served, types 
of services provided, which clients received 
which services, etc.) 

79.1 85.7 95.0 87.2 

65.5 Demographics (client characteristics, such as, 
age, gender, ethnicity, income, etc.) 

60.5 78.6 80.4 92.5 77.7 

64.2 Client Sadsfaction (clients' perception of 
services received, e.g., how they felt they 
were treated by agency, did they feel their 
needs were met, etc.) 

60.5 35.7 92.2 87.5 76.4 

46.6 Service Evaluation (similar to client 
satisfaction, but specifically refers to 
self-reports of how beneficial clients perceive 
the services received have been) 

32.6 42.9 68.6 72.5 56.8 

26.4 Efficiency (costs of services relative to the 
benefits, e.g., cost-benefit analysis) 

16.3 35.7 37.3 42.5 32.4 

37.8 Client self-report of improvement 
(evaluation instruments/forms that ask clients 
to rate their own improvement or progress) 

7.0 0.0 86.3 60.0 48.0 

32.4 Staff assessment ratings of client improve
ment (evaluation instruments/forms that staff 
use to rate client improvement or progress) 

4.7 7.1 54.9 85.0 43.9 

27.0 Community Outcomes (contributions of an 
organization's services to the larger comm
unity, e.g., a neighborhood, the general pub
lic or policy makers) 

20.9 28.6 41.2 55.0 37.8 

Other (please specify): Specifies other 
data used for outcomes, such as school 
data, standardized achievement tests, child 
abuse referrals, and anecdotal perceptions 
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7. Please estimate what percentage of your budget was/is presently allocated to evaluation activities (write your 
answer in the space provided): 

N=43 N=I4 N=51 N=40 
% Budget Marked % with attribute on continuum % Budget Marked 

In the Past: 1 2 3 4 Presently: 

0%= 66.2% 

.01-4% = 17.6% 

A number of respondents indicated no 
budget line item for evaluation. Rather, eval
uation activities are considered as part of 

51.2 

32.6 

50.0 

28.6 

70.6 

7.8 

40.0 

32.5 

0% = 54.7% 

.01-4%= 24.3% 
4.1-10%= 11.5% 

+10% = 4.7% 

If a range was indi
cated on the survey, 
the middle of the 
range was used for 
this calculation. 

staff time. Others indicated a dollar amount 
(ranging from $10-$ 10,000). With no 

14.0 14.3 13.7 22.5 4.1-10%= 15.5% 4.1-10%= 11.5% 

+10% = 4.7% 

If a range was indi
cated on the survey, 
the middle of the 
range was used for 
this calculation. 

specific agency budget known, the percent of 
budget the dollar amount represents could 
not be determined. Other respondents 
indicated they were not sure, or that the cost 
is incurred by the funder. 

2.3 7.1 7.8 5.0 +10%= 5.4% 

If a range was 
indicated on the 
survey, the middle 
of the range was 
used for this 
calculation. 

8. Our primary motivation for evaluation was/is (please mark only one for past and one for present): 

N=43 N=14 N=51 N=40 
% Marked 
In the Past: 

% with attribute on continuum % Marked 
Presently: 

% Marked 
In the Past: 1 2 3 4 

% Marked 
Presently: 

52.7 Document program impact 53.5 64.3 66.7 62.5 61.5 
47.3 Funding source requirement 44.2 57.1 52.9 57.5 52.0 
12.8 Curriculum/Program model requirement 9.3 7.1 21.6 17.5 15.5 
7.4 Advance the knowledge-base of child 

abuse prevention 7.0 14.3 13.7 12.5 11.5 
27.0 Improve understanding of service delivery 34.9 14.3 41.2 35.0 35.1 
25.0 Improve decision making capacity 37.2 28.6 31.4 37.5 34.5 
22.3 Improve resource efficiency 30.2 28.6 25.5 30.0 28.4 

Other (please specify): Identify client needs; 
identify areas for improvement 

9. Results of our evaluations were/are presently used for the following purposes (mark all that apply): 

N=43 N=I4 N=51 N=40 

% Marked 
In the Past: 

% with attribute on continuum % Marked 
Presently: 

% Marked 
In the Past: \ 2 3 4 

% Marked 
Presently: 

62.2 Procure additional funding or resources 60.5 92.9 68.6 72.5 69.6 
45.3 Change outreach strategies 60.5 35.7 52.9 65.0 56.8 
73.0 Make changes to improve services 93.0 85.7 88.2 95.0 91.2 

36.5 Make changes to improve resource efficiency 48.8 42.9 51.0 57.5 51.4 
30.4 Marketing 30.2 42.9 39.2 42.5 37.8 
25.7 Publish information to inform other providers 27.9 42.9 27.5 50.0 35.1 

50.0 Identify training needs 55.8 50.0 54.9 62.5 56.8 
Other (please specify): Funding source 
requirement; retain funding; identify needs 
and what is going well 

69 



General Evaluation Information: The following questions pertain to general evaluation issues. Please place an 
"X" in the box next to all responses that apply to your overall evaluation experience. 

10. What obstacles do you encounter related to evaluation? (mark all that apply) 

N=43 N=I4 N=51 N=40 

% Marked 
% with attribute on continuum 

% Marked 1 2 3 4 
50.0 Limited funding 39.5 42.9 60.8 50.0 
20.3 Staff resistance 18.6 28.6 19.6 20.0 
27.0 Concern for client confidentiality 20.9 21.4 37.3 22.5 
27.7 Concern for burden on client 23.3 21.4 31.4 30.0 
5.4 Lack of support from the board or program administrators 7.0 0.0 7.8 2.5 

37.8 Lack of information and skills related to evaluation 51.2 14.3 43.1 25.0 
32.4 Lack of logistical (technical, computer) resource 27.9 28.6 45.1 22.5 
68.2 Lack of time 74.4 57.1 64.7 70.0 

Other (please specify): Burden on staff; client resistance; difficulty getting 
data from other outside programs; lack of and difficulty with follow-up; 
conflicting local and umbrella program goals; lack of research-based data; 
difficult to measure prevention 

11. What kinds of support do you have available to you for evaluation? (mark all that apply) 

N=43 N=I4 N=5I N=40 

% Marked 
% with attribute on continuum 

% Marked 1 2 3 4 
33.8 Evaluation training 20.9 50.0 29.4 47.5 
25.0 Funding assistance 14.0 14.3 9.8 60.0 
30.4 Professional evaluation consultants 16.3 42.9 19.6 55.0 
39.9 Technical support 34.9 57.1 23.5 60.0 
52.0 Evaluation instruments 41.9 64.3 39.2 75.0 

Other (please specify): Formal and informal networks; personal 
knowledge; staff; minimal; none 

12. What is currently needed to enhance your capacity to conduct evaluation? (mark all that apply) 

N=43 N=14 N=51 N=40 

% Marked 
% with attribute on continuum 

% Marked 1 2 3 4 
40.5 Evaluation training for administrators 48.8 42.9 43.1 27.5 
53.4 Evaluation training for staff 58.1 57.1 54.9 45.0 
50.7 Funding assistance 51.2 21.4 64.7 42.5 
52.7 Technical support 46.5 64.3 64.7 40.0 
50.7 Evaluation instruments 60.5 42.9 56.9 35.0 

Other (please specify): Evaluation instruments; technical/computer/ 
software support; time; samples of other evaluations 

13. Please tell us your plans for future evaluation efforts: 
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14. Please share your ideas on how we might best serve your needs through the evaluation resource guidebook 
being developed. 

A total of 100 inputs were received from 78 surveys. Thus, the number of responses in each category also represents the percent
age of total inputs shared (Column 1). Column 2 represents the percent of total programs offering inputs (N=78) in the categories 
indicated. 

Number of times 
idea was shared 

(N=100) 

Percent of 
programs citing idea 

(N=78) 

Theme 
Categories 

22 28.2% Instruments (Ideas for which instruments to use; examples of 
instruments; instruments needed in other languages; technical 
assistance for developing instruments) 

20 25.7% Evaluation Methods (Examples of evaluation methods; 
examples of model/exemplary evaluations; steps and/or 
strategies for developing effective evaluations) 

18 23.0% Training (Developing outcomes; strategies for involving and 
training staff and volunteers; review of basic statistical proce
dures; technical assistance) 

16 20.5% Networking/Sharing Information (Ability to see what other 
similar programs are doing; evaluation processes and types of 
outcomes used by other programs; collaboration with 
evaluators; sharing instruments and tools; share results of 
other programs) 

12 15.4% Miscellaneous (User-friendly guidebook—simple and 
practical; provide hard-copy of materials; make the 
guidebook a free resource; any assistance will be helpful) 

6 7.7% Funding Source (List of ideas for evaluation funding sources) 

6 7.7% Don't Know/Not Sure 
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APPENDIX E 

Worksheet - Evaluation Plan Matrix 

Research Question/ 
Goal/Desired End 

Outcome 

Objectives/ 
Indicators 

(What will be done to meet 
the objectives/ indicators?) 

Methods 

(How will the strategies 

be put into action?) 

Data Collection 
Instruments 

(What forms, evaluation 
tools/ instruments will be 

used to gather data?) 

Data 
Elements 

(What specific data elements 
will be collected if not 
included as part of an 

instrument?) 

Agency/Person 
Responsible for 

Gathering the Data 



APPENDIX E 
Worksheet. From Mission To Measurement: A Flowchart Process 

Agency/Program 
Mission 

Intermediate 
Objective 1 

Intermediate 
Objective 2 Method(s) 

if 

Outcome 
Statement Outcome 

Data 
Management/ 

Analysis 

Data 
Collection 
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Worksheet. Process for Outcomes Measurement: Goal # - Objective # 

Program Mission 

Methods #1 

Methods #2 

Methods #3 

Methods #4 

Methods #5 

Integrate Resuhs Target Outcome Data Analvsis/Svnthesis Data Collection 
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APPENDIX F 
A Sample of Instruments Cited in Literature 

Whipple, E. E.y & Wilson^ S. R. (1996). Evaluation of a parent education and support program for 
families at risk of physical child abuse. Families in Society: The Journal of Contemporary Human 
Services. 77(4). 227-239. 

Instruments Cited in this article: 

• Parent Daily Report (Chamberlain & Reid, 1987) 

• A telephone report of child behaviors & parental discipline [a modified version of the Parent Daily 
Report] (Whipple & Wilson, 1996) 

• Maternal Social Support Index (Pascoe, lalongo, Horn, Reinhart & Perradatto, 1988) 

• The Life Experiences Survey ( L E S ) [measuring parenting stress] (Sarason, Johnson, & Siegel, 1978) 

• Beck Depression Inventory 

Hazard, A., Webb, C, Kleemeier, C, Angert, L . , & Pohl, J. (1991). Child sexual abuse prevention: 
Evaluation and one-year follow-up. Child Abuse & Neglect 15(1-21 123-138. 

Instruments Cited in this article: 

• Video Vignettes [What Would You Do?] 

• What I Know About Touching Scale [Feeling Yes/Feeling No curriculum] 

• State-Trait Anxiety Inventory for Children ( S T A I C ) (Spielberger, 1973) 

• Parent Questionnaire (adapted from Miller-Perrin & Wurtele, 1986) ~ Emotional reactions to the program 

Cabinet, L . (1979). Prevention of child abuse and neglect in an inner-city population: II. The 
program and the results. Child Abuse and Neglect. 3. 809-817. 

Instruments Cited in this article: 

• Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory 

• Parenting Behavior Scale (developed by Cabinet, 1979) 
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Barth, R. P. (1991). An experimental evaluation of in-home child abuse prevention services. Child 
Abuse & Neglect. 15. 363-375. 

Instruments Cited in this article: 

• Screening instrument looking at many individual variables, from use of community services to low 
intelligence (Gray et al, 1979) and (Murphy, Orkow & Nicola, 1985) 

• The Child Abuse Potential Inventory [subscales of distress, rigidity & unhappiness:i:variables most able to 
predict abuse] (Milner, 1980; Milner & Wimberly, 1979, 1980) 

• The Center for Epidemiologic Studies Depression Scale ( C E S - D , Radloff, 1977) 

• The State-Trait Anxiety Inventory ( S T A I , Spielberger, Gorsuch, & Lushene, 1970) 

• Pearlin Mastery Scale [client's mastery and locus of responsibility for events] (adapted from Pearlin & 
Schooler, 1978) 

• Community Resources Use Scale ( C R U S ) (Barth, 1991) 

• Social Supports and Preparation Scale (SSP) (Barth, 1991) 

• Inventory of Social Supportive Behaviors ( I S S B , Barrera, 1981) 

• Social Support Inventory (SSI ) (Barth, 1991) 

• Eat Right and Eat Bad [prenatal care] (Barth, 1991) 

• Infant Temperament Questionnaires ( ITQ, Carey, 1970) 
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