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Parent Education Network is committed to strengthening and empowering families by providing 
communities with the counseling, education, resources, information, and training needed to 
promote a positive and nurturing environment in which to raise children. 
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In Butte and Glenn counties, compared to other California counties, child maltreatment 
referrals, including abuse and neglect, have been unusually high. In Butte County in 
2002, 12.8 percent, or 6,403 of county children zero to 17 were a subject of a 
maltreatment referral, compared to 5.7 percent of California children zero to 17 (Needell, 
Webster, Cuccaro-Alamin, Armijo, Lee, Lery, Shaw, Dawson, Piccus, Magruder, Ben-
Poorat, & Kim ,�2003)1. In Glenn County, 13.1 percent, or 1,078 children, of the county’s 
8,253 children zero to 17 were subject of a referral. Furthermore, Butte County had the 
sixth highest county referral rate for child maltreatment per 1,000 children out of the 58 
counties in the state – 128.2 referrals per 1,000 children, with Glenn County having the 
fifth highest referral rate in the state – 130.6 referrals per 1,000 children. 

 
 

Substantiated case rates of maltreatment in Butte and Glenn counties are also exceedingly 
high.  In 2002 in Butte County, 20.1 of 1,000 referrals were substantiated cases of 
maltreatment – the 17th highest in the state. For Glenn County, substantiated cases per 
1,000 referrals were greater then Butte County; 21.8 per 1,000 – 11th highest in California 
(Needell et al, 2002).   

 
 

Unfortunately, child maltreatment is often cyclical. Research suggests that about two-
thirds of those that were abused as children, will abuse their own children (Belskey, 
19932; Kaufman & Ziegler, 19873).  The literature suggests that overburdened families 
need assistance in order to prepare their children to function adequately in the 
community.  
 
 
Providing voluntary, in-home parenting education and support services to these families 
can help in the development of healthy alternatives to adverse patterns of child rearing 
while preventing child maltreatment.  Additionally, latent outcomes of parenting 
education and support services often increase the likelihood of helping adult family 
members meet their needs that ensure health and well-being, as well helping to improve 
their functioning in the community that they reside (Carrilio, 1997)4. Early intervention 
for overwhelmed families is necessary to decrease the risk of child abuse and neglect and 
long-term problems with children.  

 
 

                                                 
1 Needell, B., Webster, D., Cuccaro-Alamin, S., Armijo, M., Lee, S., Brookhart, A., Lery, B., Shaw, T., Dawson, W., 
Piccus, W., Magruder, J., Ben-Poorat, S., & Kim, H. (2003). Child Welfare Services Reports for California. Retrieved 
[March 24, 2004], from University of California at Berkeley Center for Social Services Research website. URL: 
http://cssr.berkeley.edu/CWSCMSreports/ 
 
2 Belsky, J. (1993). Etiology of child maltreatment: A developmental-ecological analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 114, 
413-434. 
3Kaufman J., & Ziegler, E. (1987). Do abused children become abusive parents?  American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 
57, 186-192. 
4 Carrilio, T. (1997). California safe and healthy families model program. Executive summary. California Office of 
Child Abuse Prevention. 
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Assessing Parenting Attitudes and Behaviors 
Parenting attitudes and behaviors of PEN clients were assessed using the Adult-Adolescent 
Parenting Inventory (AAPI). The AAPI was developed by Stephen J. Bavolek, Ph.D., in 1975.  
It is premised on a body of clinical evidence that suggests that the major causes of child abuse 
and neglect stem from inadequate and destructive parenting behaviors.  The AAPI is designed 
to assist professionals and paraprofessionals in assessing the parenting and child rearing 
attitudes of adolescent and adult populations.  Developed from known parenting and child 
rearing practices of abusive and neglecting parents, data generated from the administration of 
the AAPI indicate degrees of agreement and disagreement with maladaptive parenting attitudes 
and behaviors.   

 
Five parenting constructs comprise the AAPI.  They are (a) developmental/behavioral 
expectations of children, (b) empathy to children’s needs, feelings, and state of being, (c) belief 
in the use and value of corporal punishment in disciplining children, (d) parent-child role 
clarity, and (e) value of children’s power and independence.  The respondents’ aggregate sten 
scores (based on a 10-point scale) are compared with non-abusive adult profiles.  Low sten 
scores (1 to 4) generally indicate a high risk for practicing abusive parenting behaviors.  High 
sten scores (7 to 10) suggest parenting attitudes that reflect a nurturing, non-abusive parenting 
philosophy.  Mid-range sten scores (4 to 7) represent the parenting attitudes of the general 
population. 

 
A determination of risk is developed based on the percentage of expectant mothers who achieved a 
low score.  The lower the score, the less nurturing and the greater the risk of abuse or neglect. A 
score of four (4) is the bridge between low sten scores and mid range sten scores. Thus any sten 
score of four or less should be considered as being low in interpreting reported parenting attitudes 
and behaviors. 

 
 
Reporting Findings  
Findings throughout the report are presented as numerical frequencies, percentages, and measures 
of central tendency. The later is comprised of the mode, median, mean, and standard deviation. A 
brief explanation of each measure is presented below: 
 

�  Mode – the most frequent attribute in grouped data. For example, if we were to look at all 
the ages of PEN clients, the age that appears the most is the mode. 

�  Median – the middle attribute in the ranked distribution of attributes in grouped data. For 
example, if we wanted to what was the middle age of PEN clients, that is, the age where 
one-half of the ages are above this age and one-half of the ages are below this age, we 
would report the median. 

�  Mean – the arithmetic average of grouped data. For example, if we wanted to know the 
“average” age of PEN clients we would report the mean by adding up all of the ages of 
clients and dividing by the number of all clients. 

�  Standard Deviations (SD) are used to account for the relative dispersion of scores from 
the mean. The lower the standard deviation, the closer individual scores are to the 
mean. For example, if the mean age of PEN clients was 32.61 years of age with a 
standard deviation of 0.86 years, we would state that most of the ages of clients were 
similar to the mean. However, if the standard deviation was 16.12, with a mean of 
32.61 years, we would state that the age ranges of participant were extremely varied. 
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Construct: Developmental/Behavioral Expectations of Children  
 
Findings 
At point-of-entry into PEN, approximately 21 percent (20.9%) of clients reported developmental/ 
behavioral expectations of their children that were below those of the general population. The 
most frequently attained sten score in the construct of developmental/behavioral expectations 
was six (6), reported 63 times. 
 

Number of Clients = 249 

Mode = 6 

Median = 6.00 

Mean = 5.83 

Sten Score Interpretation: Parenting Attitudes of the General Population 
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Inappropriate Expectations 

 
      

 
Inappropriate Expectations (Low Sten Score Description) 
Expectations exceed developmental capabilities of children; Lacks understanding of normal 
child growth and development; Self-concept as a parent is weak and easily threatened; 
Tends to be demanding and controlling. 
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Construct: Empathy to Children’s Needs, Feelings, and State of Being 
 
Findings 
Slightly greater than one-quarter (26.5%) of clients had empathy scores that were equal to or 
less than four (4), indicating a high-risk for practicing abusive parenting behaviors. The most 
frequently attained sten score in the construct of empathy was six (6), recorded 61 times; 
making up 24.5 percent of all responses.   

 
Number of Clients = 249 

Mode = 6 

Median = 6.00 

Mean = 5.59 

Sten Score Interpretation: Parenting Attitudes of the General Population 
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Lacks Empathy 

 
     

 
Lacks Empathy (Low Sten Score Description) 
Fears spoiling children; Children’s normal developmental needs not understood or 
valued; Children must act right and be good; Lacks nurturing skills; May be unable to 
handle parenting stresses. 
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Construct: Belief in the Use and Value of Corporal Punishment in Disciplining 
Children 
 
Findings 
Greater than one-quarter (26.9%) of corporal punishment sten scores were four (4) or less. The 
most frequently attained sten score in the construct of corporal punishment was five (5), reported 
59 times. 

 
Number of Clients = 249 

Mode = 5 

Median = 5.00 

Mean = 5.73 

Sten Score Interpretation: Parenting Attitudes of the General Population 
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Inappropriate Expectations 

 
     

 
Strong Belief in Value of Corporal Punishment (Low  Sten Score Description) 
Hitting, spanking, slapping children is appropriate and required; Lacks knowledge of 
alternatives to corporal punishment; Lacks ability to use alternatives to corporal 
punishment; Strong disciplinarian, rigid parenting style; Tends to be controlling, 
authoritarian. 
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Construct: Parent-Child Role Clarity  
 

Findings 
Slightly less than 70 percent (68.7%) of sten scores were less than or equal to seven (7), with 
25.7 percent of all sten scores less than or equal to four (4). The most frequently attained sten 
score in the construct of parent-child role clarity was six (6), reported 58 times. 

 
Number of Clients = 249 

Mode = 6 

Median = 6.00 

Mean = 5.53 

Sten Score Interpretation: Parenting Attitudes of the General Population 
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Reverses Family Roles 

 
     

 
Reverses Family Roles (Low Sten Score Description) 
Tends to use children to meet self-needs; Children perceived as objects for adult 
gratification; Tends to treat children as a confidant, peer; Expects children to make life 
better by providing love, assurance and comfort; Tends to exhibit low self-esteem, poor 
self-awareness, and poor social life. 
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Construct: Value of Children’s Power and Independence  
 

Findings 
Slightly less than one-quarter (24.4%) of clients had a sten score of four (4) or less. Thirty-four 
(34) clients attainted a sten score of 10, only 7 clients less than the modal score of five (5). The 
mean sten score of 6.18 in the construct of power and independence was the highest mean 
score attained among the five parenting constructs. 

 
Number of Clients = 249 

Mode = 5 

Median = 6.00 

Mean = 6.18 

Sten Score Interpretation: Parenting Attitudes of the General Population 
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Restricts Power//Independence 

 
     

 
Oppressing Children’s Power and Independence (Low Score Description) 
Parents place strong emphasis on obedience; Obedient children do not challenge parental 
authority and do not express opinions; Difference of opinions is viewed as back talk; 
Parents often use threats and physical punishment. 
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Comparing Construct Sten Scores 
 
The following tables compare sten scores among the five parenting constructs at point-of-
entry into PEN. 
 
  
Modal Scores of the Five Constructs 

Parenting Construct Total N 

N of the 
Modal 
Score 

Modal 
Score 

Developmental/Behavioral Expectations of 
Children 249 63 6 

Empathy to Children’s Needs, Feelings, and State 
of Being 249 61 6 

Belief in the Use and Value of Corporal 
Punishment in Disciplining Children 249 59 5 

Parent-Child Role Clarity 249 58 6 

Value of Children’s Power and Independence 249 41 5 

 
 
 
 
 
Mean Scores and Standard Deviations of the Five Constructs 

Parenting Construct N Mean SD 

Rank 
by 

Mean 
Score 

Developmental/Behavioral Expectations of 
Children 249 5.83 1.81 2 

Empathy to Children’s Needs, Feelings, and State 
of Being 249 5.59 2.14 4 

Belief in the Use and Value of Corporal 
Punishment in Disciplining Children 249 5.73 1.90 3 

Parent-Child Role Clarity 249 5.53 2.00 5 

Value of Children’s Power and Independence 249 6.18 2.36 1 
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Low Sten Scores 
 
Fifty-nine percent (59.0%) of clients at point-of-intake into PEN had a sten score of less than or 
equal to four – low sten scores – in one of the parenting constructs, with approximately 15 percent 
(15.3%)of the clients having a sten scores of less than or equal to four in two of the parenting 
constructs. The mean number of low sten scores for each client was 1.24 (SD=1.41). The table and 
graph below present the distribution of sten scores in reference to the five parenting constructs. 

 
 
 

Percent of Sten Scores Less than or Equal to Four (� 4) 

Parenting Construct N 
Percent of Sten 

Scores � 4 

Developmental/Behavioral Expectations of Children 249 20.9% 

Empathy to Children’s Needs, Feelings, and State of Being 249 26.5% 

Belief in the Use and Value of Corporal Punishment in 
Disciplining Children 249 26.9% 

Parent-Child Role Clarity 249 25.7% 

Value of Children’s Power and Independence 249 24.5% 

 
 
 

Number of Clients & Parenting Constructs 
with Sten Scores of Less Than or Equal to Four (4)

102
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38

18

19
8

No Parenting
Construct w/ Sten
Scores of �  4 

One Parenting
Construct w/ Sten
Scores of �  4 

Two Parenting
Constructs w/ Sten
Scores of �  4 

Three Parenting
Constructs w/ Sten
Scores of �  4 

Four Parenting
Construct w/ Sten
Scores of �  4 

Five Parenting
Construct w/ Sten
Scores of �  4 
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Comparing Sten Scores Among Sub Groupings 
 
Gender 
The table below presents sten mean scores and standard deviations for each of the parenting constructs 
by gender of PEN clients. The highest mean score between females and males for each of the five 
construct is shaded light yellow with bolded font.  
 
 

Female 
(n=209) 

Male 
(n=29) 

Parenting Construct Mean SD Mean SD 

Developmental/Behavioral Expectations of Children 5.76 1.79 6.48 1.92 

Empathy to Children’s Needs, Feelings, and State of Being 5.54 2.23 5.79 1.63 

Belief in the Use and Value of Corporal Punishment in 
Disciplining Children 5.64 1.84 6.38 2.09 

Parent-Child Role Clarity 5.44 2.06 5.97 1.74 

Value of Children’s Power and Independence 6.23 2.46 5.48 1.83 

 
 
The modal sten scores for each of the five constructs by gender are reported in the table below.  
 
 

Female 
(n=209) 

Male 
(n=29) 

Parenting Construct 
Modal 
Score 

Percent 
of All 
Sten 

Scores 
Modal 
Score 

Percent 
of All 
Sten 

Scores 

Developmental/Behavioral Expectations of Children 5 26.3% 6 37.9% 

Empathy to Children’s Needs, Feelings, and State of Being 6 22.5% 6 37.9% 

Belief in the Use and Value of Corporal Punishment in 
Disciplining Children 5 24.4% 7 27.6% 

Parent-Child Role Clarity 6 23.9% 7 37.9% 

Value of Children’s Power and Independence 5 16.3% 5,6 20.7% 
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The following graph presents by gender the percentage of sten scores of four (4) or less for each of the 
five parenting constructs disaggregated by gender. Scores of four or less indicate a high risk for 
practicing abusive parenting patterns. 
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Age Quartiles 
The table below presents sten mean scores and standard deviations for each of the parenting constructs by the 
age quartiles:  23 years and younger, 24 to 30 years, 31 to 35 years, and 36 years and older (N=224). The 
highest mean score between females and males for each of the five construct is shaded tan with bolded font.  

 
 

23 Years & 
Younger 
(n=59) 

24 to 30  
Years 
(n=55) 

31 to 35 
Years 
(n=58) 

36 Years & 
Older 
(n=52) 

Parenting Construct M SD M SD M SD M SD 
Developmental/Behavioral 
Expectations of Children 6.32 1.83 5.76 1.55 5.47 1.91 5.77 1.76 

Empathy to Children’s Needs, 
Feelings, and State of Being 5.92 2.37 5.49 2.24 5.45 2.11 5.44 1.93 

Belief in the Use and Value of 
Corporal Punishment in 
Disciplining Children 

5.85 2.08 5.65 2.01 5.59 1.81 5.88 1.68 

Parent-Child Role Clarity 5.24 2.16 5.31 1.95 5.67 1.76 5.83 2.30 

Value of Children’s Power and 
Independence 6.00 2.58 6.38 2.59 6.24 2.27 6.10 2.23 

 
 
The modal sten scores for each of the five constructs by age quartile are reported in the table below.  

 
23 Years & 

Younger 
(n=59) 

24 to 30  
Years 
(n=55) 

31 to 35 
Years 
(n=58) 

36 Years & 
Older 
(n=52) 

Parenting Construct 
Modal 
Score 

Percent 
of All 
Sten 

Scores 
Modal 
Score 

Percent 
of All 
Sten 

Scores 
Modal 
Score 

Percent 
of All 
Sten 

Scores 
Modal 
Score 

Percent 
of All 
Sten 

Scores 
Developmental/Behavior
al Expectations of 
Children 

6 28.8% 5 30.9% 5 27.6% 6 28.8% 

Empathy to Children’s 
Needs, Feelings, and 
State of Being 

6 20.3% 6 23.6% 6,7 22.4% 6 26.9% 

Belief in the Use and 
Value of Corporal 
Punishment in 
Disciplining Children 

5 23.7% 4,5 20.0% 5 27.6% 5 23.1% 

Parent-Child Role Clarity 5 23.7% 6 23.6% 7 31.0% 5 19.2% 

Value of Children’s 
Power and Independence 5 16.9% 10 20.0% 6 22.4% 5 28.8% 
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The graph below presents by age quartiles the percentage of sten scores of four (4) or less for each of 
the five parenting constructs by age range. Scores of four or less indicate a high risk for practicing 
abusive parenting patterns. 
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Ethnicity (White and Non-White) 
The table presents sten mean scores and standard deviations for each of the parenting constructs by the 
ethnicity groupings of white and non-white clients. The make-up of ethnicity for the 38 non-white 
clients is as follows: Hispanic/Latino, 57.9 percent; African-American, 18.4 percent; Native American, 
18.4 percent; and, Chinese, 5.3 percent.  The highest mean score between the groupings for each of the 
five construct is shaded light yellow with bolded font.  

 
 

White 
(n=176) 

Non-White 
(n=38) 

Parenting Construct Mean SD Mean SD 

Developmental/Behavioral Expectations of Children*  5.95 1.77 5.24 1.79 

Empathy to Children’s Needs, Feelings, and State of Being 5.69 2.10 4.95 2.21 

Belief in the Use and Value of Corporal Punishment in 
Disciplining Children 5.80 1.82 5.29 1.97 

Parent-Child Role Clarity 5.60 2.00 5.16 2.10 

Value of Children’s Power and Independence*  6.32 2.34 5.08 2.03 

* The variance in mean scores between whites and non-whites was found to be statistically significant (p<.05)5. 
 

 
The modal sten scores for each of the five constructs by ethnicity groupings are reported in the table 
below.  

 
White 

(n=176) 
Non-White 

(n=38) 

Parenting Construct 
Modal 
Score 

Percent 
of All 
Sten 

Scores 
Modal 
Score 

Percent 
of All 
Sten 

Scores 

Developmental/Behavioral Expectations of Children 5 25.6% 6 28.9% 

Empathy to Children’s Needs, Feelings, and State of 
Being 6 24.4% 6 21.1% 

Belief in the Use and Value of Corporal Punishment in 
Disciplining Children 5 22.7% 5 28.9% 

Parent-Child Role Clarity 5 22.2% 7 23.7% 

Value of Children’s Power and Independence 5,6 15.9% 5 23.7% 

 

                                                 
5 A p value of less than .05 is generally regarded as the level that researchers/evaluators may assume that differences in 
mean scores did not happen by chance (with 95% certainty); it resulted from something existing within the population. 
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The graph below presents by age quartiles the percentage of sten scores of four (4) or less for each of 
the five parenting constructs for white and non-white clients. Scores of four or less indicate a high risk 
for practicing abusive parenting patterns. 
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Assessing Stress Levels Among PEN Clients 
Client stress levels relevant to raising children were assessed using the Parenting Stress Index 
(PSI). The PSI, developed by Richard R. Abidin, Ed.D., was selected to identify those 
stressors most commonly associated with dysfunctional parenting.  The PSI is based on an 
extensive review of the literature concerning parenting.  Early identification of stressful 
parent-child systems and intervention efforts aimed at reducing stress have a potential for 
reducing the frequency and intensity of behavioral and emotional disturbances between 
parent and child and among children.  

 
The PSI was intended for use with parents of children from one-month to the age of 12. 
Participants with a fifth-grade reading level should be able to complete the PSI.  Respondents 
are asked to indicate whether they strongly agree, agree, are not sure, disagree, or strongly 
disagree, with a series of statements on parenting.  The PSI provides a total stress score, as 
an indication of the overall level of parenting stress an individual is experiencing.  It should 
be noted that the total stress score does not include stresses associated with other life roles 
and life events, and thus cannot be interpreted as anything more than the stress level 
experienced in the role of parent. 

 
In addition to the total stress score, parent-respondents are evaluated within a child and 
parent domain.  High scores in the child domain may be associated with children who display 
qualities that make it difficult for parents to fulfill their parenting roles.  By contrast, high 
scores in the parent domain suggest that the sources of stress and potential dysfunction of the 
parent-child system may be related to dimensions of the parent’s functioning.  It is assumed 
for the purpose of this analysis, that the children assessed by their parents are not disabled, 
clinically hyperactive, or do not have diagnosed behavior disorders. 
 
Raw PSI test scores were converted into percentile scores.  The normal range of scores is 
within the 15th to the 80th percentile.  High scores are considered to be scores at or above the 
85th percentile, indicating high stress levels.  Scores below the 15th percentile typically 
suggest lower levels of stress.   

 
The following is a brief discussion of each child and parent domain sub-scale that combines 
to form the PSI and characterizations of scores at or above the 85th percentile – indicating 
high levels of stress: 

 
Child Domain  

 
�  Distractibility/Hyperactivity (DI) – High scores characterize children associated 

with Attention Deficit Disorder with Hyperactivity.   
�  Adaptability (AD) – High score associated with characteristics that make the 

parenting task more difficult by virtue of the child’s inability to adjust to changes 
in his or her physical or social environment.   

�  Reinforce Parent (RP) – Parents who earn high scores do not experience his or her 
child as a source of positive reinforcement.  The integration of parent and child 
fails to produce good feelings by the parent about himself or herself.   Absence of 
reinforcement from the child threatens the parent-child bond. 

�  Demandingness (DE) – High scores are produced when the parent experiences the 
child as placing many demands upon him or her.  Demands can include crying, 
physically handling, frequently requesting help, or high frequency of minor 
problem behavior. 
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�  Mood (MO) – High scores are associated with children whose affective 
functioning shows evidence of dysfunction.  These children are unhappy and 
depressed, frequently cry, and do not display signs of happiness.   

�  Acceptability (AC) – High scores are produced when the child possesses physical, 
intellectual and emotional characteristics that do not match the expectations the 
parents had for their child (e.g., the child is not as attractive, intelligent, or 
pleasant as expected). 

 
Parent Domain  

 
�  Competence (CO) – High scores may be produced by a number of factors (e.g., 

lack of child development knowledge, limited child management skills, or 
feelings that “this child is more than I bargained for”). 

�  Isolation (IS)  – Parents who earn high scores are under considerable stress, and it 
is necessary to establish an intervention program as soon as possible.  Parents are 
often socially isolated from peers, relatives and other emotional support systems.  
Relationship with spouse is often distant. 

�  Attachment (AT) – High scores suggest two possible sources of dysfunction:  (a) 
parent doesn’t feel sense of emotional closeness to the child; and (b) parent’s real 
or perceived inability to accurately observe and understand the child’s feeling 
and/or needs. 

�  Health (HE) – High scores suggest deterioration in parental health that may be the 
result of either parenting stress or an additional independent stress in the parent-
child system. 

�  Role Restriction (RO) – High scores suggest that the parents experience the 
parental role as restricting their freedom and frustrating them in their attempts to 
maintain their own identity.  Parents seem themselves as controlled and 
dominated by the child. 

�  Depression (DP) – High scores suggest the presence of significant depression in 
the parent.  Items are related to those found on scales designed to detect the 
presence of clinically significant depression. 

�  Spouse (SP) – Parents that earn high scores are those that are lacking the 
emotional and active support of the other parent in the area of child management.  
In some instances, this relates to overly strict sex-role definitions on the part of 
the father that childcare is women’s work.  Relationship between mother and the 
child’s father is negative. 

 
Total Stress  

The PSI was designed to be an instrument in which the primary value is to identify parent-
child systems that are under stress and at-risk for the development of dysfunctional 
parenting behaviors or behavior problems in the child involved.  The total stress score is of 
primary importance in guiding professional judgments as to whether professional 
intervention might be necessary.  Parents who earn raw scores at or above 260 should 
definitely be offered referral for professional consultation.  

 
Life Stress (LS) 

Parents who earn high Life Stress scores find themselves in stressful situational 
circumstances that are often beyond their control (e.g., the death of a relative, the loss of a 
job).  The Life Stress scale provides some index of the amount of stress outside the parent-
child relationship that the parent is currently experiencing. 
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 Stress Levels by Percentile Range  
Mean Scores 

Child Domain Parent Domain   %ile 
DI AD  RE DE MO AC  CO IS AT HE RO DP SP    

%ile  

                   
99+ 36 38 18 31 18 21 145 45 22 22 21 32 36 28 188 320 27 99+ 

                   
                   
                   
                   

95 33 33 15 25 14 18 130 40 20 18 19 29 30 26 169 294 20 95 
                   

90 31 31 14 24 13 17 122 37 18 17 17 26 27 23 153 267 17 90 
                   

85 29 30 12 22 12 16 116 35 17 16 16 24 26 22 148 258 14 85 
                   

80 28 28 11   15 114 34 16 15 15 23 24 21 142 252 12 80 

75  27   21 11  111 33 15 14 14 22 23 20 137 244 11 75 

70  27  20  14 108 32 14  13 21 22 19 132 239 10 70 
65 26 26 10 19   105 31  13 12 20  18 129 234 9 65 
60 25    10 13 102 30 13    21  126 228 8 60 
55 24 25 9 18   100 29    19  17 123 224 7 55 
50  24   9 12 99  12 12 11  20 16 121 222 6 50 
45 23  8 17   97 28    18 19  118 217  45 
40  23    11 95 27    17  15 115 214 5 40 
35 22 22  16 8  93 26 11 11 10  18 14 112 208 4 35 
30   7   10 89 25    16 17  110 201  30 

25 21 21  15 7  87 24 10 10  15  13 107 195 3 25 

20 20 20  14  9 82 23   9 14 16 12 102 188 2 20 
                   

15 19 19 6 13 6 8 78 22 9 9  13 15 11 99 180  15 
                   

10 18 17  12  7 75 21 8 8 8 12 13 10 92 170 1 10 
                   
5 16 15     66 18 7  7 11 12 8 82 159  5 
                   
                   
                   
                   
1 9 11 5 9 5  50 15 6 7 5 8 9 7 69 131  1 
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Aggregate PSI Scores (N=77)  
Mean Scores 

Child Domain Parent Domain   %ile 
DI AD  RE DE MO AC  CO IS AT HE RO DP SP    

%ile  

                   
99+ 36 38 18 31 18 21 145 45 22 22 21 32 36 28 188 320 27 99+ 

                   
                   
                   
                   

95 33 33 15 25 14 18 130 40 20 18 19 29 30 26 169 294 20 95 
                   

90 31 31 14 24 13 17 122 37 18 17 17 26 27 23 153 267 17 90 
                   

85 29 30 12 22 12 16 116 35 17 16 16 24 26 22 148 258 14 85 
                   

80 28 28 11   15 114 34 16 15 15 23 24 21 142 252 12 80 

75  27   
21 

11 
 

111 
33 15 14 14 

22 23 20 
137 

244 11 75 

70  27  20  14 108 32 14  13 21 22 19 132 239 10 70 
65 26 26 10 19   105 31  13 12 20  18 129 234 9 65 
60 25    10 13 102 30 13    21  126 228 8 60 
55 24 25 9 18   100 29    19  17 123 224 7 55 
50  24   9 12 99  12 12 11  20 16 121 222 6 50 
45 23  8 17   97 28    18 19  118 217  45 
40  23    11 95 27    17  15 115 214 5 40 
35 22 22  16 8  93 26 11 11 10  18 14 112 208 4 35 
30   7   10 89 25    16 17  110 201  30 

25 21 21  15 7  87 24 10 10  15  13 107 195 3 25 

20 20 20  14  9 82 23   9 14 16 12 102 188 2 20 
                   

15 19 19 6 13 6 8 78 22 9 9  13 15 11 99 180  15 
                   

10 18 17  12  7 75 21 8 8 8 12 13 10 92 170 1 10 
                   
5 16 15     66 18 7  7 11 12 8 82 159  5 
                   
                   
                   
                   
1 9 11 5 9 5  50 15 6 7 5 8 9 7 69 131  1 

                  
Mean 27.1 30.7 11.5 20.5 11.8 14.1 115.7 31.3 15.1 13.4 14.2 18.4 21.3 21.5 133.4 249.2 17.7  

SD 5.6 7.2 4.3 6.8 3.8 4.4 25.6 7.4 4.4 3.8 3.9 4.7 5.8 17.3 24.6 44.4 12.5  
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The minimum and maximum PSI scores, modal PSI scores, and median PSI scores for PEN clients at point of 
entry are presented in the table below. 

 
                  

Min. 17 14 6 6 5 7 63 15 6 7 7 8 9 9 77 140 0 

Max. 44 49 24 37 20 26 173 48 27 23 24 32 38 32 214 357 58 

Mode 24 28 6,10 17,18 11 14 

88, 
99, 
105, 
111, 
113, 
 115 

32 16 8 12,13 18 26 17 124 251 5,10 

Modal 
as % of 

All        
Scores 

(%) 
11.7 

(%) 
9.1 

 
(%) 
13.0 
 

 
(%) 
10.4 

 

(%) 
15.6 

(%) 
14.3 

 
(%) 
3.9 

 

(%) 
9.1 

(%) 
13.0 

(%) 
14.3 

(%) 
11.7 

(%) 
13.0 

(%) 
10.4 

(%) 
9.1 

(%) 
6.5 

(%) 
5.2 

(%) 
6.5 

Median 26 30 11 19 12 14 111 31 15 14 14 18 21 19 130 249 16 
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The percentage of PSI scores greater than or equal to the 85th percentile in the Child and Parent Domains, Total Stress, 
and Life Stress are presented in the graph below. 
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The mean number of PSI subscales scores greater than or equal to the 85th percentile out of the possible 13 subscales6 for 
each participant was 4.71 (SD=3.30). For the six subscales within the Child Domain, the mean number of subscales 
greater than or equal to the 85th percentile was 2.58 (SD=2.09). For the seven subscales within the Parent Domain, the 
mean was 2.13 (SD=1.85). The number of clients by the number of PSI subscales greater than or equal to the 85th 
percentile is presented in the graph below. 
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The following graphs present the mean scores by age ranges, marital status, and gender of clients’ 
children. Variances in mean scores between the age ranges of 28 and younger and 29 and older was found 
to be statistically significant (p<.05) in the Child Domain of Reinforces Parent (RE) using an independent 
samples t-test. An independent samples t-test is used to compare the means on a dependent variable (e.g., 
subscale PSI scores) for two independent groups (e.g., 28 and younger and 29 and older). A p value of less 
than .05 is generally regarded as the level that researchers/evaluators may assume that differences in mean 
scores did not happen by chance (with 95% certainty); it resulted from something existing within the 
population. 

 
 
 

                                                 
6 The 13 subscales do not include Child Domain, Parent Domain, Total Stress, and Life Stress. 
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PSI Scores by Ages 28 and Younger (n=38)       and 29 and Older (n=36)  
Mean Scores 

Child Domain Parent Domain   
%ile 

DI AD  RE DE MO AC  CO IS AT HE RO DP SP    
%ile  

                   
99+ 36 38 18 31 18 21 145 45 22 22 21 32 36 28 188 320 27 99+ 

                   
                   
                   
                   

95 33 33 15 25 14 18 130 40 20 18 19 29 30 26 169 294 20 95 
                   

90 31 31 14 24 13 17 122 37 18 17 17 26 27 23 153 267 17 90 
                   

85 29 30 12 22 12 16 116 35 17 16 16 24 26 22 148 258 14 85 
                   

80 28 28 11   15 114 34 16 15 15 23 24 21 142 252 12 80 

75  27  
 21 11  

111 
33 15 14 14 22 23 20 137 

244 11 75 

70  27  20  14 108 32 14  13 21 22 19 132 239 10 70 
65 26 26 10 19   105 31  13 12 20  18 129 234 9 65 
60 25    10 13 102 30 13    21  126 228 8 60 
55 24 25 9 18   100 29    19  17 123 224 7 55 
50  24   9 12 99  12 12 11  20 16 121 222 6 50 
45 23  8 17   97 28    18 19  118 217  45 
40  23    11 95 27    17  15 115 214 5 40 
35 22 22  16 8  93 26 11 11 10  18 14 112 208 4 35 
30   7   10 89 25    16 17  110 201  30 

25 21 21  15 7  87 24 10 10  15  13 107 195 3 25 

20 20 20  14  9 82 23   9 14 16 12 102 188 2 20 
                   

15 19 19 6 13 6 8 78 22 9 9  13 15 11 99 180  15 
                   

10 18 17  12  7 75 21 8 8 8 12 13 10 92 170 1 10 
                   
5 16 15     66 18 7  7 11 12 8 82 159  5 
                   
                   
                   
                   
1 9 11 5 9 5  50 15 6 7 5 8 9 7 69 131  1 
                   

� 28 27.2 30.3 10.5 19.3 11.0 14.1 112.4 30.9 15.6 13.3 14.3 18.3 20.5 19.6 132.5 245.0 16.9  
� 29 27.3 31.4 12.5 21.9 12.9 14.6 120.5 31.7 14.6 13.4 14.5 18.6 22.3 20.3 135.1 255.7 18.6  
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p<.05 
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PSI Scores for Married Clients (n=26)         and Single Clients (n=51)   
Mean Scores 

Child Domain Parent Domain   
%ile 

DI AD  RE DE MO AC  CO IS AT HE RO DP SP    
%ile  

                   
99+ 36 38 18 31 18 21 145 45 22 22 21 32 36 28 188 320 27 99+ 

                   
                   
                   
                   

95 33 33 15 25 14 18 130 40 20 18 19 29 30 26 169 294 20 95 
                   

90 31 31 14 24 13 17 122 37 18 17 17 26 27 23 153 267 17 90 
                   

85 29 30 12 22 12 16 116 35 17 16 16 24 26 22 148 258 14 85 
                   

80 28 28 11   15 114 34 16 15 15 23 24 21 142 252 12 80 

75  27  
 

21 11 
 111 33 15 14 14 

22 
23 20 137 244 

11 75 

70  27  20  14 108 32 14  13 21 22 19 132 239 10 70 
65 26 26 10 19   105 31  13 12 20  18 129 234 9 65 
60 25    10 13 102 30 13    21  126 228 8 60 
55 24 25 9 18   100 29    19  17 123 224 7 55 
50  24   9 12 99  12 12 11  20 16 121 222 6 50 
45 23  8 17   97 28    18 19  118 217  45 
40  23    11 95 27    17  15 115 214 5 40 
35 22 22  16 8  93 26 11 11 10  18 14 112 208 4 35 
30   7   10 89 25    16 17  110 201  30 

25 21 21  15 7  87 24 10 10  15  13 107 195 3 25 

20 20 20  14  9 82 23   9 14 16 12 102 188 2 20 
                   

15 19 19 6 13 6 8 78 22 9 9  13 15 11 99 180  15 
                   

10 18 17  12  7 75 21 8 8 8 12 13 10 92 170 1 10 
                   
5 16 15     66 18 7  7 11 12 8 82 159  5 
                   
                   
                   
                   
1 9 11 5 9 5  50 15 6 7 5 8 9 7 69 131  1 
                   

Married 27.1 30.0 10.5 19.0 11.4 13.2 111.2 30.2 13.8 13.5 13.5 18.4 21.0 18.2 128.5 239.9 16.9  
Single 27.2 31.0 12.0 21.2 12.0 14.6 118.0 31.8 15.7 13.3 14.6 18.5 21.5 20.5 135.9 253.9 18.1  
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PSI Scores for Clients with Boys (n=44)         and Clients with Girls (n=32)  
Mean Scores 

Child Domain Parent Domain   %ile 
DI AD  RE DE MO AC  CO IS AT HE RO DP SP    

%ile  

                   
99+ 36 38 18 31 18 21 145 45 22 22 21 32 36 28 188 320 27 99+ 

                   
                   
                   
                   

95 33 33 15 25 14 18 130 40 20 18 19 29 30 26 169 294 20 95 
                   

90 31 31 14 24 13 17 122 37 18 17 17 26 27 23 153 267 17 90 
                   

85 29 30 12 22 12 16 116 35 17 16 16 24 26 22 148 258 14 85 
                   

80 28 28 11   15 114 34 16 15 15 23 24 21 142 252 12 80 

75  27  
 21 11 

 111 
33 15 14 14 

22 
23 20 137 

244 11 75 

70  27  20  14 108 32 14  13 21 22 19 132 239 10 70 
65 26 26 10 19   105 31  13 12 20  18 129 234 9 65 
60 25    10 13 102 30 13    21  126 228 8 60 
55 24 25 9 18   100 29    19  17 123 224 7 55 
50  24   9 12 99  12 12 11  20 16 121 222 6 50 
45 23  8 17   97 28    18 19  118 217  45 
40  23    11 95 27    17  15 115 214 5 40 
35 22 22  16 8  93 26 11 11 10  18 14 112 208 4 35 
30   7   10 89 25    16 17  110 201  30 

25 21 21  15 7  87 24 10 10  15  13 107 195 3 25 

20 20 20  14  9 82 23   9 14 16 12 102 188 2 20 
                   

15 19 19 6 13 6 8 78 22 9 9  13 15 11 99 180  15 
                   

10 18 17  12  7 75 21 8 8 8 12 13 10 92 170 1 10 
                   
5 16 15     66 18 7  7 11 12 8 82 159  5 
                   
                   
                   
                   
1 9 11 5 9 5  50 15 6 7 5 8 9 7 69 131  1 
                   

Boys 27.9 29.5 11.9 20.4 11.8 13.9 115.4 31.7 15.7 13.7 13.6 19.0 21.7 19.4 134.7 250.3 17.7  
Girls 26.6 32.4 10.8 20.6 11.8 14.4 116.2 30.8 14.2 12.7 15.1 17.7 20.8 20.1 131.3 247.5 17.9  
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Comparative Analysis 
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Comparative Analysis7 
 
 
Clients that have completed the AAPI twice – point-of-entry (Time 1) and at some point after intervention 
(Time 2) – are included in the analysis that assesses changes in mean sten scores from Time 1 to Time 2. 
Figure 1 through Figure 5 present mean sten scores, modal sten scores, and median sten scores for each 
point-in-time. Each figure additionally reports the percent of change in mean sten scores and the p value 
associated with the change between Time 1 and Time 2. If sten mean scores increased from Time 1 to 
Time 2 and were statistically significant (p<.05), there is likelihood that the increases in the mean sten 
scores were due in part to the interventions of PEN.  
 
 
 
 
 

 

Time 1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Time 2 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

Modal = 6 
Median = 6 

Modal = 6 
Median = 6 

Percent of Change: + 1.2% 
p=.672 

      Figure 1: Developmental/Behavioral Expectations (N=91) 
 

                                                 
7 A comparative analysis was not conducted with clients completing the PSI on two occasions; due to the small number of 
clients (N=7).  

 
Expectations 

 
Mean = 5.84 

SD = 1.70 

 
 

Expectations 
 

Mean = 5.91 
SD= 1.76 
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Time 1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Time 2 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

Modal = 6 
Median = 6 

Modal = 6 
Median = 6 

Percent of Change: + 10.7% 
p=.013 

      Figure 2:  Empathy (N=91) 
 
 
 
 

Time 1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Time 2 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

Modal = 5 
Median = 6 

Modal = 6 
Median = 6 

Percent of Change: + 1.2% 
p=.688 

      Figure 3:  Corporal Punishment (N=91) 

 
Empathy 

 
Mean = 5.42  

SD = 1.91 

 
 

Empathy 
 

Mean = 6.00 
SD= 2.16 

 
Corporal 

Punishment 
 

Mean = 5.79 
SD = 1.79 

 
 

Corporal  
Punishment 

 
Mean = 5.86 

SD= 1.58 
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Time 1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Time 2 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

Modal = 5 
Median = 5 

Modal = 7 
Median = 6 

Percent of Change: + 11.6% 
p=.002 

      Figure 4:  Role Clarity (N=91) 
 
 

Time 1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Time 2 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

Modal = 5 
Median = 6  

Modal = 6  
Median = 6  

Percent of Change: -4.4% 
p=.281 

      Figure 5:  Power and Independence (N=91) 
  

 
 
 
 
 

 
Role Clarity 

 
Mean = 5.24  

SD = 2.01 

 
 

Role Clarity 
 

Mean = 5.85  
SD = 1.84 

 
Power & 

Independence 
 

Mean = 5.86 
SD = 2.19 

 
 

Power &  
Independence 

 
Mean = 5.60 

SD = 2.18 
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Low Sten Scores at Time 1 and Time 2 (N=91) 
 
At Time 1, approximately 58 percent (58.2%) of clients had a sten score of less than or equal to four – 
low sten scores – in one of the parenting constructs. At Time 2, approximately 63 percent (62.6%) had 
a stem score of less than or equal to four. At Time 1, 20.9 percent of clients had low sten scores in at 
least three of the five parenting constructs, compared to 14.3 percent at Time 2. The mean number of 
low sten scores for each client at Time 1 was 1.23 (SD=1.38). The mean number of low sten scores at 
Time 2 was 1.26 (SD=1.32). The graph below presents the percentage of sten scores of four (4) or less 
for each of the five parenting constructs for Time 1 and Time 2. Scores of four or less indicate a high 
risk for practicing abusive parenting patterns. 
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Age Quartiles 
Figure 6 through Figure 11 present mean sten scores for Time 1 and Time 2 by age quartiles of 23 years 
and younger, 24 to 30 years, 31 to 35 years, and 36 years and older for the parenting constructs. Each 
figure also reports the percent of change in mean sten scores between points-in-time. 
 

Time 1 
 
                   
 

23 23 
 
 
 

                                                 Time 2 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

      Figure 6: Developmental/Behavioral Expectations by Age Quartiles (N=83) 

23 Years and 
Younger (n=17) 

 
Expectations 

 
Mean = 5.82 

SD = 1.70 

 
23 Years and  

Younger (n=17) 
 

Expectations 
 

Mean = 5.94  
SD = 1.52 

 

24 to 30 Years 
(n=23) 

 
Expectations 

 
Mean = 5.78 

SD = 1.51 

 
24 to 30 Years 

 (n=23) 
 

Expectations 
 

Mean = 578  
SD = 1.83 

+ 2.1% 

31 to 35 Years 
(n=20) 

 
Expectations 

 
Mean = 5.85 

SD = 1.79 

36 Years and  
Older (n=23) 

 
Expectations 

 
Mean = 5.70 

SD = 1.92 

 
31 to 35 Years 

 (n=20) 
 

Expectations 
 

Mean = 6.25  
SD = 1.80 

 

 
24 to 30 Years 

 (n=23) 
 

Expectations 
 

Mean = 5.78  
SD = 1.83 

 

 
36 Years and 
Older (n=23) 

 
Expectations 

 
Mean = 5.43  

SD = 1.97 
 

   0.0% 

+ 6.84 % 

   - 4.73 % 



 33 

 

Time 1 
 
                   
 

23 
 
 
 

Time 2 
 
 

 
 
 
 

   

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

      Figure 7: Empathy to Children’s Needs, Feelings, and State of Being by Age Quartiles (N=83) 

23 Years and 
Younger (n=17) 

 
Empathy 

 
Mean = 4.65  
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      Figure 8: Belief in the Use of Corporal Punishment in Disciplining Children by Age Quartiles (N=83) 
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Figure 9: Parent-Child Role Clarity by Age Quartiles (N=83) 
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      Figure 10: Value of Children’s Power and Independence by Age Quartiles (N=83) 
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