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. Grant Information

Grantee Organization:

Grantee Number:

Grantee Type:

Priority:

Target Population:

New Mexico State University, Strengthening Families Initiative

90-FEO135

Institute of Higher Education

8 (Healthy Marriage Grants for any allowable activity)

Hispanis and Caucaans in Ddia Ana County anthe 5county

metro Albuquerquarea,New Mexico

[I. Major Activities and Accomplishments

ALLOWABLE ACTIVITY SCHEDULE OF ACCOMPLISHED ACTIVITIES/EVENTS
ACTIVITY ACTIVITIES/EVENTS DURING THIS REPORTING PERIOD
AREA PROPOSED ACTUAL TARGET NUMBER NUMBER
DATE FOR DATE OF SERVED COMPLETED
CLASS CLASS
SERIES SERIES

HM 4 &5 Deliver FebMay, FebMay, | 15 adults 8 adults 7 adults
Family 2008 2008 15 youth 9youth 4 youth

Premarital | Wellness 720 hours 428hours

and marriagg curriculum

skills (IN PROGRESS

HM 4 &5 Deliver April-July, | April-July, | 15 adults 7 adults 3 adults
Family 2008 2008 15 youth 6 youth 4 youth
Wellness 720 hours 270hours
curriculum

HM 4 &5 Deliver April-June, | April-June, | 15 adults 30adults 23 adults
Famiy 2008 2008 15 youth 26 youth 5youth
Wellness 720 hours 1,148hours
curriculum

HM 4 &5 Deliver April-July, April - 15 adults 21adults 18 adults
Family 2008 August, 15 youth 19 youth 7 youth
Wellness 2008 720 hours 908hours
curriculum

HM 4 &5 Deliver April-July, April - 15 adults 9 adults 3 adults
Family 2008 August, 15 youth 16 youth 13youth
Wellness 2008 720 hours 238hours
curriculum

HM 4 &5 Deliver April-July, April - 15 adults 10 adults 7 adults
Family 2008 August, 15 youth 8 youth 4 youth
Wellness 2008 720 hours 360hours
curriculum

TOTAL 75 adults 77 adults 61 adults
5 classseries 75 youth 75youth 37 youth

3,600hours| 3,352hours (72%)




[11. Compliances and Assurances

Domestic Violence

¢ We have a domestic violence protocol and our staff members have been trained in the

protocol. We review the protocol at the beginning of each grant year.

e TheNew Mexico Coalition againf2omestic Violencerovided materials in English and
Spanish to distribute in the Family Wellness classes. The materials M@&nets Your
Relationship Quiz, Personal Safety Tips, Characteristics of an Abusive vs. Successful
Relationshipand names and phe numbers of all domestic violence programs in New
Mexico.

Faith Based Regulations

¢ No classes were held in churches or other religious sites.

¢ No faith based materialgereusedduring the Family Wellness classes. The curriculum
is secular in nature.

Voluntary Participation

e Duringthe first clasof each Family Wellness serjeslultswere informed that their
participation in thelasses and in the researsholuntary. The Institutional Review
Board at New Mexico State University approved theaesh consent form

V. Data Collection
ALLOWABLE UNIT NUMBER OF UNITS PER | NUMBER OF UNITS SINCE
ACTIVITY THIS BUDGET PERIOD AWARD DATE ( SEPT 2006)
AREA
TARGET NUMBER NUMBER TO DATE
SERVED SERVED
HM 4 &5 | Single parents, unmarried 270 330 473
couples, marriedauples
HM 4 &5 | Children of single parents, 270 277 437

unmarried couples, and marrig

couples




V. Evaluation

Theevaluationdata that is presented is for the entire grant year, not just for this reporting period.

Description of Participants

Age. The average age of Figure 1. Distribution of Ages.

participants irthe sample was 37

60

with a standard deviation of 12
years (see Table 1)The
youngest person was 16 and the
oldest was 6%ears old. Figure 1
shows the distribution of ages fol
the group.

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for Age.

N Minimum | Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
AGE 295 16 65 37 12

Sex. There were three times as many women in this sample than men. Bablefrequency
of sex of participants.

Table 2. Number of Males and Females

Frequency Percent
Males 73 25
Females 218 s
Total 291 100




Figure 2. Number d Participants by Ethnic Group.
Ethnicity . Figure 2 shows 250

ethnicity of participantsvhich 500

was gathered by seléport.

150
Subjects were asked to indicat

D

what ethnic goup best o

described them. The options >0 .
were (1)White, (2) Hispanic, 0 ]
. . White Hispanic  African Native Mixed Other
(3) African American, (4) American  American

Native American, (5) Mixed
and(6) Other. As can be seen in Figure 2, the overwhelming majofiparticipants were
Hispanic, bllowed byWhite. Other groups &re represented minimallfsome indicated that

they did notit into any of the categories (See Tabje 3

Table 3. Ethnicity of Subjects

Frequency Percent

African American 2 1
Asian 0 0

. . 226 77

Hispanic

Native American 3 1
White 36 12

Other 2 :
Total 295 100




Marital Status. When asked to describe their relationship status, there was a variety of

responses. The twlargest groups indicated that they were either maoiezsinde. The third
largest group consisted of those participants who were cohabhitatifeyver people indicated

that they were dating and very femdicated that they were widowed (see Table 4).

Table 4. Relationship Status

Type of Relationship Frequency | Percent
a. Married 158 55
b. Cohabitating 45 16
c. Dating 28 10
d. Single 50 17
e. Widowed 5 2
Total 286 100

Education Level. Participants wereasked to indicate the highest level of education they

received. The number of participamtbo did not complete a ¢in school education was 1212
completed high school. The number of people who earned alG®as 24 Approximately 67
peoplecompletedsome collegeand 30indicated they had finished college &rdhad some
graduate study (See Figure 3).

Figure 3. Educational Status of Participants.
120

100 -

80 -

60 -

40 -

I B RN

0 |

No High Graduated GED Some Graduated Graduate
School  High School College College  Education

Number of Children. Participants of the program had 2.6 children on average.




Outcomes
The folowing is a statistical analysis of growth madeelationships skills, parenting skills, and
overall family functioning.lIt is based on a comparison of aed postest means.

Couple Relationship Outcomes

The ENRICHwasused to measure marital
) ) o Figure 4. Mean Marital Satisfaction Scores by
satishction, couple communication, and Assessment Period.

conflict resolution. There was a significant

increase in marital satisfaction for participants Marital Satisfaction

37
from pre to post (t=2.64; p=.005). Participants | |

36
demonstrated a significant increase in 35 i | H
34

communication skills (t=1.8; p=.004Y.he

Pre Post

last component measured was conflict

resolution. Participants made significant growth in their ability to resolve confliethiealthy
manner (t=3.42; pH00). Figures 4 through 6 are a visual representation of mean scores on
relationship skills masured by thENRICH.

Figure 5. Mean Communication Scores by Figure 6. Mean Conflict Resolution Scores by
Assessment Period. Assessment Period.
Communication Conflict Resolution
345 34
34 — 33
335 EE— 32
l | 31 —
S 0
325 29 -
Pre Post Pre Post




The Components of Commitment Scelasused taneasuraspects of colp commitment.

The CCS measurdtree constructs within the topic of commitni@rstructural, moral and

personal commitmentAs was expected, the smallest diffnce in change scores was found for

personal commitment. With this sample, the data may indicate that participants overestimated

their level of personal commitment during the-prervention evaluation. Furthermowges was

desireda decrease was foummoral and structural commitment. These changes indicate that

individual sé6 i deas

internal factors than external or circumstantial factors. Figures 7 through 9 show the pre and

concerni commit ment

ng

post mean scores on commitment for participants.

Figure 7. Mean Personal Commitment Scores by
Assessment Period.

Personal Commitment

12
115 j i
11 -

Pre Post

Figure 8. Mean Moral Commitment Scores by
Assessment Period.

Moral Commitment

42.8
42.6

42.4

42.2 -
Pre Post

Figure 9. Mean Structural Commitment Scores by

Assessment Period.
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Structural Commitment
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Parenting. The AdultAdolescent Parenting Invento(AAPI-2) was used to assess parents in

the following areas:

Figure 10. Mean Inappropriate Expectations
Scores by Assessment Period.

Inappropriate Expectations

20.55

205 \

— C
2045

20.35

Pre Post

a high risk for abusive or neglectful parenting; high scores areatiesirin4 of the 5 subscales,

hil drenos

statistically significant growth was made

(p<.01) The largest area of growth svamde
in beliefs about corporal

that after the

punishment
indicating intervention,
participants were less likely to use corpof
punisiment as a method of discipline (sq

Figures 1013).

Figure 11. Mean Empathy Scores by
Assessment Period.

Empathy

40.8
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Figure 12. Mean Corporal Punishment Scores
by Assessment Period.

Corporal Punishment

42
40 —
38 —
36 —
34
32
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Pre Post

Figure 13. Mean Role Reversal Scores by
Assessment Period.

Role Reversal

24

236 —
234
232 ——

228
226
224 -

Pre Post

c hi | d redsp (@)sstromgebelief in the use of

reversing parenthild roles and (e) oppressing
p o we.r Indavidugl

For each subscale, raseores were compared for

1C

(a) inappropriate expectations of children; (b) lack of empathy towards

corporal punishment as a means of discipline; (d)

i ndep

subscale scores for the constructs were computed.

the two measurement times. Low scores indicate



Family Functioning

Family Environment Scale (FES)

The Family Environment Scale (FE8as used
to measure social and environmental
characteristics of familieExpressiveness,
Conflict, IndependenceOrganization and
Controlwere all measure(See Figures 148).

These subscales account for relationships ang

structure (organization) in families. Because qf

Figure 14. Mean Expressiveness Scores by

Assessment Period.

5.45
5.4
5.35
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5.25

Expressiveness

52 1
5.15 7
5.1 -

Post

the intervention, families showeltcreased

conflict (t=3.36; p=.000) and higherevel of organization within their families (t=4.07;

p=.000).

Figure 15. Mean Conflict Scores by

Figure 16. Mean Independence Scores by

Assessment Period.

Assessment Period.
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Figure 17. Mean Organization Scores by

Figure 18. Mean Control Scores by

Assessment Period.

Assessment Period.

Organization
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Post
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FACES. The Family Adaptability and Cohesion Evaluation Scale (FAQE$yasused to
measure family functioning (Olson, 1986lwo characteristics of families were measiire
cohesion and flexibilitfsee Figures 19, 20)Significant growth was na in family flexibility

(t=4.07; p=.000).

Family Crisis Oriented Personal

Figure 19. Mean Cohesion Scores by Assessment

Period. Evaluation Scales (FCOPES) The Family
- Cohesion Crisis Oriented PersohBvaluation Scales
252 (F-COPES) wasised to assess problem
2: solving and behavioral strategies. The
z;: ﬁ current evaluatio had two of the five
7 Pre Post | subscalesrefraning andmobilizing the

family to acquire and accept hegkee Figures

Figure 20. Mean Flexibility Scores by Assessment | 21, 22) Significant growth was found in
Period.

ability to reframe a crisis (t=4.05; p=.000) and
ability to mobilize and move towards solving

problems {=3.02; p=.002).

Figure 22. Mean Mobilization Scores by
Assessment Period.

Figure 21. MeanReframing Scores by
Assessment Period.
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