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PARENT READINESS SCALE

The Parent Readiness Scale is a 9 item 5-point scale for use for practitioners working with divorcing parents. The scale is a non-
standardized tool intended to assist practitioners to identify potential parent readiness to receive direct or indirect input from their
children related to the development of a parenting plan. The scale is designed to identify ratings from low to high. Higher overall
ratings may indicate a parent’s ability to include his/her children as part of the planning process. Low scores may indicate a lack
of ability to include his/her children. After interviewing the parents, rate each parent on the following areas:

1. Parent Differentiation From Child:

(Level of emotional/psychological involvement or over-involvement)

Low Moderate High
1 2 3 5
Parent represents child’s views Parent is intermittently able to Parent can hold child’s views as P1
as reflective of own views. May view child’s views as different to separate to own and invites child
block hearing child or can’t own. Parent can accept some to share views. Parent is willing to
separate child issues from own differences - some openness to view consider child’s views even if P2
issues. child as separate to self. different to own views.
2. Parent Insight:
(Ability to examine one’s own conscious thoughts and feelings)
Low Moderate High
1 2 3 5
Parent demonstrates limited Parent intermittently identifies self- Parent is able to identify self-
understanding of self and impact related behaviors/feelings. Some related thoughts and P1
of self on others. Limited ability shifting of blame from self to other. behaviors and owns these.
to identify feelings/thoughts Some ability to hold a view of self, Can identify role she/he plays
related to self. High projection separate to other. in family dynamics.
and blame for own feeling P2
states.
3. Parent Sensitivity:
(Ability to attune to the child’s signals, interpret them correctly and satisfy them promptly)
Low Moderate High
1 2 3 5
Parent cannot identify child’s cues Parent intermittently identifies and Parent consistently identifies
(experience and/or feelings) and feels for and responds to the child. Can child cues and needs and
does not view circumstances from at times of lower stress of child and responds promptly with high
the point of view of the child. Parent identify how their child feels and is levels of warmth and physical P1
does n.ot stop hurtful/ .' issi i d. Can at times sensitively and/or emotional care.
behavior even when child attempts respond emotionally and /or physically
to inform parent of needs. Parent to the child.
does not respond in an emotional P2
and/or physically soothing manner.
4. Level of Disengagement:
(Ability of each party to focus on the parenting role versus the historical couple relationship)
Low Moderate High
1 2 3 5
Little to no dis-engagement. Parents Intermittent focus on past couple )
focused on past relationship issues relationship. Can focus on Parentnls able to focus on
and un-met needs from the other. parenting role when re-directed. parenting role.and regardless P1
Little to no ability to focus on Can focus on parenting when stress ofpa.st couple issues, parent
parenting or parenting role as is lowered. conslst'ent!y stays focused on
different to coupling role. NN (s
Continuation of couple relationship P2

through conflict.
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5. Value of Role of Other Parent:

(The degree to which the parent treats the other parent’s role as significant and important)

Low Moderate High
1 2 3 4 5

Parent does not view the other as
necessary or important. May use
own past as example. One parent

Intermittent focus on value of role
of other parent. When issues
between the parents are calm,

Parent views role of other
parent as significant and

A A important to the relational P1
views the Ot:etl;las afbsent during parents are generally able to and the developmental
L PR LR IUAERA 0 support and value the role of the well-being of the child.
unnecessary re: having a other.
significant role. This view is P2
regardless of child pt. of view.
6. Problem Solving Ability:
(Parent ability to address day-to-day parenting issues)
Low Moderate High
1 2 3 4 5
Parent has difficulty problem- Intermittent ability to solve Parent regularly solves P1
solving minor and major issues mmor/ma'l]or issues. Parent oft_en problems. Creative with
related to parenting planning. needs assistance related to option solutions and does not need
Even with assistance, parent has development and direction for assistance. Open to ideas
difficulty identifying and/or follow-through. when necessary. P2
implementing solutions.
7. Parent Ability to Self-Regulate:
(Parent’s ability to initiate, inhibit or modulate his/her emotional state of behavior in a given situation)
Low Moderate High
1 2 3 4 5
High reactivity behaviorally and Intermittent emotional and Parent consistently manages
emotionally. Parent name calls, yells, behavioral reactivity. Can recover emotions/behaviors even
becomes physically threatening or reasonably quickly with assistance when upset without
intimidating. Parent may be easily and at times without assistance. assistance.
emotionally upset (i.e., crying) or P1
shut down and becomes inaccessible
to further conversations. Needs
assistance to stop or calm self. May
have trouble calming even with P2
assistance.
8. Parent Ability to Take A Neutral Stance Re Other Parent:
(Degree to which one parent uses supportive referencing towards the other parent)
Low Moderate High
1 2 3 5
During discussions the parent uses Intermittent use of negative No negative referencing of the
negative referencing both subtle and referencing. Negative views of the other parent to any parties.
obvious when referring to the other other parent are easily redirected P1
parent. This may be observed through and/or corrected. The children are
stories told by one parent about how generally not present for the
he/she handled a situation with the negative comments. P2
children, other 3rd parties or during
session in front of the other parent.
Parent rationalized negative
statements.
. TIRT]
9. Ability to Place Child’s Needs Over Parent Needs:
(Degree to which the parent can actively identify and appropriately meet their child’s needs)
Low Moderate High
1 2 3 5
Parent has no ability or cannot Intermittent ability to agree to and High levels of accommodation
agree to and/or follow-through follow-through with actions that are of child needs noted with
with actions that are good for the good for the child even if it is little to no external
child but may not be as ¢ i d d not as good for the parent. necessary. P1
or good for him/her. Even with Parent, with assistance may change
assistance, the parent does not his/her position to accommodate the
shift in his/her position. child.
1%
Total PRS Score Parent 1 P1
Total PRS Score Parent 1 P2
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If one parent has a high PRS score, and the other does not, the practitioner must proceed with
caution and use his/her skills in finding safe ways to include children’s input.

Low PRS
Score 1- 18
Caution re: directly including children. Use indirect methods of including children.

Moderate PRS
Score 19- 36
May include children via a Child Specialist or if practitioner has skill-set he/she may
include children in a more direct manner as part of the process. T

High PRS
Score 36-45
Parent readiness is high. May include children in the process without concern of
harm. Practitioner must still utilize skills when Including children. ( )

PLEASE NOTE
The PRS is intended to assist practitioner judgement with respect to the parent
capacity to engage with the voice of their child at a particular point in time.

It is not intended for distribution to clients, nor for any form of client feedback.
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