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{NTRODUCT ION

The California Youth Authority, under a grant trom the National Institute

of Mental Health (NIMH), has recently completed a three-year study1 of group
homes used as placement resources for Youth Authority wards. This research=
demonstration study was conducted as an integral part of the‘Community
Treatment Project (cTP), which is also a research~demonstration project

jointly sponsored by the Youth Authority and NIMH. (1)

Although scme of the final data analysis and reporting has yet to be
completed, it is possible, at this point, to present an overview of the
Group Home Project, to share some selectnd experiences, and to offer some
tentative conclusions, It is the intent of this discussion to contribute to
the growing amount of information relative to a nation-wide trend toward
emphasizing treatment of delinquent youth in community=based programs, (2 a)

Sy

and within this trend, a greater use of out-of-home placements = group homes

2
being one type of such placement.™

april, 1966 to October, 1969,

D
“A modified, shorter version of this repo-t will apperar in Children, Vol, 17,

No. 4, July-pugust, 1970, underr the title, "A Differential Use of Group Homes
For Delinguent Boys''. .




BACKGROUND AND RATIONALE

The Community Treatment Project: From late 1961 to October 1963, the CTP

prégram was desig%ed to compare an intensive treatment~control program in

the community with the traditional Youth Authority program = typically
institutionalization and parole (to caseloads of 70-80) - for wards

13 to 18 years of age who were committed to the Youth Authority from
juvenile courts in the Stockton and Sacramento metropolitan areas (and

trom 1964 to 1969 also in San Francisco). First commitment eligible juveniie
court wards were randomly assigned to either the "traditional' programs or

to the Community Treatment Project and placed in caseloads averaging .12 per

parole agent. (4)

Previous studies had strongly indicated that smaller caseloads offered

greater likelihood that more adequate supervision and services would be
provided. However, the reduced caseloads - as an isolated factor = did not
assure that relevant treatment would, in fact, occur. (5) In addition, another
study had indicated that the same worker and/or treatment was not equally
effective with all types of wards. (6) Thus, other dimensions were added to
the CTP program which have included:

(a) classification of wards according to their level of maturity

(based primarily on perception and behavior);1 (b) matching of

youngsters to workers; (c) differential and treatment-relevant

planning and decision=making relative to each youngster's unique

needs, personality and short and/or long-range goals; (d) use of

the agent-youngster relationship as the major vehicle fgr change.
Additional treatment=program variables which have been emplaysd in CTP
include a school program (tutorial, remedial, and regular classes), consultants,
speci%lized training, community resources, individual, family, and group
counseling, Aiso included have been CTP Center activities, recreational and

educational outings, and out-of-home placement (e.g., foster homes, group

Warren, M,Q, and CTP staff = '"Interpersonal Maturity (1~Level) Classification:
Juvenile', 1966. A given youngster's position in this system is determined
primarily through lengthy, in-depth interviews. The system has had - as a
frame of reference and a tool = several important implications in CTP and

the Group Home Project. The I-level system is summarized as follows:

I-level Subtvpes Code
P Asocialized, Aggressive ! Aa
Asocialized, Passive Ap
I3 Conformist, Immature Cfm
Conformist, Cultural Cfc
Manipulator Mp
I4 Neurotic, Acting=Out Na
Neurotic, Anxious Nx
Situational Emotional Reaction Se
Cultural ldentifier Ci




' be one of
homes, independent p\aqement).‘ Thus, group home placement has veen

i i rext of CTP -
several kinds of placement alternatives and = in the broader con

) i ing differential
one of many treatment variables available to agents in employing di

treatment concepts.

The concept of group homes is not new

i ternal
Some are agency-owned and professionally staffed and provide complete in

‘ i ome designed
care and casework services; others are basically a foster h g

i types
primarily for the care and supervision of several children. In some typ

f gr r r for ng~ter r i ers are
of group homes, P ovisions are made for long=term ca e, while oth
1

bly take on
used exclusively for limited-term care. Most group homes probably

i ible variables
characteristics between these extremes, adapting the many posst

i ities (e.g.
to meet local needs, concepts, and community and/or agency realit (e.qg.,

finances, zoning laws) .

| initions = f some of
The Group Home Project = its premises and definitions = grew out o

i i Project
the basic tenets and experiences within the Community Treatment i s

arole
which related to treatment and out=of=-home placement needs that p

i i i i outh in a
agents were encountering when working intensively with delinquent Yy

~of =~ surve
communi ty-based treatment program. A 1965 ocut=of=-home placement survey
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- dating back to 1916 in New York City. (7)

rison
1ln summary, the effectiveness of the CTP program oze; t?zw::mE:cidivism
erad it o o handle?) grouz hasog?t?v:egtzi;;ztetes{ score changes;

i ole); greater p ) L€ .
(rzvocai;gze:fpﬂi;ortiongof successful discharges Trom ﬁ?rOLZé bA crp
g?bl?ogra hy of the numerous reports which have @ee? publis . Ztor
0! ! ?1a§le on request to Ted Palmer, Ph.D., Principal Inve?'fg ia’ 95817
Eim;Zi;ty Treatment Project, 3610 5th Avenue, Sacramento, Calitorn .
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revealed that more than 30% of CTP experimental youngsters had been placed

outside of their natural homes. This contrasts markedly with the 5% statewide

average for out-of=-home placement of Youth Authority parolees. (8)

The basic reason for this greater emphasis on out-of-home placement in CTP
had been the increased attention to locating living situations which will
permit non-delinquent behavior to occur and will enbance = or at least not
interfere with = the treatment program of given youngsters. For example,
a youngster whose major way of relating to the world is conformity, or

"allegiance' to external realities may have little or no alternative to

delinquency in a highly delinquent neighborhood. Other youngsters caught

_in neurotic family binds and conflicts may have little 'choice'' but to

escape through delinquent acting=out when placed with their families.

Problems in locating suitable foster homes, maintaining them, and integrating
them with the CTP program resulted in the concept of utilizing group homes.
It was felt that more controlled and thus more appropriate atmospheres could be

established for a significant proportion of those youngsters needing out-of-

home placement. In addition, agents were discovering many instances in which

temporary housing was needed at various and often unpredictable times for
youngsters, where formal, secure custody (e.g., juvenile hall) was not

necessary or was felt to be inappropriate. These circumstances suggested the

need for: (a) a number of out-of~home placement facilities; (b) a range of

atmospheres among these facilities; and (c) temporary holding facilities.
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statewide study of Youth Authority foster care needs, whnéh uicd .
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PROGRAM DESCRIPTION
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Group Home Types (Or, Models): The five different types of group homes defined

in the original proposal were based on CTP's differential treatment concepts.
Home Types |, Il and il were designed specifically to meet the treatment-
control needs of most of the subtypes in the three major I-level classifications

found in the delinquent population (I2, l3, and 14). Home Types IV and V were

designed for the short-term care of all delinquent subtypes. The original
home types are described below, including the maximum’ capacity for each home
and the I-level subtypes for which each home was designed, and for which the

given home was exclusively available., The model describing a sixth type of

home, developed by Group Home Project staff, was added in May, 1968, Due in

part to the small number of girls potentially available for any of the given

types of homes, the Project homes were developed for boys only. Co-educational

. . 1
arrangements were discussed but never tried.

Iype | = Protective (For four youngsters classified Ap or Cfm):2
This type of group home was planned for very immature and dependent
youngsters. The home should approximate normal family living as
closely as possible and should be operated by a married couple with

training and patience to offer intensive involvement, support and
supervision for long periods of time.

]A seventh type of home, a group home for girls, was subsidized and studied during
the last year of the Project but no model was developed, since the home had been
developed in CTP outside of the design of the Group Home Project.

experiences with this home are not included in this article. Sees Turner, E.,

""A Girls' Group Home: An Approach to Treating Delinquent Girls in the Community",
Community Treatment Project Report Series: 1969, No, 1.

Due to reduced numbers of I2's and Cfm's on parole in CTP and a smaller=than-
usual number of these wards having been committed, the Type | Home was opened in
September of 1967 to compatible (with Cfm's, and with the home design)
and Nx's. This arrangement worked satisfactorily for the most part.

Data or
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Type 11 = Gontainment (For six youngsters classified Mp or Cfc):

This home was envisioned for the youngster usually labeled as a
culturally conforming delinquent or as a ''defective character'.

The home should represent concrete and realistic demands for
conforming, productive behavior. The home should operate essentially
on a "non=family' basis since these youngsters frequently respond to
firm, objective authority and control when these do not carry with
them the price tags of emotional involvement inherent in most parent-

child relationships. ‘

- dipa (For six youngsters classified Na, Nx, Se, or Ci):
This home was for some of the more mature and complex wards who are in
the early stages of emancipation, but who do not have enough strength
to be on their own. The home should provide a base from which to work
as the youngsters continue to deal with the resolution of internal
conflicts, with problems of emancipation, identity and the like. The
group home parents should maintain an atmosphere of comfort without
threat and should allow the youngsters to form meaningful relationships
with them if the youngsters choose to do so.

Type IV = Temporary Community Gare (For six youngsters of any i-level):

This home was to serve only temporary placement needs where custody

or independent living is seen as being inappropriate and/or unnecessary.
This type of placement can be used for {a) temporary housing while changing
placements; (b) a context in which to do short=term counseling away from

a stressful situation; or {c) housing while treatment planning is being
formulated (or being reassessed). Support should be emphasized rather

than custody and ra: triction,

- ion (For six youngsters of any i=level): This home would
be a substitute for detention in juvenile halls or similar facilities for
those youngsters who need restrictive behavioral limits. Placement in
this home = as in the Type IV Home = could permit the continuation of
school, work, group meetings, etc. Placement would be for about ten days
or less, |If limits and surveillance were needed for a longer period of
time, other arrangements would be made. To some extent this home would be
run on an "honor" {i.e., unlocked door) system,

1This original model statement was revised as & result of experience in
operating a Containment Home, Basically, the ''non=family' aspect of the

model was changed to read: '‘Opportunity for growth is thought to rest in

the formation of atypical (for these types of youngsters), healthy relationship
with adults within the context of authority, controls, etc.'.
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Group home parent candidates (éouples,‘as a rule) were recruited from the
general population in much the same way that foster homes are recruited,
Selected individuals - under a formal group home contract with the Youth
Authority = were then to provide aéceptable facilities, equipment, etc., in
addition to the basic care and maintenance of youngsters placed in their homes.
Among the several methods of programming payment to group home parents, the
procedure which was finally adopted involved the payment of a monthly retainer
(set pre~established amount) st the beginning of each month, plus a per-ward

-subsidy "reimbursement'' calculated on the basis of the total number of ward=days

that had accumulated during the preceding month. These amounts ranged from $200

per month retainer plus $125 per ward per month to a $3500 retainer plus $110 per
ward per.month. The total monies available were not the same for all .iomes.
During the operation of the Project, the Youth Authority's standard group home

payment (for non=Project homes) was a $200 retainer plus $34 pcr ward per month.'

Selection Of Group Home Parents: Recruitment and initial screening were done

by the Group Home Coordinator, whose responsibilities also included training,

coordination and ongoing maintenance and evaluation of all Project homes in

conjunction with CTP agents. Following the coordinator's appraisal, candidates

were interviewed in-depth by the researcher, who also administered two

1o, . . VN . .
This has been increased recently to a $30C retainer plus $11C per ward per month
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Using these first ratings as a base, the post-ratings as parceived by qroup home

parents, and summarized across long-term care homes, revealed that: (a) at the

first post-test (4 months), there had been significant change for the better -
in terms of improvement in positive, healthy behavior items and decrease in
negative, disturbed behavior items; (b) after six months (post 2), the indices
of positive behavior change were even more significant; however; indices of
negative behavior had changed for the worse (but not*significantly); (c) after
eight months {post 3), indices of positive behavior were still improved over

pre-ratings, but no longer'significantly; and, negative behavior indices had

significantly changed for the worse; (d) for positive and negative indices combined

there was a significant change for the worse at post 3, reflecting a marked change

COMpared to post | where there had been a8 significant change for the batter.

Parole agents' ratings reflacted a more consistentiy positive pattern even

though no changes reach.d statistical significance. Agents parceived changes
for the worse at post 2 and 3 in regard to positive behavior indices; but at
the same time, they saw a rather consistent change for the better in post ratings

on negative bshavior indices, and on negative and positive indices combined.

The behavior rating information is summarized in Table |,

=15=
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. Table 1

n Group Home Boys

as Rated by

pre-Post Behavior Change ‘d, fod by Agents bined, for

Home Parents
i:?uiong~Term Care Homes (Types !

11,111 and V1) Combined

Post 3
Post 2 Pre VS ‘
st 11} Pre Vs (8 mos)
(EP;ZS)‘VS (zomos) (2 mos) (6 mos) {{(2 mos )
Behavior Index — G.H.t ‘ —
Groups G.H. s Agents {|Parents it
Parezzs agi?;; :a:?SG n=li5|lin= 19 n
n =
\ + + +
indices of healthy, ( 05) (p<.01)
positive behavior p<. :
- +
i . - |
Indices of disturbed, +05) (o< )
negative behavior (p<. : ;
+ —
¥ ¥ .05 I
| and 1! Combined H (p<f05) (o< ) B

Key: + = 'better' at post
~ = 'worse'' at post

n = No. of ratings at posts.

-]6-

(Pre‘ratings L 44 G.

H., Parents; 22 Agents.)

Since youngsters absent from the homes after 4, 6, or 8 months could not be
rated (factor of attrition), the particular set of youngsters included in any
given post-rating group is not entirely identical to the set of youngsters in
the pre=rating group. We are presently attempting to see if, for example, the
backgrgund and parcle characteristics of the post 3 rating group differ
significantly from those of the other rating groups. If this, or other

possible factors, do not account for the findings éiven here, it might be
concliuded that there wa§ a '"]point of diminishing return' regarding impact of
group home placement- on given youngsters =~ at least as perceived by the group
home parents. Overall, however, parole agents tended to perceive pre~post changes
for the better (combining indices of positive and negative behavior) when rating

youngsters from a more global frame of reference as compared with the group

home parents,

During the data colle..ion period (November 1966 = June 1969), four of the
seven sets of group home parents were terminated - all by staff decision; none

at the request of the group home parents, By October, 1969, two of the remaining

homes had ended operation: one due to the death of the husband (Type 1V, Temporary
Care), the other (Type VI, Individualized) due mostly to geographical and program
changes in the parole unit, and also in part due to the couple's feeling that they
no longer wished to continue providing direct foster care. The remaining home
(Type 111, Boarding) is currently operating, some three years after it began.
The shortest operation of a home was two months {Type I, Protective), although

this same couple was with the Project a total of six months operating a Temporary

Care Home on a trial basis for the remaining four months.

-]7-
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home prior to becoming an official Group HONE tors were involved.
ner three homes, different and more conplex 1°° f events
e e homes seemed to 90 through a similar sequenCﬁ ° + over
e tﬁre : With two homes, the sequence Was experienced O
in termination: With the other home; the sequence was
\

month period of time.

a four=month time period.

L
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With some exceptions, 1t appeared

home parents seemed to feel.

-18=

vided as a CTP group

an e‘ ghteen-

ncompressed'' into

term; of how the group

a

- culminating

youngsters placed ='individuals who were prone to be more de!inquent] - provided

relatively little positive feedback to the group home parents, whether directly

or more in terms of noticeable, long~term change. The group home parents'

reactions (typically complaining to = or opposition toward = staff; more
pressure on the youngsters) were usually met with by implicit or explicit
disapprovgf from agents and/or reduction ot agent support. Once agents
began to feel that given youngsters in a home were haJing detrimental
experiences, or began to feel dissatisfied with the results of efforts to
alter things = and/or uncomfortable in dealing with the group home parents =

the ''decline'' of that home had passed the point of ''no return''.

The group home parents tended, as a group, to be from the lower-middle class

("blue collar') socio-economic segment ot the community. They also tended to

have not progressed beyond a high school education. They represented a wids

range ot ages (25=74; avsrage age was 43; 71% were 40 or older). Five couples

had children of their own living within the home (usually either pre-schoolers

or adolescents). Four of the seven sets of group home parents (two of which

were terminated) had had prior foster home experience. Their motivations and

needs tended aslso to be rather simple and basic relative to the youngsters:
They seemed to want to feel that what they were doing was helpful to the youngsters

and that they, as people, were ''accepted' by staff. There were many attempts to

As a whole, the group home youngsters tended to be ''worse'' parole risks than

the remaining CTP experimental population, as indicated by comparing average
Base Expectancy scoves for the two groups. (15)




help them achieve a feeling of being part of the “ream''; vet, in most cases,

. . . . 1
success in achieving this appeared to be relatively short=lived.  Even SO,
more success seemed to be achieved than had been the case with most CTP toster

t
e fact that no regular program of ''relief"

homes. Adding to the problems was th

(time off) was established for the group home parents.

in retrospect, it appears that different or more appropriate assistance could

(and in some instances - should) have been provided for the group home parents.

The extent to which home terminations or other issues might have been affected

by such assistance has been the subject of a good deal of debate amoig staff.

TENTATIVE CONCLUSIONS

m Project experiences include: (a) some

the suggestions evolving fro
propriate for individual foster home care

Some of
of certain

‘'ndividuals who might be ap

youngsters cannot handle the increased,

delinquent, and frequently disturbed youngsters

are later accompanied by complex, implicit and/or explicit role and treatment

expectations; (b) agents and group home parents, though i ndependently matched

with youngsters, might still not be a ‘''good match'' with one another; (c) foster

or group home parents (those usually available within the community), require

simultaneous demands of several seriously .

- particularly when these demandsi

i

|
'

P

The Project's overall attempt to develop a

factors, and was only moderately satisfactory
deal among the different homes. There were diffrring opinions ~ at any given

point in time = among staff (and group home parent. relative to roles,
responsibi\ities. authority and the like = thus comg licating the implement

of a ''team anproach''.

- with "'success' varying a 9oo
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spjc:al assistance when support, information, experiences, and the lik

:: ;V?n: to 'where people are' as people, and when the emphasis i; beiig a:e d

aintaining or developing their ~ "
"professionalize' them; (d) for th el e Tefter fhan vine

e be mec e older, more seriously disturbed delinquent

o . essary to sacrifice a certain amount of '"home ;tmOSphere“ in ord |

(inst:s: 0: buy adequate facilities and to provide professionally trained :: i;
ad of, or in conjunction with, very carefully seiected " a
house parents'!)

I a g T ”d d . ‘ ‘1 ]elt ol dld “ot w0|k
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o . -

h:t satisfactorily, a change in physical placement for the youngsters in th

Cthdtould not be required; (e) group home parents = whether having raised e
e .

- n of their own or not = who seemed to have a good intuitive ''feel for"
b acceptance of, the ''adolescent turmoil'' (apart from delinquency) ;
etter able to weather crises and to 'bounce back'; ( e

i (f) planned = and sometimes

spontaneous ~ relief i
f is an absolute must, particularly in the ¢ f
ase of group

home parents or live=in staff

In spite of the diffi i
ifficulties experienced, there was a general feeli
almost all staf A,
aff that group homes should have an ongoing role i
the Group Home Proj o
o
ject began, staff attitudes were more guarded
, not only in

Ie]atlon tO gIOUp homes bUt lelat ve to lostel .
[ [ hOmeS as we]l “t the c'Cse 0|

the StUdy ma“y age“ts Seemed Lo lee! more pOSltlve abOU out 0' home p‘ Ceme“ts.
’ t
a

placement
would usually be preferred over foster home
s.

1
This type of ;
staffin
present approach. g pattern would, as a rule, be more expensive th
e than the




T et i,

W . ‘ ‘ ! l
[ ¢

re f rvi er homes had
more predictable and more readily available services than fost
L)

revious ¢ ' I Car' lﬁvent
p iou ]y PrOVided For examp]e, he use Of the emporary € HOme p ed
| .

eemed to resist
the detention of many youngsters. Also, most youngsters placed s

p

extension of
placement' and they seemed to view the former homes more as an
’ ’

the CTP program and their agent.

. i i ve raised more
ln summary, we are left with a mixture of expgrL?nces which ha
' N .

very consideration as

no panacea. However, we feel that they should be given e

a

| S

i | staff as well.
the treatment/management goals of the agency and/or professiona

it is i note that we are
in working with delinquent youth. However, it 1is jmportant to

a

y p > S . [

T
experimental and exploratory programs such as C

: i raditi sense of providing
on understandable relevance, not always in the traditional

or i sense of adding
Nunassailable proof't of one kind or another, but rather in the

l i " the reasons why
L0 our growing understanding of and perspective on people, of th

initi - inquent or
some individuals = by society's current definitions - are deling

m f 3] r r r T i forms of
aladapted‘ and of what ran be done to fu ther more constructive
’

adjustment on their part.

P and the Group Home Project take
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