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ABSTRACT 

EVALUATION OF A SURVEY-GUIDED DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 

IN GROUP HOMES FOR YOUTHS 

by 

Marybeth Shinn 

Chairperson: Cary Cherniss 
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Community-based residential treatment programs for youths are 

promising alternatives to institutional placements, but they are fraught 

with many organizationa.l problems. This study evaluates a survev-guided 

development process designed to bring the program climates of these 

settings closer to the ideals defined by their members. 

The development process involves four basic steps: (1) assessment 

of participants' perceptions of their program climate, (2) feedback of 

survey data in terms of discrepancies between perceptions of real and 

idea~ states~ (3) participatory problem solving and goal setting to in­

crease the fit between real and ideal, and (4) reassessment to monitor 

progress. 

The intervention process is based on theories of participatory 

decision making and goal setting. It incorporates features of two pre­

vious models of survey guided development: in the work climates of 

large organizations as they affec.t staff and in the social climates of 

treatment programs as they affect both staff alld clients. 

A model of the intervention process suggests that, if participants 
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attain the goals they set for themselves, this should improve related 

areas of program climate and increase person-environment fit. Partici-

pants' active involvement in-making decisions and setting goals that 

affect them should lead to other more general improvements in climate 

as well. These organizational-climate changes should in turn affect 

individual-level outcomes, namely satisfaction and psychological atti-

tudes. 

Examination of the development process in 12 community-based resi-

dential programs for youths, randomly assigned to treatment and control 

conditions, lends some support to the model. Nested analyses of vari-

ance comparing raw changes over time in staff's perceptions of their 

program climate sho .. : reliable differences in the predicted direction 

between the treatment groups. The differences do not extend to the 

individual-level measures, and youths are not affected. Within-home 

quantitative and process analyses suggest that the intervention can aid 

programs in setting and meeting goals, but that it is hampered by in-

stability in the research sites. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Deinstitutionalization, or the care of society's deviant and de­

pendent members in the community, is becoming a national catchword. 

The National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 

Goals (1973) reconunended that every correctional system develop a 

scheme for implementing community-based alternatives to incarceration. 

A General Accounting Office report to Congress (Comptroller General 

of the United States, 1977) states that care and treatment of the men­

tally ill and retarded in community settings has been a national goal 

since 1963, but that "government needs to do more." Indeed, federal 

courts have held that mentally disabled persons have a constitutional 

right to care in the least restrictive environmen't appropriate to 

their needs (Comptroller General, 1977). Deinstitutionalization has 

been advocated for other populations such as the elderly and depen­

dent children as well. 

The movement towards deinstitutiona1ization, at least in some 

areas, is beginning to reverse the trend of the last century and a 

half towards bigger and better institutions. In The Discovery of the 

Asylum, Rothman (1971) argues that American institutions were an in­

vention of Jacksonian era r~formers who saw crime and insanity as out­

growths of a diseased social order. Institutions were meant to both 

eradicate deviance and educate society by demonstrating regular and 

1 



2 

rational rules of social organization. 

In recent years, however, institutions have lost some of their 

allure. They are no longer viewed as inevitable responses to deviance 

or as social panaceas. Instead, their destrQctive potential is recog-

nized: 

life in many institutions is at best barren and futile, 
at worst unspeakably brutal and degrading ... the condi­
tions in which they [inmates] live are the poorest possi­
ble preparation ft..,rr their successful reentry into society 
and often merely reinforce in them a pattern of manipula­
tion or destructiveness. (President's Commission on Law 
Enforcement and Administration of Justice, 1968, p. 385) 

For youths, residential treatment centers, which provide care and 

guidance in community settings, have emerged as a promising alterna-

tive to institutionalization and incarceration. In 1973, a national 

census of units in the juvenile justice system alone identified 456 

group homes, half-way houses, and community residential facilities 

for youths (Rust-Minder, Note 1). There are many other programs not 

a part of the juvenile justice system, and the numbers have probably 

increased in the last five years. 

At the same time, there is evidence that residential treatment 

centers, while performing a vital role, have not escaped many of the 

organizational problems which have afflicted both industrial and human 

service organizations. Established programs, particularly those deal-

ing with youth, often find that staff llburn out quickly," that they 

lose their sense of mission and commitment, and that turnover rates 

are high. Such organizational problems may, in turn, have adverse 

effects on a program's treatment climate as it affects residents. 

The current research represents an attempt to counteract problems 

in the work environments and social climates of residential treatment 
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programs for youths. We employed a program of survey feedback and 

participatory problem solving designed to bring program climates 

closer to the ideals defined by their members. We hypothesized that 

ameliorative organizational changes would, in turn, affect individual 

attitudes of both staff and residents. 

Participation and the Potential of Survey Feedback Methods 

One antidote to problems in performance and morale is the partic­

ipatory involvement of program members in decisions which affect them. 

Several studies in residential treatment programs have shown that in­

volving staff members in the creation of new settings (Goldenberg, 

1971) or the reorganization of old ones (Sarason, 1974; Co1are11i & 

Siegel, 1966) increases their enthusiasm and commitment. The increased 

sense of mission a:nong staff in turn benefits elients. Research in 

organizational settings has similarly shown that participation~ namely 

having a say in goal setting and in the way work is organized, can in­

crease workers' motivation and performance (e.g.~ Coch & French, 1948; 

French, Israel, & Aas, 1960; French, Kay, & Meyer, 1966; Likert, 1961), 

although the evidence is not uniform (cof. Redding, 1972). 

Participation does not necessarily imply giving workers power at 

the expense of their supervisors. Particularly, in residential treat­

ment programs and other small human service agencies, Tannenbaum and 

Cooke's (1974) model of the "expanding influence pie" seems more ap­

propriate. In this model, all members of an organization, from super­

visors to staff to clients, can gain control in a climate of open in­

teraction, communication and mutual influence attempts. 

Survey feedback is a particularly successful participatory prob-
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1em solving techniq!le "using data as a springboard to development" 

(Bowers, 1973, p. 23). It is based on the systematic collection of 

attitudinal data which are fed back to program members for analysis, 

interpretation, and the design of corrective action steps (French & 

Bell, 1973). The ultimate goal of this d2ve10pment process 

is to facilitate interventions or changes in organizational 
functioning which will lead to increased organizational ef­
fectiveness by providing accurate and useful information 
about how an organization actually functions, how it might 
ideally function, and how to make the actual functioning 
more like the ideal (Hausser, Pecor ella , & Wissler, 1975, 
p. 7). 

The presentation of survey data to participants is analogous to 

the first or "unfreezing" state in Lewin's (1951) model of attitude 

change (Bennis, Berlew, Schein, & Steele, 1973). Before change can 

occur, the previous stable configuration of beliefs must be made less 

rigid and more malleable. Dat"a that show the organization falling 

short of its goals may produce "motivation by disconfirmation" (Nadler, 

1977) . If participants view the data as valid, and if they have ap-

propriate skills or guidance, they may move through a participatory 

problem solving process toward a resolution of the inconsistencies in 

the data. The group decision regarding actions to improve organiza-

tional functioning can be seen as the final or "refreezing" step in 

the change process. 

Survey feedback has been shown to be an effective means of im-

proving organizational functiorLing over a wide range of institutional 

settings. Bowers (1973)", for example, compared six different organi-

zational development programs including survey feedback, interpersonal 

process consultation, task process consultation, laboratory training, 

data handback and no treatment in an ambitious five-year study of 
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twenty-three organizations with a combined total of nearly 15,000 em­

ployees. He found survey feedback to be the most effective of the six 

treatments: it was associa~ed with significant positive changes on 

nine out of twelve organizational climate variables, and on fourteen 

of twenr.y other variables dealing with leadership and satisfaction. 

There were no negative changes on any variable included in his compre­

hensive organizational survey. 

Although this study provides impressive evidence of the effective­

ness of survey feedback, it can be criticized methodologically on 

three grounds. First, organizatio'ns were not randomly assigned to 

treatments (rather, change agents who used their customary technique 

were assigned to organizations on the basis of availability), and 

there were significant differences among the groups on nearly all of 

the pretest measures. This is probably not a crucial problem since a 

regression hypothesis would, in most cases, predict changes opposite 

in direction to those that actually occurred. Second, the question­

naire used for evaluating change was the same as that used for data 

feedback. This raises the possibility of confounding actual improve­

ment in the setting with artifactual changes induced by group discus­

sion of the measures and experimenter expectations demonstrated during 

the feedback meetings. Bowers alludes to "chronicled events in the 

proj ect' s history, .•. reports of change agents and top managers .•. , and 

performance measures from the operating records of the firm[s]" (p. 

40) that support the construct validity of the measured changes, but 

he does not report these systematically. Finally, Bowers uses indi­

vidual questionnaire respondents as his units of analysis without re­

gard to the organization from which they came, although organizations, 
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not individuals, were assigned to treatments. More appropriate analy-

sis strategies are discussed in the next chapter. 

Survey feedback has most often been used in large private sector 

organizations, but smaller sett'ings and human service agencies can 

benefit as well. Schools were the setting for one well-controlled 

study of survey feedback as part of a structural intervention (Coughlan 

and Cooke, Note 2). The intervention was designed to promote decentral-

ization and delegation of authority, job enlargement, participation, 

horizontal and vertical communication, and creative problem solving in 

elementary and junior high schools by setting up collective decision-

making structures to complement the existing authority structures, 

In a modification of a Solomon four-group design, twenty-four schools 

were divided into a full experimental survey feedback group, a data 

handback groupl, a pretest-posttest control group, and a posttest only 

control group. Coughlan and Cooke provide descriptive evidence that 

the organizational health of the experimental schools improved and 

quantitative data showing that teachers perceived their school's group 

problem solving more favorably in the experimental than in the control 

schools. Changes in teachers' attitudes toward their work environment 

were significantly more positive on each of fifteen measures than 

changes in the pretest-posttest control group, and experimental group 

posttest scores were significantly higher than posttest only group 

scores on eleven of the same fifteen measures. 

II have changed Coughlan and Cooke's terminology for consistency. 
They use "survey feedback" to refer to just the first data presenta­
tion phase of their interven.tion. Following Bowers (1973) I have 
called this "data handback," reserving the term "survey feedback" for 
the entire feedback, problem solving, and change planning process. 
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Coughlan and Cooke's methodology is sounder than Bowers' in that 

they assigned schools randomly to treatment conditions and used 

schools, not individuals, as the units of their data analysis. How­

ever, since they fed all of their pretest data back to the partici·· 

pants, they too may have confounded actual improvements with artifacts 

created by group discussion of the questionnaire items. 

Hiles and his associates (McE1vaney & Miles, 1969; Hiles, Horn­

stein, Callahan, Calder, & Schiavo, 1969) also studied survey feedback 

in a school setting. Their case study is notable in that not all as­

sessment data were fed back to the teachers and principals who partici­

pated in the intervention. Thus the measurement of change was not con­

taminated by the attention focused on the data during feedback meet­

ings. Hiles, et al. present observational evidence that "from discus­

sion of these data there evolved vigorous interaction, responsibility­

taking by the group, problem-solving efforts, and action plans--all 

accompanied by increased process analysis among the participants" 

(1969, p. 464). However, the quantitative data do not show more than 

chance fluctuation between the pre- and posttests, perhaps because the 

instruments used were somewhat insensitive to change. 

Ellsworth (1973) improved treatment effectiveness in psychiatric 

hospital wards with a survey feedback intervention, and Brown (1972) 

found increased student involvement in a school setting. Both used 

cross-over designs in which three groups took turns at the developUlent 

process, with the inactive groups serving as controls for the active 

one. 

The studies I have described thus far were all based on a model 

of organizational development requiring feedback of survey data. A 
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parallel survey feedback process has been designed independently by 

another researcher working in a quite different framework. 

Moos (1974) set out to develop a series of instruments to assess 

the social climates of a variety of settings including hospital psy-

chiatric wards, community-based programs, families, schools, and cor-

rectiona1 programs. His interests included studying the impact envi-

ronments have on people, developing typologies of settings, and com-

paring actual social climates with the ideals expressed by setting 

members, When he and his associates fed back social climate data to 

settings in the sample, however, they found that the data, particularly 

the discrepancies between real and ideal perceptions, had motivating 

properties. Eighty-two percent of staff in ten programs that received 

feedback from the ~ommunity Oriented Programs Environment Scale (COPES), 

for example, felt that important changes were implied by the evaluation 

(1974). 

In one program described in a case study (Moos, 1973), partici-

pants, aided by a change facilitator, discussed their data and the rea-

sons for the discrepancies it showed. After identifying problems in 

their setting, they designed and implemented plans to make their pro-

gram's actual environment more like their ideal. Six months after the 

initial testing, a reassessment using the COPES showed that their pro-

gram had moved significantly closer to this ideal. 

Pierce, Trickett, and Moos (1972) achieved similar results with 

another .social climate scale in a small, in-patient psychiatric ward: 

These two cases suggest that social climate measures can be used ef-

fectively in survey feedback interventions to change the social envi-

ronments of a variety of treatment settings. Unfortunately, the feed-

~ 
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back instruments once again served as the only assessment tools, and 

no control groups were used. 

These two cases differ in two important ways from the others I 

have described. First, the assessment data concerned the programs' 

social climates, as they affected program clients rather than the work 

e.nvironments, as they affected staff. Second, participants compared 

their actual environments with their own ideals, as assessed by a sec-

ond form of the social climate measures, rather than with norms for 

l~ffective organizations or with mean scores for a number of settings 

(c.f. Bowers, 1973; Coughlan & Cooke, 1974). 

These discrepancies between actual and ideal enviror:j!T'.ents can be 

seen as a form of subjective person-environment fit, with real ques-

tions assessing members' perceptions of the actual environment and 

ideal questions measuring individual desires along commensurate dimen-

sions. Pervin (1968) reviews literature suggesting that a fit "be-

tween an individual and the social climate created by a group of indi-

viduals" leads to high levels of performance and satisfaction (1968, 

p. 57). French, Rodgers, & Cobb (1974) cite evidence that lack of 

fit may lead to both psychological and physiological strain as well. 

While survey feedback techniques have great potential for improv-

ing organizational health and increasing person-environment fit, their 

application has not been uniformly successful. Nadler (1977), in an 

extensive review of nata-based strategies for organizational change, 

argues that the key to successful efforts lies in the way data are 

used to move toward organizational change: 

One condition is critical: the performer must have some 
way of beginning search routines and testing and/or evalu­
ating alternative solutions. Frequently this is provided 

U!fr.l'..· ____ _ 
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by group problem solving meetings. In the absence of con­
ditions wh:i.ch facilitate (or at least permit) search be­
havior, feedback will only lead to frustration and perhaps 
defensive behavior as the performer confronts an indica­
tion of poor performance with no idea of how to correct 
it. (p. 78) 

Similarly, Ellsworth suggests that "feedback becomes a liability 

when staff efforts do not show results and performance does not im-

prove" (1973, p. 391). McElvaney and Miles (1969) also report that a 

violation of staff members' expectations that survey feedback sessions 

would make staff more open resulted in anger. 

All four of the studies cited above that used control groups 

'"1' -
''',' (Bowers, 1973; Brown, 1972; Coughlan & Cooke, 1974; Ellsworth, 1973) 

~ A~ .. / .. 

found detrimental changes for groups not engaged in purposive problem 

solving, although the authors rarely call attention to this fact. In 

Bowers' study, for example, subjects in the no-treatment control con-

dition, in which the survey "data were tabulated and returned to the 

appropriate top or staff manager but were not shared by him with rele-

vant managers and supervisors" (p. 26), showed declines on 25 of 28 

measures. Fourteen of these negative changes between pretest and post-

test were significant at the .05 level (Table 2, p. 32). 

Goal setting, or the "refreezing" stage in the change process may 

also be crucial. Simply setting a goal can have important motivation-

al consequences, a phenomenon Davis (1973) calls target tropism. In 

Lewin's (1951) terminology, a goal is a force field with all the 

forces, or tendencies to locomotion, directed toward a single outcome 

or region i~ the life space. A number of studies have demonstrated 

the importance of specificity in setting goals (French, et al., 1966; 

Kiresuk & Sherman, 1968; Locke, 1967) and the value of explicit con-
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tracts for performance (Kanfer, Cox, Greiner, & Karoly, 1974). 

The survey feedback development process evaluated here incorpor­

ates the concepts of participatory problem solving and goal setting in 

an attempt to increase person-environment fit in r~sidentia1 treatment 

centers for youths. Drawing on the work of both Bowers (1973) and 

Moos (1973, 1974), we used survey methods to scan a broad range of 

social and work climate dimensions. We assessed person-environment 

fit with participants' perceptions of discrepancies between real and 

ideal states for these dimensions. Data feedback led to the identifi­

cation of specific problems and a participatory problem solving proce­

dure. 

Both staff and residents dealt with problems in the social envi­

ronment, while staff alone participated in discussion of work climate 

issues. Program members set specific goals for the resolution of each 

problem and specified ameliorative action steps. Finally, a reassess­

ment measured organizational and individual changes resulting from the 

survey feedback process. The Youth Home Development process and the 

procedures used to evaluate it are described more fully in the next 

two chapters. 

Models of Survey Feedback Processes 

The precise mechanisms by which survey guided development efforts 

improve organizational effectiveness are not entirely understood. 

Miles, Hornstein, Calder, Callahan and Schiavo (1971) have presented 

one rationale. They propose three fundamental components of the survey 

feedback process (Figure 1). 

First, data presentation may confirm or disconfirm the clients' 
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feelings. In either case, it usually leads to further inquiry. These 

effects make the. data more meaningful and encourage clitmts' acceptance 

of the survey results. Second, problem solving meetings promote in­

creased interaction both horizontally, between peers, and vertically, 

between superiors and subordinates. If these interacti.ons are success­

ful, they should increase group members' liking of each other and of 

the meetings themselves, and create pressures for clarifying positions 

and .?':r iving at consensus. Thi:r:d, process analysis of norms, interper­

sonal interaction, and problem solving procedures should lead to great­

er awareness of variables that affect problem solving and more effec­

tive group process. 

These three components of the survey feedback process in turn lead 

to development of change supporting norms, skills, and structures. _The 

new norms, in concert with action decisions based on agreed upon goals, 

should lead to greater organizational health. 

To the extent that these effects occur, group members should find 

the survey feedback procedure rewardirig. This then creates pressures 

to incorporate the development process into the existing organization­

al structure. 

The Miles, et al. model makes interesting theoretical connections, 

but it has never been put to a thorough empirical test. Any such hy­

pothetical model is necessarily somewhat arbitrary. Other models of 

survey feedback might give greater weight to the actual changes re­

sulting from the problem solving procedure as well as to participation 

in the process. Increasing the fit between person and environment 

might be a goal of the intervention, and changes in perceived fit 

might be expected to affect participants' attitudes and behavior. 
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These ideas are incorporated in the model used in this study to 

evaluate the Youth Home Development process, as shown in ~igure 2. 

The model includes three general sets of variables: independent va.ri­

abIes associated with the development process, perceived organization­

al-level changes in the social and work climates of the target pro­

gramEI, including changes in fit, and individual-level outcomes. The 

arrows show hypothesized cau.sal linkages among variables. Measured 

varia.bles are represented by the boxes in boldface, while the other 

boxes and arrows show potentially important relationships that we were 

unable to measure. 

According to the model, the development process creates organiza­

tional change in two ways: through achievement of goals selected by 

program members to bring their program closer to their ideals, and 

through participatory problem solving. Since goal attainment and par­

ticipatory problem solving are the active ingredients in the interven­

tion, failure to achieve them should preclude changes in other vari­

ables later in the causal chain. Arrows A and B can thus be seen as 

manipulation checks. 

Distinguishing goal attainment and the problem solving process 

as separate active ingredients in the expt:rimental treatment helps to 

clarify another issue. Survey feedback procedures to increase per­

son-environment fit are sometimes described as value-free techniques 

for organizational change. This is true in that participants choose 

goals and action steps according to their own ideals. These may vary 

greatly among programs. A group home for older youths preparing to 

live independently may want to increase skill training for survival in 

the community; a program for preteens might emphasize support. Middle 
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aged parents who take state wards into their horne to replace their own 

children may want very different rewards and opportunities from their 

job than a twenty-two year old working in a group horne as a first job 

after college. The survey feedback process is mute with respect to 

these goals. It is not mute with respect to means for attaining goals, 

however. Survey feedback implies an open, participatory form of prob­

lem solving involving subordinates along with supervisors and, in our 

case, program clients along with staff. 

The independent variables, goal attainment and participatory prob­

lem solving, should lead to l'erceived organizational changes in the 

social and work climates of the program (Arrows D and E). Changes 

brought about by goal attainment are specific to the program and the 

problem areas participants ch00se to work on. Involvement in problem 

solving, on the other hand, should bring about more uniform changes in 

perceived influence, trust and liking for other program members, opeh-

ness, and cohesiveness. 

These two processes are not independent. If problem solving does 

not lead to change because the procedure is ineffective or because 

change is blocked by some 0ther force, it is not likely to lead to in­

creased trust, openness, or perceived influence. Goal attainment thus 

has a moderating effect (Arrow F) on the relati~uship between the prob­

lem solving process and program climate change. 

The extent of individual involvement in problem solving is likely 

to influence goal attainment (Arrow C), but achievement of goals may 

produce changes in real climate (Arrow D) with or without participa­

tion. Even non-participants in the development process (such as night 

staff who cannot attend problem solving meetings during the day) may 
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benefit from program-wide changes (such as a log book to improve com­

munication among staff). The dotted line, (T), shows the entry of non­

participants at this point in the model of the development process. 

Perceived changes in the real climate produced by goal attainment 

should lead to greater subjective person-environment fit (Arrow G), as 

assessed by reductions in discrepancies between real and ideal program 

climates. (This effect may be weak or even reversed for non-partici­

pants if they do not share other program members' ideals, or if they 

feel excluded from the decision making process.) 

Changes induced by participation will also increase subjective 

fit to the extent that setting members desire a more open, trusting 

climate (Arrow H). These changes may have direct impact (Arrow J) on 

individual outcome variables such as satisfaction and other behaviors 

and attitudes. Or, changes associated with participation, along with 

changes produced by att~ining goals, may act on individual outcomes by 

way of increased person-environment fit (Arrow I). 

Psychological outcomes (Arrow L) for individuals include reduced 

strain, increased self esteem, and openness to change for staff, in­

creased self esteem, internal locus of control, and trust for youths. 

Residents' and staff's satisfaction with various facets of the program 

should also increase (Arrow K). We had hoped to measure the impact of 

organizational change on individual behaviors, such as absenteeism and 

turnover for staff and behavioral infractions for residents (Arrow M), 

but inadequate program records and limited research project resources 

prevented this. 

The light boxes and arrows show other hypothesized but unmeasured 

relationships in the survey guided development process. First, par-
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ticipation in problem solving may increase program members' skills in 

this area (Arrow N). Mor' effective problem solving procedures may in 

turn alter the organizatiohal climate (Arrow P). Problem solving meet-

ings may also alter organizational norms regarding participation, goal 

setting, 'and change (Arrow 0), and these unmeasured changes in ideal 

climate may lead to increased person-environment fit (Arrow Q). Fi-

nally, both increases in process skills and changes in organizational 

norms may have direct consequences for individual outcomes (Arrows R 

and S). 

According to the model, the effects of the development process 

should become attenuated as we move from goal attainment and involve-

ment in problem solving to changes in subjective program climate to 

individual outcomes. Changes at each stage are dependent on outcomes 

of the previous ones. I will not attempt to apply the techniques of 

structural equation modeling to this process. Inclusion of both indi-

vidual and group effects and both program specific and across-program 

changes in the same model, as well as the small number of degrees of 

freedom, precludes this. Rather, Figure 2 should be seen as a guide 

for discussion and analysis of how far the ripple caused by the develop-

ment process may spread. 

In the remaining chapters, I will examine the effects of the de-

velopment process within individual group homes, using a pretest-post-

test design, and across homes in a quasi-experimental design. The 

latter compares six homes that participated in the development process 

with an equal number of control programs. Chapter Two describes the 

methodology of our study, including the research design, measures, and 

analysis strategy. It also includes a more detailed description 
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of the experi~rrtental intervention. Chapter Three presents a case study 

and process analysis of the effects of the intervention in a single ex­

perimental home. Chapter Four describes the results of the development 

process across the entire sample. The final chapter speculates about 

where the development process was useful to community-based residential 

programs for youths and why it was not as helpful as we had hoped it 

would be. 



CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

In designing this field experiment, we followed French's (1953) 

admonition to "start strong," that is, we attempted to create a power­

ful experimental manipulation to increase person-environment fit in 

community-based residential programs for youths on the assumption that 

further analysis and refinement could isolate the active ingredients, 

if any, in our treatment. We also chose to cast a wide net in measur­

ing treatment outcomes, assessing not only the organizational changes 

we expected to ensue from the development process, but also individual 

variables we hoped the organizational changes might affect. Particu­

larly because of the detrimental effects associated with survey feed­

back control groups in previous research, we felt an ethical obligation 

to search for untoward effects of the intervention in both experimental 

and control homes. The result is a complex and flexible experimental 

treatment accompanied by a morass of empirical measures. In this chap­

ter I will describe the research design, including the experimental 

design, sample, and measures; the analysis strategy; and the develop­

ment process itself. 

Research Design 

The Youth Home Development project was a team research effort 

carried out by a faculty member and two graduate students over a four 

year period. ·We designed the development process and ueasurement in-

20 
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struments and pilot tested them in three homes during the first two 

years. We then carried out the experiment described here in 16 more 

homes during the last two years. A second faculty member worked with 

us in the early stages of our planning, eight additional graduate stu­

dents served as consultants, and approximately 34 undergraduates car­

ried out behavior observations. 

All consultants and observers were trained by the initial team. 

Each new consultant was paired with an experienced change agent in im­

plementing the intervention. Group training and individual supervision 

were also provided by the core research group. 

In spite of our training efforts, the large numbers of personnel 

and research sites involved in the project doubtless add to the error 

variance of the results. On the other hand, findings that do emerge 

from this "blooming buzzing confusion" are likely to be fairly robust. 

Experimental Design 

Following Campbell's (Note 3) call for more rigorous evaluation of 

ameliorative social programs, we examined the Youth Home Development 

process with an experimental design. From a sample of 16 community­

based residen.tial treatment programs, eight were randomly assigned to 

receive the experimental intervention and eight were designated as con­

trol sites. The assignment of homes to groups took place over a two 

year period. When more than two homes were ready to begin at one 

time, they were blocked into similar pairs on the basis of parent 

agency and size before random assignment. 

Control programs initially participated in only the pretest and 

posttest. Following the experimental phase of the YHD process, how-
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ever, they were offered the opportunity to participate fully in the 

development program. Four homes, two experimental and two control, 

closed during the course of the experiment, and thus failed to complete 

the posttest. 

These four homes and three others involved in the pilot studies 

are used to investigate the psychometric properties of measures, bring­

ing the total sample for this purpose to 19 programs, 102 staff and 149 

residents. Results are reported only for the 12 programs that com­

pleted the experiment. A total of 72 staff and 118 residents in these 

12 programs participated in the pretest; 58 staff and 106 residents re­

sponded $r the posttest. Complete pretest-posttest data were obtained 

for only 49 staff and 64 youths, however. An administrative oversight, 

which resulted in failure to collect posttest data from staff in one 

experimental home, accounts for some of the attrition, but most is due 

to the rapid turnover of both staff and youths in these settings. The 

experimental design and cell Nls are shown in Figure 3. 

The Sample 

The twelve residential programs that participated in the study 

were located in southern Nichigan and northern Ohio. All were open 

settings and, with one exception, housed a maximum of 16 residents. 

Residents typically attended public schools or worked in the.community. 

Half of the homes (3 experimental and 3 control programs) employed a 

"parent" staffing model. A married couple~ with or without children, 

took charge of three to eight other children in their own home or an 

agency home. All parents had some relief help, but the amount of fre(,1 

time and professional support available varied from home to home. 
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"Staff-model" programs (3 experimental and 2 control) housed 7 to 16 

youths and employed 8 to 20 full time staff on rotating shifts. The 

staff typically included a house director, a social worker, a number 

of chi1dcare workers, and sometimes additional professional or service 

staff. The final control program was a residential drug treatment 

center with 35 young adult clients and a staff of 10. 

Five of the research sites (three experimental and two control) 

were state or county programs recruited with impassioned pleas to the 

Department of Social Services or the Association of Juvenile Court 

Judges. The remaining seven were run by private or church-related agen­

cies, although most of their funding came from the state on a per diem 

basis. Two of these (one experimental and one control) were recruited 

through personal contacts, the remainder through a letter sent to all 

open settings of the appropriate size within a fixed radius of Ann Arbor 

as determined by a state directory and phone book yellow pages. This 

letter is shown in Appendix A. A program description, sent with it, 

can be found in Appendix B. The process was offered to programs with­

out charge. Approximately half of the homes we approached invited us 

to meet with them and discuss the project, and 80 percent of those we 

met with agreed to participate. 

Residents in the programs ranged in age from 5 to 18 (30 in the 

drug program) with a mean of 14.5 and a median of 15. Twenty-nine per­

cent were black and 32 percent female. Their median grade level was 

nine but school had been a failure experience for most, and many were 

unable to read. Youths might be labeled delinquents, status offenders, 

neglect and abuse cases, retarded, or emotionally disturbed, but we 

found the categories blurred. Most youths would have qualified for 
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more than one such label. 

Staff in programs ranged in age from 20 to 63 with a median of 30. 

Twenty percent were black and 66 percent female. Their educational at­

tainment ranged from some high school to a graduate degree with the 

median having some college or technical training beyond high school. 

Staff had worked in their programs just over a year on the average, 

while youths had lived there a median of four to six months. 

In many ways group homes like these are chaotic places to live, 

work, or do research. The fact that a quarter of the programs in our 

initial sample closed within four months of our contact with them is 

only one reflection of this. During our involvement with the programs, 

one youth assaulted a group hom~ parent and another set fire to the 

building (these were two of the homes that closed). Innumerable youths 

ran away for brief or long periods, several were involved in felonies, 

many were suspended from school. Not all programs were continually on 

the brink of diaster but "minor" crises, such as a youth's getting 

pregnant or stealing and joy riding in the program's van were common. 

The turbulence of these settings inevitably affected both the develop­

ment process and our attempts to study it. As one consultant put it, 

after competing with a staff member's two year old child for the atten­

tion of a meeting, "It's sure not General Motors." 

Heasures 

We used two types of measures in the course of our research: in­

tervention instruments, whose results were fed back to program members 

as a part of the development process, and independent evaluation in­

struments, whose results were not shared with subjects until after the 
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posttest. Appendix C shows sample pages and instructions for both 

types of questionnaires. 

The intervention instruments assessed two aspects of program en­

vironment. The Work Climate Scale (WCS) , based on the Survey of Organ­

izations (Taylor & Bowers, 1972), evaluated work climate as it affected 

staff; the Community Oriented Programs Environment Scale (COPES), 

adapted from the short form of Moos's instrument of the same name (1974), 

evaluated social climate-as it affected both staff and residents. 

Both feedback instruments asked respondents for their perceptions 

of the actual program environment ("the way it. is now") and the environ­

ment they would find ideal (lithe way I would like it to be"). Real and 

ideal versions of the same item were juxtaposed to make the fit between 

actual and ideal, or between person and environment, salient. 

We revised both instruments, but partjcularly the COPES, to make 

them more comprehensible to our population. We reversed all negatively 

worded items in the COPES, although this made it more susceptible to 

response bias, because youths in our pilot studies got confused when 

asked to respond yes or no to a negative sentence. We simplified the 

wording and the grammar in both instruments. Occasionally we substi­

tuted an item from the long form of the COPES for a particularly diffi­

cult item from the same dimension on the short form. We retained Moos's 

dichotomous scoring system (Yes/No) because youths found it simpler 

than the Likert scales used in other instruments, but we scored un­

solicited "maybe" responses midway between the two extremes. Unfortu­

nately, the resulting three point response scale led to ceiling effects 
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and low internal consistency reliability (Cronbach's a) for the COPES. 2 

We determined the format for feeding back program climate results 

to participants before sufficient data were available to examine the 

psychometric properties of the indices. Since the COPES had been stan-

dardized on populations similar to ours, we retained Moos's ten dimen-

sions: Pride and Group Spirit, Support, Openness of Feelings, Indepen-

dence, Jobs and Planning, Sharing Personal Problems, Anger and Arguing, 

Organization and Neatness, Understanding the Program, and Staff Control. 

Because we fed data back to participants in terms of these ten dimen-

sions and discussed them as units, we retained the indices for analysis. 

Program members typically felt that the dimensions described their pro-

gram accurately, in spite of their less than stellar psychometric pro-

perties. The reliabilities and item content of the COPES indices are 

shown in AppendL~ D. 

For the WCS, we followed a different strategy. Since the Survey 

of Organizations was standardized on workers in large organizations~ we 

could not be certain of the factor structure of the questions for our 

population. Thus, in the feedback sessions, we presented data on indi-

vidual questionnaire items rather than a priori indices. In construct-

ing indices for analysis, we generally followed the a priori factor 

structure from the standardization samples, since this led to high in-

ternal consistency reliability and since our own sample was too small 

to show a 'very stable structure of its own. However, when correlograms, 

2Moos (1974) does not report reliabilities for the short form of 
the COPES; however, an estimate for. the average reliability of the four­
item scales can be calculated from the actual average of .78 for the 
ten-item scales (Nunnally, 1967, p. 223). This figure~ .59, is higher 
than the observed reliabilities for most of our COPES scales. 
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factor analyses, and multidimensional scaling all suggested a less dif­

ferentiated structure than the a vriori one, we adopted the simpler 

version. We combined the four original Supervisory Leadership indices 

into a single one, for example. The Peer Support index survived, but 

we condensed the other four a priori Peer Leadership indices (Team 

Building, Goal Emphasis, Work Facilitation, and Group Process) into two 

(Peer Competence and Teamwork). Items were omitted when their average 

correlation with other items in their index fell below .2. One index, 

Conflict Resolution, was omitted because its internal consistency reli­

ability was less than .5, the minimum that Nunnally (1967) considers 

adequate for the early stages of research. 

This left us with nine work climate indices in a real-ideal format, 

each composed of two to eight items, and a tenth index of Performance 

Contingencies. We retained this last index on a priori grounds. Each 

potential reward for good performance should increase the overall avail­

ability of contingent rewards, whether or not these rewards are inter­

correlated. We assigned an index score (an unweighted average of the 

item scores) to all individuals who answered at least two-thirds of the 

component items. The reliabilities and item content for the WCS indices 

are shown in Appendix E. 

In addition to the feedback questionnaires, we administered an in­

dependent evaluation survey to both staff and youths. The Program As­

sessment Survey (PAS) included demographic questions, shown in Appendix 

C, and indices measuring Real Climate, Satisfaction, and Psychological 

Attitudes, shown in Figure 4. This figure is a reduced form of the 

model presented in Chapter One, with unmeasured constructs eliminated. 

Supervision, and the eight role characteristics listed under 
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Changes in Real Climate Due to Goals, were taken from the Michigan Or-

ganizational Assessment Package (1975). Changes in these indices, as 

in the COPES and WCS, are predicted only when program members achieve 

a directly related goal. 

Changes in Real Climate Due to Participation are predicted to be 

more general. We took these indices from the Michigan Organizational 

Assessment Package (Opennesq, Perceived Influence, Cohesiveness, Power) 

or created them ourselves (Rapport and Trust). The ideal version of the 

Power scale, which is not shown in Figure 4, is our only measure of 

Change in Organizational Norms Due to Participation. 

The six staff satisfaction indices, and the psychological indices 

Turnover, Tension, and Leisure, were again taken from the Michigan Or-

ganizational Assessment Package. Other personality indices included 

Self Esteem (Rosenberg, 1965) and Trust (Gould, 1969; Survey Research 

Center, cited in Robins & Shaver, 1973). We created the resident 

Satisfaction indices and staff Openness to Change for this study. 

In constructing the indices, we followed the same rules of thumb 

as for the WCS. The collapse of all 29 Supervision items into a single 

index was the only dramatic change from previous factor structures. We 

eliminated a personal Locus of Control index (Gurin, Gurin, Lao, & 

Beattie, 1969) due to low internal consistency reliability. Power and 

Ideal Power were constructed independent of inter-item correlations. 

Research in organizational settings (Likert, 1961; Tannenbaum & Cooke, 

1974) and in group homes like ours (Hersey & Garvin, Note 4) has shown 

that par~icipants' perceptions of the total power exercised by all mem-

bers of the setting is more important than the amount associated with 

any individual, including themselves. Appendix F shows the reliabili-

, 
) 
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ties and item content of the PAS indices. 

We created alternate forms of all questionnaires for parent-model 

homes. Most of the changes involved trivial alterations of wording 

(e.g., "parents" for "staff"), but occa.siona11y changes were more exten­

sive. We left out some scales entirely because they were inappropria.te 

(Supervisory Leadership) or particularly intrusive. Peer Leadership in 

parent-model homes, for example, is indistinguishable from marital re­

lations. We probed the relationships between parents and relief parents 

or social worker in an interview, where that seemed appropriate. All 

questionnaire changes are noted in the appropriate appendix. 

The psychometric properties of the WCS and PAS indices were in 

general quite adequate. Cronbach's a's ranged from .52 to .94 and was 

above .7 for two-thirds of the measures. Ironically, the COPES indices, 

which were the only ones standardized on a population similar to ours, 

were far less adequate. Cronbach's a's for discrepancy scores ranged 

from .07 to .65 for residents and from .19 to .64 for staff with only 

35% as high as .5. 

Altogether, there are 23 independent outcome measures for residents 

and 47 for staff in Figure 4. This counts either real or discrepancy 

measures for the COPES and WCS, but not both. In reporting the results 

of multiple independent analyses, I omit real scores rather than dis­

crepancies, since the value associated with either end of the real 

scales depends upon participants' ideals. These ideals are incorporated 

in the discrepancy scores. 

In experimental homes, we asked participants to rate the inputs as 

well as the outcomes of the intervention. Staff members rated the ex­

tent of their involvement in the development process on a five-point 
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scale ranging from "extremely involved--I participated in all the meet­

ings and discussions" to "not involved at all--I participated in few or 

none of the meetings." Consultants in each home, by consensus, also 

rated involvement for both staff and residents on the same five-point 

scale. The two ratings correlated .78, so we combined them into a sin­

gle involvement scale (a = .88). 

To rate the extent of a home's progress towards its goals, con­

sultants constructed goal attainment scales for each solution agreed to 

in the problem solving meetings. Following the model developed by 

Kiresuk & Sherman (1968) and Kiresuk (1973), each five-point scale 

ranged from the most favorable to the least favorable outcome with 

specific anchors at both ends and in the middle. An example is shown 

in the next chapter. Goal attainment, as rated by consensus among pro­

gram members, measures the extent to which proposed solutions were ac­

tually put into effect. 

The're are several conceptual and measurement problems with the 

goal attainment procedure. First, different individuals may have dif­

ferent expectations about intervention outcomes. The assignment of 

anchors to scale points is necessarily arbitrary. Second, in spite of 

Kirusek and Sherman's (1968) claim that level three can be scaled to 

represent average outcome with levels two and four each one standard 

deviation away from the mean, there is no guarantee that different con­

sultants working in different group homes can be trained to use this 

common metric. One program's attainment of level four is not n.eces­

sarily superior to another program's progress to level three. The 

scales, as we used them, also failed to take the relative importance 

of different goals into account. Nevertheless, the goal attainment pro-
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cedure provides some indication of different homes' progress towards 

different goals, a process that would be difficult to quantify in other 

ways. 

We initially hoped to use yet another type of measure to evaluate 

the effects of the experimental intervention. Observers, who were blind 

to the questionnaire results and to the particular goals a home was 

working on, assessed each program's climate with graphic rating scales 

(Guilford, 1954). They based their assessments on a minimum of ten 

hours of observations spread over at least three visits, so that they 

would not be unduly influenced by day to day fluctuations in subjects' 

moods. The multiple assessment methods were intended to minimize the 

effects of any method bias that might distort outcomes (Webb, Campbell, 

Schwartz, & Sechrest, 1966). 

Unfortunately, interrater reliability, as assessed by Cohen's 

weighted kappa (Cohen, 1968) was quite low. Reliabilities exceeded .5 

for only 5 of 29 rating scales. Thus, there would be little point in 

attempting to analyze the ratings. Anchors and kappas for individual 

rating scales are shown in Appendix G. 

There are several reasons the reliability of observer ratings may 

have been so low. Observers received only eight hours of training in­

cluding a two hour orientation, four hours of practice observations, 

and a two hour discussion of the practice ratings. The practice site, 

a day care center, diffel:ed in important ways from the group homes 

where the actual observations occurred. Since no appropriate practice 

site would tolerate large numbers of observers at a single time, they 

never had the opportunity of rating and discussing a single standard 

stimulus situation. 
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The rating scales the observers used may have been poorly defined. 

We created the scales to parallel the real climate dimensions in the 

assessment instruments, and modified them based on the comments of ob­

servers in five of the homes in the standardization sample. More trials 

and further revisions would doubtless have improved the scales, but no 

suitable sites were available. 

The volatility of the group homes themselves may have also contri­

buted to the low interrater reliability. Observers frequently commented 

that a single home could vary greatly from visit to visit. The low in­

ternal consistency of program members' perceptions of their homes on 

the COPES may reflect this same um~venness in program climate over time, 

Thus, even with better training and more refined instruments, it might 

have been difficult to obtain a high degree of consensus among observers. 

Analysis Strategy 

The small N in our sample, the high rate of turnover between pre­

test and posttest, and the turbulence of our research sites all pose 

practical problems in analyzing the results of the intervention. So 

does the fact that some of our measures are appropriate only for homes 

with a particular staffing model or a particular set of goals. There 

are two conceptual problems in the data analysis as w211. One has to 

do with selecting the appropriate unit for analysis, the second with 

strategies for assessing change over time. 

Unit of Analysis 

Campbell and Stanley (1966) argue that, when intact units such as 

group homes are assigned to treatments, homes, and not individuals, are 

the appropriate units of analysis. Statistics based on individuals 
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"provide too small an error term because the randomization procedure 

has been more 'lumpy' and fewer chance events have been employed" 

(Campbell & Stanley, 1966, p~ 23). More formally, the use of individ­

uals rather than homes in analysis of variance or unweighted least 

squares regression violates the assumption of uncorrelated errors. On 

the other hand, analysis based on intact homes of widely varying sizes 

violates the assumption of homoscedasticity, since the variance associ­

ated with each home's mean is inversely related to home size. Also, 

home-level analysis permits inference only about home-level effects of 

the treatment. Group-level analysis, under most circumstances, over­

estimates individual-level effects because of aggregation bias (Langbein 

& Lichtman, 1978). 

There are at least two complementary solutions to this dilemma. 

One is to do a series of within-home analyses of change between pre­

test and posttest, that is, to take a multiple case study approach. The 

other is to compare treatment and control groups in a nested analysis of 

variance design, with homes nested within treatments and individuals 

nested within homes. Whereas effects due to homes can be tested exactly 

with an ordinary! ratio, exact tests of treatment effects are possible 

only if the cell sizes are equal at each stage of nesting. When cell 

sizes are unequal, as in -the present study, synthetic mean squares can 

be used to form a ratio that is approximately distributed as F (astle, 

1963). 

In the statistic, known as Satterwaite's approximate!, numerator 

and denominator mean squares are synthesized from all three components 

of variance (due to treatments, homes, and individuals). They are con­

structed so as to have the same expected value (i.e., a ratio of expec-
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tations of 1) if the null hypothesis of no treatment effect is true 

(Ostle, 1963, p. 302). The degrees of freedom for Satterwaite's K are 

based on the relative weights of each of the component mean squares. 

Where K is large, the degrees of freedom will be close to those used 

for testing hypotheses at the home level of analysis. That is, for 

six homes in each of two treatments, there will be approximately one 

and 2(N-l) or ten degrees of freedom. Unfortunately, the small num­

ber of degrees of freedom means that this is not a very powerful test. 

Ignoring group differences when intact groups are assigned to 

treatments also affects correlational analyses among dependent measures. 

A partial and inexact correction is to adjust the degrees of freedom 

for significance tests to account for the clustering of individuals 

within groups (c.f., Tannenbaum, Kavtit, Rosner, Vianello & Wieser, 

1974). Mos' investigators simply report correlations as though all 

subjects came from a single population, as indeed I have done in cal­

culating reliabilities. 

Ignoring group differences can affect the magnitude of correla­

tions as well as the degrees of freedom, however. This becomes appar­

ent when a person's score on each variable in the analysis is broken 

down into an effect due to group membership, an effect due to the indi­

vidual, and a disturbance term. Within a single group, group-level 

effects are constants that play no role in correlations. Group-level 

effects do playa role in correlations across groups, however. The 

average correlation between two variables within groups and the corre­

lation between the same two variables across groups will differ whenever 

the group-level components of the variables are themselves correlated. 

Such effects can be dramatic. It is even possible to obtain a negative 
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correlation between two variables in every group in the population and 

a positive correlation between the same two variables over all individ-

uals when groups are ignored, a fact known as Simpson's paradox (SJmp-

son, 1951). 

The problem can be serious whenever the between group variance in 

either variable to be correlaL~d js large. This is the case in our 

3 
data. Three factor-nested-analysE<:; of variance show large differences 

between group homes at the pretest. Horne effects are significant at 

the .05 level for 70% of the 23 independent outcome variables for 

youths and 53% of the 47 independent outcome variables for staff. 

Examination of horne means shows that these differences are not ac-

counted for by just one or two unusual homes. Homes differ reliably 

in their selection procedures for both youths and staff, their unique 

group histories before the pretest, or both. These differences call 

unstratified correlational analyses across homes into question. Theo-

retically, it is possible to perform multiple within-horne correlations, 

but this solution is not a very practical one when the homes are as 

small as ours. 

Because of the large differences between homes at the pretest and 

the small number of homes in each treatment, it would not be surprising 

if random assignment failed to achieve equality of treatment and con-

trol groups at the pretest. This is in fact the case. There is a 

greater proportion of blacks among both residents and staff in the ex­

perimental group than in the control group, x2 (1) = 20.9, ~ < .001 for 

3 
Analyses were performed with the SP5 statistical program written 

by the Goddard Computer Science Institute and revised by the Statisti­
cal Research Laboratory at the University of Michigan. 
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both staff and residents. There are also relatively more male resi­

dents, but not staff, in the experimental group, X2(1) = 7.7, R ~ .01). 

A significant age difference between residents in the two groups disap-

pears when the adult drug treatment home is dropped from the analysis, 

but the race and sex differences remain. 

The differences between the experimental and control groups extend 

to the questionnaire measures. T tests between experimental and con-

trol treatments at the pretest, ignoring homes, yield significant dif-

ferences at the .05 level over half the time. Everyone of the 37 

significant tests favors the control group. 

Using the more appropriate three-factor-nested analysis of vari-

ance test yields only four significant differences between treatment 

groups out of 70, or about the level that would be expected by chance. 

However, 42 of 47 differences for staff and 16 of 23 differences for 

residents favor the control group. A two-tailed sign test with cor-

rection for continuity (Siegel, 1956) shows that results this extren1e 

should occur by chance fewer than one time in ten thousand, ~ = 5.86, 

~ < .0001 for both staff and residents combined. The superiority of 

the control group at the pretest has important implications for the 

measurement of change. 

Strategies for Assessing Change 

Much has been written about appropriate methods for analyzing 

change over time when groups differ at the pretest, but little consen-

sus has emerged (e.g.~ Campbell & Er1ebacher, 1970; Cook & Reichardt, 

1976; Cronbach & Furby, 1970; Kenny, 1975; Lord, 1960, 1967, 1969; 

Richards, 1975). Lord argues that "there is simply no logical or sta-
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tis tical procedure that can be counted on to make proper allowances for 

uncontrolled preexisting differences between groups" (1967, p. 305). 

Campbell and Er1ebacher (1970) note that the direction of bias intro­

duced by a particular analysis strategy can at least be predicted. 

lihere the control group is initially superior to the experimental group, 

as in the present case, analysis of covariance will undercorrect for 

preexisting differences and may lead to the erroneous conclusion that 

the experimental treatment was harmful. 

Kenny (1975) argues convincingly that the choice of analysis strat­

egy in the non-equivalent control g~cup design should be guided by the 

r'eason for the pretest differences. He divides the causes of the pre­

test into group membership (e.g., sex, race, classroom, or, in our case, 

group home), individual differences within groups, and error. Analysis 

of covariance is appropriate when the treatment is confounded with both 

group membership and individual differences within groups. Some form of 

change score analysis is appropriate when the treatment is confounded 

only with group differences, not with individual differences within 

groups, as when treatments are administered to members of one organiza­

tion with another organization serving as a control. Since, in our 

case, homes were assigned to treatments as intact units, individual dif­

ferences within homes are not confounded with the treatment~ and change 

score analysis is appropriate. 

Kenny further advocates raw change score analysis when variances 

are relatively stable over time. If variances differ across occasions, 

then some sort of variance-stabilizing transformation should be applied. 

In particular, standardized change scores should be used. when group dif­

ferences at the pretest are due to differential growth rates that may be 
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expected to continue over the course of the study (the "fan spread" 

hypothesis). Fan spread, Kenny points out, is only a hypothesis, and 

must be verified empirically. Examination of means and variances for 

our group homes across time provides no evidence for it. This is not 

surprising. There is no particular reason to predict that most of our 

measures, in contrast to Kenny's example of verbal achievement, would 

follow a pattern of inc1r'easing means and variances between tests. 

The practical differerkl;':£s between these analyses strategies may 

be exaggerated. Richards (1975) argues, on the basis of a simulation 

study, that the import of the theoretical distinctions is usually small. 

He found raw gain scores to be as accurate in assessing true school im­

pact as any other measure that incorporated pretest scores. He warns, 

however, that true relationships must be substantial before any analy­

sis of change will demonstrate them. 

In summary, it appears that raw gain score analysis is as appro­

priate a means of evaluating treatment effects in our data as any of 

the major alternatives. Correlational analyses between variables, on 

the other hand~ are pr.oblematic because of the large amount of variance 

between homes and the small N within them. Consequently, I will exam-­

ine gain scores from pretest to posttest both within homes, using 

paired-comparison ~ tests, and between treatment groups, using three­

factor-nested analyses of variance. 

Before proceeding to the data analysis, it seems important to de­

scribe the experimental treatment more fully. The next section out­

lines the steps in the survey guided intervention. Also, because quan­

titative analyses capture only a part of participants' experience of 

the development process, Chapter Three provides a detailed case study 
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and process analysis of an intervention in one experimental home. 

Steps in the Youth Home Development Process 

The survey feedback intervention that served as the experimental 

manipulation in our study consists of four basic phases, as shown in 

Figure 5. These are assessment, information feedback and identifica­

tion of strengths and weaknesses, problem solving and goal setting, and 

reassessment. 

Assessment 

After orienting staff and residents in the target program to the 

Youth Home Development process, consultants interview the program di­

rector to obtain background information about the setting and i·ts mem­

bers. The i.nterview schedule (Appendix H) covers such topics as the 

history and ideology of the home, day to day activities, organizational 

structure, recruitment of staff and youths, relationship with the ex­

ternal environment, and any foreseeable events that might affect the 

development process. (This last question was included after one home 

began the development process without anyone menti.oning that the ad­

ministrator and most of the staff had been asked to resign.) 

During the assessment, staff fill out the WCS and both staff and 

residents complete the COPES to assess their present environment and 

the environment they would find ideal. 2articipants respond to the 

evaluation questionnaire (PAS) at the same time. Observers complete 

the evaluation by responding to rating scales based on ten or more hours 

of observations in the program, spread over at least three visits. 

The consultants typically leave questionnaires with the staff to 

fill out at their convenience" A double envelope system preserves indi-
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vidual confidentiality. Only the outer envelopes, which respondents 

discard, are marked with their names. Staff return completed question­

naires, which are identified by number, in the inner, unmarked enve­

lopes. The confidentiality of individual responses is emphasized by 

the questionnaire cover sheets and by consultants in the orientation 

meeting as welL 

In rare instances where all residents in a program can read ade­

quately, the consultants administer their questionnaires to them in a 

group. More often, they employ a card sort technique that even illit­

erate youngsters can understand. A consultant sits down with each 

youth individually and reads him or her the questions, which are 

printed on computer cards. The consultant then hands the youth the 

card to place on a posterbcard marked with the response scales. The 

response categories are :i.llustrated with line drawings, e.g., a smiling 

face for "strongly agree," a frowning face for "strongly disagree." To 

avoid singling out and embarrassing youths, this procedure is used for 

all residents in the programs where any youth is unable to read. Al­

though time consuming, the process allows consultants to get to know 

residents individually, orient them to the process, and begin to devel­

op rapport. 

The consultants try to keep these assessment sessions friendly and 

informal. They are frequently punctuated with small talk. Consultants 

explain d~:ficult words and encourage youths to ask questions and elab­

orate on their replies. We feel that it is more important for youths 

to feel comfortable with the consultants and to understand the questions 

than to keep the test administrations perfectly standardized. 

Partieipation in the assessment is strictly voluntary, and resi-
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dents may leave at any point. Since the assessment is usually spread 

over two days, consultants can postpone testing any youth who is having 

a particularly bad day or who has been in residence for less than five 

days. As with staff, confidentiality is emphasized. 

Information Feedback and Identification of Strengths and Weaknesses 

The consultants report the results of the assessment, but not the 

evaluation, instruments to setting members to help them identify the 

strengths of their program and areas where it is not meeting the!ir 

goals. Work climate information is fed back to staff alone, wheiceas 

both staff and youths receive feedback about social climate. For eacb 

index, the consultants report only the mean discrepancy scores for 

staff and for youth to avoid information overload. The consultants 

should also note real scores, ideal scores, variances, and unusual in­

dividual patterns of response. These all facilitate interpretation of 

the data, although nothing that would identify an individual's response 

may be reported to the group. 

In presenting the data, consultants separate the dimensions into 

two groups based on the size of the discrepancies. Areas with small 

discrepancies are labeled "program strengths;" others are "areas for 

further discussion." The dividing point between strengths and weak­

nesses is specific to each program, but is guided by two rules of 

thumb: (1) no more than a third of the COPES dimensions or WCS items 

should be labeled problems, since this would be demura1izing and would 

lead to diffusion of effort~ and (2) average discrepancies of less than 

one unit on a scale ranging from zero to plus or minus four should al­

ways be called strengths. Our experience has shown that smaller dis-
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crepancies are insufficie~nt to motivate problem solving. On the ~OPES, 

with its yes-no response scale, a one unit discrepancy indicates that 

participants answered "re.a.l" questions differently from ilideal" ques-

tions for one of the four items in an index. On the WCS, with five 

point scales, a one unit discrepancy is the difference between adjacent 

response categories, such as "to a great extent" and "to a very great 

extent. " 

The consultants attempt to both augment the assessment process and 

increase participants' acceptance and ownership of the data by asking 

them whether the data provide an accurate description of the setting. 

Where discrepancies are relatively large, they probe for the underlying 

causes. This is important because a particular discrepancy may repre-

sent different problems in different programs. In one group home, for 

example, a large real-ideal discrepancy in Pride and Group Spirit oc-

cur red because youths had no role in planning gr'Jur. activities, and 

thus found them boring. In another program, some youths were embar-

rassed by other youths' behavior outside the home and did not want to 

be identified as "group home kids." This too led to a large discrep-

ancy in Pride and Group Sr:-i.rit. By asking program members to evaluate 

the quality of the data and expand on it if necessary, and by probing 

for underlying causes of the discrepancies, we follow Nadler's (1977) 

recommendation to use feedback meetings as an extension of the assess-

ment process. 

Because data feedback can be anxiety provoking, the consultants 

attempt to be supportive throughout this process. The goal is to "un-

freeze" setting members' perceptions of their program in order to moti-

vate change, not to be so threatening as to provoke defensiveness. 

,. , 
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The data feedback phase ends with setting members' selection of a 

small number of problems on which they wish to work. In setting prior-

ities, participants are asked to use as criteria the importance of the 

problem .• the extent to which it is a core problem and not simply a 

symptom of a deeper issue, and the extent to which it is under partici-

pants' own control. 

Problem Solving and Goal Setting 

In the next phase, the consultants help program members plan and 

implement changes designed to bring the environment closer to their 

Own ideals. Nadler's (1977) review suggests that this phase is criti-

cal. 

As we gained experience in working in community b.ased programs for 

youths, we found that many of them had no systematic routines for gen-

erating or implementing solutions to problems. Consequently, providing 

them with a problem solving strategy became a more central focus of the 

development process. The strategy we evolved is based on Delbecq and 

Van de Ven's (1971) nominal group technique, Hausser, Pecorella, and 

Wissler's (1975) survey guided development procedure, Maier's (1963) 

problem solving principles, and Kirusek and Sherman's (1968) method of 

goal attainment scaling. It involves three steps. 

First, the consultants ask participants to write down a,s many solu-
I 

tions as they can think of for the problem at hand. Van de Ven and 

Delbecq (1971) review literature suggesting that this results in higher 

quality solutions and more different kinds of solutions than traditional 

"brainstorming" techniques. These solutions are then listed centrally 

without discussion. As Haier (1963) points out, "the idea getting pro-
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cess should be separated from the idea-evaluation J?rocess because the 

latter j,nhibits the former'! (p. 247). 

Second, participants select one or at most two solutions to imple­

ment. Sometimes this can be doni.'; simply by voting, without discussion. 

At other times, more discussion is required. A preliminary vote is 

still useful in such cases for focusing attention on the most promising 

solutions. Limiting the number of solutions is critical, in order to 

keep the task manageable. Voting increases the probability that the 

chosen solution will be widely accepted. 

In generating and selecting solutions, consultants typically play 

only a facilitative role, since ideas suggested by group leaders are 

often improperly evaluated (Maier, 1963). Consultants occasionally of­

fer suggestions surreptitiously, as in compiling the results of two 

separate problem solving meetings. If they suggest a solution directly, 

they make appropriate disclaimers about its potential applicability in 

the program. 

The final step in the problem solVing phase is setting a specific 

goal and planning for its implementation. Participants outline "what 

it would look like" if they are able to achieve their goals in specific 

terms, and consultants incorporate their statement into a five poi1;l,t 

goal attainment scale (Kirusek, 1973; Kirusek & Sherman, 1968). In ad­

dition to providing a manipulation check, the scale, with its specific 

attainment levels, can have motivating properties: Consultants ask 

program members to outline the process by which they will reach their 

goal. They also request a volunteer to oversee the process and set a 

date by which attainment should be complete. If a goal is complex, it is 

made more manageable by breaking it down into subgoals (Miller, Galanter, 
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& Pribram, 1960). 

The problem solving process is repeated for each problem area 

chosen by participants, with care not to set an unreasonable number of 

goals. To capitalize on the motivating properties of assessing progress 

towards goals, the consultants return to all previous goals in each 

problem solving meeting and ask participants to rate their progress 

or discuss any difficulties they are having. 

In large programs, consultants sometimes break participants up in­

to two or more groups for generating solutions to problems. Staff and 

residents frequently talk more freely when they are separated from one 

another. However, everyone involved in implementing a particular goal 

should participate jointly in its selection. 

In addition to leading problem solving meetings for the target 

program, consultants attempt to foster participants' own problem solv­

ing skills. Where possible, one or more program staff members are in­

volved in the process as "in-house consultants" working with the ex­

ternal change agents. The in-house consultants frequently lead problem 

identification and problem solving meetings for residents. 

Reassessment 

The final phase of the development process is a reassessment, iden­

tical to the initial assessment, to determine whether the change efforts 

were successful. At the same time, new areas for program development 

can be identified. 

Although the development process would probably be most effective 

if it were cyclical, with each assessment leading to new problem iden­

tification and goal setting, we did not carry through more than one 
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cycle in any program. One reason for training in-house consultants was 

the hope that they might continue the organizational development pro-

cedures after we left. 

These four phases of the intervention process are invariant, but, 

in implementation, each is adapted to the particular setting. Although 

Cook and Campbell (1975) list lack of standardization of treatments 

among their threats to statistical conclusion validity, it is not clear 

that standardization could be attained, even if it were desirable. As 

Bowers, Franklin, and Pecorella (1975) point out: 

Change design is not a simple matter of treatment selec­
tion--a choice of treatments whose impact is uniform 
whenever used. It is instead one of interaction between 
the treatment and the existing multidimensional conditions 
within the organization. Stated more simply, a particular 
intervention behavior or action is one thing under one set 
of organizational conditions and a completely different 
thing under others •.•. The change agent or designer may 
delude himself into believing that by using a single inter­
vention or treatment he or she has in some sense "controlled" 
for extraneous factors by conducting one specific set of 
activities, when, in fact, precisely the opposite has oc­
curred. (p. 393) 

In implementing the intervention, we tried to be true to the general 

process I have outlined and to the underlying rationale for each step, 

but not necessarily to procedural minutiae .. The case study in the fol-

lowing chapter shows a fairly typical degree of deviation from the in-

tervention plan. 



CHAPTER III 

CASE STUDY OF THE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 

A Rationale for Guidelines for Case Studies 

The outline of the survey feedback process in the last chapter 

gives the illusion of describing in some detail what actually goes on 

when Youth Home Development program consultants go to work in a resi­

dential treatment setting. I say illusion, not because of any inten­

tional chicanery, but because we have found that staff in settings 

who have agreed to participate in our process on the basis of this 

sort of explanation often have very little idea of what they have 

agreed to. Similarly, in our own planning efforts, we read a number 

of case studies or descriptions of similar processes which left oui' 

so many crucial details about the setting, the consultants, or the 

interaction between the two, that we could never hope to replicate 

their work. 

One author of such a case study (Moos, 1973) was generous enough 

to spend nearly six hours on the phone with us describing the back­

ground and circumstances of the intervention (Moos, Note 5). The 

case study had not mentioned how the research site had been recruited. 

When we inquired about this he readily told us that his research team 

had initially contracted with the setting to fill out an assessment 

instrument in exchange for a report of the results. Of fifty sites 

approached with the goal of test validation, one or two might contin­

ue into a development process such as ours. The selection of inter-

50 
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vention sites did not occur until after several assessment and data 

feedback meetings. By this procedure, the rel;earchers recruited sites 

that were exceptionally l'il.otivated and receptive to organizational 

change. Such preselection of research sites doubtless affects the 

genera1izabi1ity of results. 

Clearly authors and editors need guidelines for what should be 

included in a case study to avoid either leaving out critical material 

or including unnecessary and excruciating detail. In this chapter, I 

propose some preliminary guidelines for case studies of consultation 

or organizational development. In the next section, I will apply them 

to a relatively successful Youth Horne Development interventj,on in one 

residential treatment program for youths. 

Guidelines for Case Study 

A case study of a consultation process should include background 

information--narne1y descriptions of the setting, the consultants, the 

entry of the consultants into the setting --and a description of the 

intervention process in sufficient detail to allow a reasonably 

trained and knowledgeable consultant to replicate the spirit of the 

intervention in other settings. 

The case study's description of the intervention process is 

" analogous to establishing the internal and construCt-validity of a 

more controlled experiment. The central questions are what is ac-

tua11y causing observed changes (internal validity) and whether this 

corresponds to what the investigator claims to be manipulating (con-

struct validity). The descri.ption should indicate how the process 

was carried out, the extent to which it was modified or adapted to 
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the need~ of the particular setting and the intrusion of any techniques 

other than those specified in the intervention model. Is the consul­

tant really introducing laboratory T-group training in the guise of 

survey guided development, for example? The author should also indi­

cate any other event~. unrelated to the intervention, that might be 

associated with observed changes. 

French and Bell's (1973) division of organizational development 

programs into diagnosis, action, and process-maintenance components 

provides a useful frame for describing the intervention. The diagnosis 

should include the procedure and results for both formal organizational 

assessment and informal information gathering, to the extent that these 

occurred. 

The description of the action phase should include the use to 

which diagnostic inf.ormation was put, the roles and activities of the 

constlltaut, and the roles and activities of setting members, in rela­

tionship to the development effort. If persons at different levels 

of the organizational hierarchy played different roles, these should 

be outlined. Any attempts by the consultant to institutionalize the 

action process or develop internal organizational development re­

sources are also important. 

By process-maintenance, French and Bell (1973) mean the self-, 

conscious efforts of the consultants to monitor and correct or main­

tain the organ~.zational development effort. The description should 

include ongoing formative evaluation procedures, problems encountered 

by the consultants and their responses to them. Any deviations from 

the initial consultation plan should be explained. The plan and re­

sults of any summative evaluation should also be reported. Specifi-
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cation of the time frame for the entire process and the amount of time 

required of consultants and setting members puts the development ef­

fort into perspective. 

The description of background information provides a context for 

the intervention. It is analogous to establishing the external valid­

ity of a traditional experiment. Of course, no one can claim on the 

basis of a single case study that the results of a particular consul­

tation pro~ess will generalize to similar settings. However, knowl­

edge of the conditions under which the results were obtained gives the 

reader some basis for judgment about the likelihood of similar results 

in other settings. 

A description of the intervention setting should include its 

function and history, staff and clients, organizational structure, and 

external environment. Lines of authority and internal and external 

sources of influence or control are particularly important. This de­

scription should, of course, respect the confidentiali~y of both the 

setting and the individuals in it, unless such rights have been waived 

by all concerned. 

The consultants and their relevant training and experience should 

also be described, since generalizability to other change agents is as 

important as generalizability to other settings. The consultants' 

goals in the intervention, including any secondary goals, such as re­

search, should be specified and any previous relationship to the set­

t ing men tioned . 

The final element of background information is the entry of the 

consultants into the setting. This should include how the consultants 

initially made contact with the intervention site (including the "pre-
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senting problem" if the setting initiated the contact), negotiation of 

entry, the contract or plan for the consultation. The extent to which 

key setting members were or were not committed to the intervention pro­

cess and the consultants' efforts to build rapport and involvement 

with setting members are also important. 

These guidelines for describing the context and p~ocess of an in­

tervention are tentative and are meant to be applied flexibly. The 

point is to include enough information, particularly about any unusual 

features of the intervention, to allow readers to judge the internal, 

construct, and external validity of the results and to replicate the 

process in other settings. 

The case study that follows represents a fairly successful appli­

cation of the Youth Home Development process. Despite some minor 

problems at entry, we soon got staff involved in effective problem 

solving around a number of issues identified in the assessment. Our 

initial plans to train in-house consultants to take over and maintain 

the development process failed. A second attempt to shift the focus 

of the intervention from specific problems to the pro blew solving pro­

cess and to involve a number of different staff in leading the meet­

ings was more successful. Staff ultimately made the problem solving 

process their own, using it in ways we had not anticipated. 

Residents participated much less than usual in this intervention 

because of their limited cognitive skills, but appeared to benefit 

nonetheless. Staff also clearly benefited in the areas where they met 

their goals. Problem areas we identified but failed to work on, on 

the other hand, remained problematic at the posttest. 



55 

The Youth Home Development Process at the Home 

The Setting 

"The Home" is a residential treatment program for retarded and 

emotionally disturbed adolescents. It is part of a large, church­

affiliated organization which runs three such residential programs in 

different parts of the state. The Home is located in a residential 

area of a large city on a street peppered with group homes, convales­

cent homes, and other residential care facilities. 

The Home was founded four years prior to our involvement with it 

to provide a community-based residential placement for youths with 

exceptionally difficult problems. Residents are state or court wards 

with a history of emotional disturbance and with IQ's ranging from 45 

to 75. Most come from unstable families and many have had several 

other unsuccessful placements before coming to the Home. They are 

typically 14 or 15 at entry and stay for six months to two years. The 

Home can accommodate up to fourteen youths, nine boys and five girls, 

and is usually fairly close to capacity. 

Residents ar~ referred to the Home by their state social service 

workers. If their backgrounds seem appropriate they are invited for 

a two day trial visit. The subsequent decision to accept a res~dent 

is made by Home staff in consultation with the staLe worker, the 

youth, and the family, if any. 

The Home organizational chart lists 19 full time staff: 4 pro­

fessional staff, 12 childcare workers, a cook, a maintenance person, 

and a secretary. During our involvement with the Home, however, 

there were only 14 to 17 full time staff; the remaining positions 

were filled by part-time and on-call workers, or not filled at all. 
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The House administrator, Jay, and the residential superviso~, 

Sue, share administrative responsibility for the home.
4 

Jay has over-

all responsibility for the functioning of the home and supervises other 

professional and support staff. Sue supervises the childcare staff and 

takes day to day responsibility for the treatment program. Both of 

these individuals have been in their eurrent positions since the Home 

was founded. A third professional staff member, the social worker, 

joined the home shortly after its inception. Bonnie counsels the 

youths, maintains liaisons with their families~ handles referrals to 

the Home and placements for residents who are leaving, and arranges 

medical or psychological treatment for residents who need it. A social 

work student, Pat, assists her in these tasks. The fourth profession-

al staff member, who was replaced during our contact with the Home, is 

the educational coordinator. He arranges school placements for youths 

and provides educational programming for residents who are temporarily 

suspended from school or awaiting placements. 

The childcare staff have a somewhat shorter tenure in the program. 

At the time of the post-test they had worked in the Home for one to 

two years on the average, with a range of two months to four years. 

Their median age was 32. Host had attended some college or technical 

training but only a few had bachelor's degrees. According to their 

job description, in addition to minimal age and education requirements, 

they are hired for their "mature judgment, sense of humor, ability to 

relate positively to children and adults, individually and in groups, 

patience, tact, flexibility, understanding, exceptional emotional con-

4 
Names have been changed to protect the innocent . 

.... 

---I 
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trol, ability to handle authority in a fair, firm, and nurturant manner, 

ability to function as a team member, desire to continuously upgrade 

their skills and genuine interest in the welfare of the children." 

As a group they are somewhat older and more experienced than the aver­

age staff member in our sample. The childcare staff and all residents 

but one are black. The professional staff, except for the administra­

tor, are white. Although the one white youth says that the racial 

imbalance makes him uncomfortable in the home, the staff does not re­

gard race as an issue. It did not appear to affect their relations 

with the white consultants. A majority of both the childcare and the 

professional staff are female. 

The Home childcare staff are divided into morning and evening 

shifts supervised by the residential supervisor and an afternoon shift 

supervised by a senior childcare worker. Although specific duties 

vary somewhat with the shift, all staff, including the support staff, 

have continual contact with the youths. All, with the exception of 

the maintenance man, are supposed to attend staff meetings where prob­

lems are discussed and major decisions made, although the night shift, 

part time workers, and some other childcare workers rarely show up. 

Jay reports that he is in almost daily contact with his own super­

visor, the parent agency director of professional services. However, 

day to day program decisions including acceptance of new residents and 

hiring of staff are made within the program. Major long term policy 

decisions and budgetary matters are handled by the parent ag~ncy's 

executive director and board of directors. 

The Consultants 

Greg Hilliker and I, both graduate students, served as consultants 
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at the Home. I had worked as a consultant implementing the survey­

guided development procedures in approximately ten other homes prior 

to this intervention. Hilliker was new to the Youth Home Development 

process but had worked with several group homes as part of another or­

ganization devoted to staff training and development in similar set­

tings. He had also played a major role in writing the curricula for 

the other process. I took the lead in all phone contacts with the Home 

and participated in all meetings. Hilliker participated in about 3/4 

of the meetings at the Home. Our goals were to implement the develop­

ment process at the Home and to evaluate it as part of the research 

project described here. My primary interest was the research. Hilli­

ker's was the comparison of this consultation process with the other 

to which he was more committed. Neither of us had had any previous 

contact with the setting. 

Entry 

We initiated contact with the Home through a form letter, includ­

ing a description of the development process (Appendices A,B) from the 

Youth Home Development Project director. At that time, another con­

sultant was working with the home on team building and peer relation­

ships, so the administrator suggested that we call back the following 

fall. (We later discovered that this other consultant belonged to the 

other organization with which Hilliker worked.) 

We called back in September, and sent the Home another copy of 

our descriptive literature. After consulting with his supervisor, Jay 

allowed us to pay an orientation visit to the Home, without obligation, 

on December 1. Hilliker and I attended a staff meeting where we ex-
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plained the development process and the experimental design, met sev-

era 1 of the residents who were not in school, and talked with the ad-

ministrator, residential supervisor, and social worker. We distributed 

our descr.iptive handout, which served as our implicit contract with re-

search sites, to everyone. 

The childcare staff said little when we presented the process to 

them. Probably they understood very little of what was to come. 

McIntyre (1969) discusses the difficulty of explaining consultation 

services to potential clients: 

How does one describe a service to be offered when the spe­
cific nature of that service can be determined only through 
a changing and evolving relationship with an as yet unfamil­
iar setting? (p. 25) 

Discussions, "based on deceptively general utterances of similar words, 

at which we all nod our heads in agreement" may lead to a "counterfeit" 

acquiescence, with potential costs at later stages in the process (p. 

26). In an attempt to be as explicit as possible, we laced our ini-

tial presentation to staff with examples of the sorts of problems and 

solutions that had come up in other homes. At the same time we noted 

that their problems would be unique, and that we could not know what 

course the development process would take at the Home. Throughout the 

intervention we attempted to clarify the development process by begin-

ning each meeting with a statement of our goals for the day and how 

these fit into the overall effort. 

The professional staff probably understood little more than the 

childcare workers, but they were more talkative. They seemed favor-. 
ably predisposed to the process, probably because of their previous 

positive experience with the other consultant. However, they were 
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concerned that the process might not be appropriate for their program 

because of the unique nature of their residents. 

We confirmed their feeling that their residents were an unusually 

difficult group to work with and suggested that they, not we, should 

judge whether the process would be useful to them. At the same time, 

we emphasized the flexibility of the intervention. We were developing 

the process specifically for co~~unity-based residential settings such 

as theirs. If it should prove lacking, then it should be changed. We 

described how our card sort assessment techniques allowed us to work 

with illiterate youths, but acknowledged that we might not be able to 

involve their residents fully in problem solving. 

We avoided the "hard sell" because we did not want them to under­

take the development process unless they were committed to it. Suc­

cessful survey feedback, like successful psychotherapy, requires a 

high level of motivation on the part of clients. For the same reason, 

we were reluctant to accept their agreement to participate in the pro­

cess at the end of the afternoon. Instead, we asked them to think 

about it over the weekend. We wanted their decision to be free of any 

situational pressures (or demand characteristics) of our presence. 

Our caution grew out of earlier experiences in other homes that 

agreed to participate in our process too hastily. Lack of motivation 

showed up later in the form of broken appointments, late starts: 

meetings, and lack of enthusiasm over setting and meeting goals. 

were not able to identify these homes by their initial skepticism 

about the process. Some of the most active homes had good gatekeepers 

in charge, who carefully scrutinized and limited outside influences on 

their programs. Instead, we allowed programs to select whether or not 
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to participate with as little pressure from us (or from parent agencies) 

as possible. This reduced the percentage of homes that agreed to par­

ticipate from 100% of the first seven we met with to 70% of the re­

mainder, but it also drastically reduced the incidence of missed meet­

ings. 

When we called on Monday, Jay was ready to schedule the first as­

sessment meeting ~ith youths. The ten month delay from our first 

written contact with the Home to the start of the assessment is not 

atypical. Administrators naturally want to consult their staff and 

their superiors, whether a parent agency or a board of directors, be­

fore allowing outsiders to enter their program. Governing bodies meet 

only periodically, and their agendas may be full of more pressing mat­

ters. We have never been able to reduce the time required to negoti­

ate entry to a program below three mQnths. Usually, however, much of 

the negotiation process follows, rather than precedes, the orientation 

meeting. 

We soon became aware of two mistakes we had made during the entry 

phase. The afternoon shift supervisor had not attended the orienta­

tion meeting and had no role in the decision to begin the development 

process. This was probably more a symptom of Mary's declining status 

in the organization than a result of our actions. Still, it was un­

fortunate, since we asked the afternoon staff to answer the super­

vision items in the questionnaire with respect to her. 

Mary naturally regarded us with some suspicion. We tried to 

orient her separately to the process during the first day of question­

naire administration, but never developed really good rapport with 

her. 
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Our second mistake was negl€~cting to mention the observers during 

the orientation meeting. Their role is mentioned in passing in the 

descriptive handout, but since we did not alert setting members to this 

aspect of the evaluation process, they failed to pick it up. Our re­

questing them during the assessment to allow us to send in observers 

appeared to be "upping the ante" unexpectedly. Jay and Sue took sev­

eral days to discuss this issue before allowing us to proceed. 

After the orientation we gradually built up rapport with both 

staff and youths. Throughout the "action" phase we attended the regu­

lar staff meeting before the portion devoted to the development pro­

cess and frequently stayed to lunch afterwards. We chatted informally 

with staff on duty for a few minutes during our visits to the Home. 

At one point when I attended a meeting alone, I foolishly locked 

my car keys in the car. The maintenance man rescued them for me, 

amidst a good deal of joking. While I never purposely staged such 

mishaps in research sites (I did not need to), in the Home as in other 

settings, they served to increase joking and good humor. As academics 

and presumed experts on whatever topic arose, we were sometimes 

treated with a mixture of respect and distance at first. We tried to 

avoid this image, and an occasional pratfall helped make us more human 

and likable, as work by Aronson, Wil1erman, and Floyd (1966) would 

predict. 

Diagnosis 

We began the assessment less than a week after the orientation 

meeting. One of the consultants sat down with each youth on two oc­

casions to go through the questionnaires using the card sort technique. 
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We took care to explain the purpose of the assessment to each resident 

individually and tried to keep the sessions friendly and informal. 

The residents rewarded our efforts by concentrating very hard on the 

task and carefully considering their answers to an extent that amazed 

their own staff. Still, many clearly had difficulty with the ques­

tions. Ten of eleven youths then in residence completed at least one 

questionnaire. 

We held the interview with the director in between the two assess­

ment meetings with youths. Because the Home had several layers of ad­

ministration, we suggested to Jay that he, Sue, and Mary all attend, 

but Mary was never invited. The interview, which was the source of 

most of the information about the setting reported above, went smooth­

ly. Jay and Sue took the opportunity to express some concern about 

the observers. They worried that, because of their inexperience, the 

observers might misinterpret what they were seeing. (In fact, both 

observers had worked extensively with emotionally disturbed youths or 

adults in other settings.) Jay and Sue also warned us not to take 

everything the youths might say at face value. 

We suspect that their concern was largely evaluation apprehension, 

since neither of them voiced any reservations about the adequacy of 

our assessment at the posttest, Doubtless it was augmented by our 

clumsiness in introducing this aspect of the assessment. 

We left the staff questionnaires, with cover letters, with Sue to 

distribute. The cover letter described the double envelope system to 

safeguard individual confidentiality, thanked staff for their coopera­

tion, and listed whom we regarded as each person's supervisor. This 

was Jay for professional and service staff, Mary for afternoon staff, 
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and Sue for other childcare staff. 

We asked staff to turn in their questionnaires within two weeks. 

In fact, it took that long for them to be distributed and even longer 

to have them filled out. Eleven staff returned questionnaires by the 

end of January. 

The overall response rate of 69% of the full time staff is some­

what misleading. Ten of twelve professional, service, and childcare 

staff on the morning and night shifts, but only one of the four after­

noon shift workers, turned in their forms. Mary's questionnaires were 

among the missing, and she had clearly not impressed her subordinates 

with the importance of completing theirs. 

Mary also showed some hostility to the observers, professing 

amazement that they should get college credit for their work. We 

watched this situation carefully. I took Mary aside for fifteen min­

utes during one of the assessment meetings with youths and explained 

what we were trying to do. She said that the development process 

seemed like a good idea, but her manner suggested otherwise. We also 

resolved to work at establishing better rapport with her during the 

feedback and p~oblem solving meetings. 

Altogether the orientation and fO~ffial assessment of the Home took 

us four visits, totalling about ten hours. The observers spent an ad­

ditional ten hours in the setting, spread over three visits. We sup­

plemented our formal assessment of the Home's program climate with 

informal observations and discussions with residents and staff during 

our visits. Regular attendance at staff meetings allowed us to keep 

abreast of events affecting participants' week-to-week mood and to get 

to know the staff with whom we were working. 
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Data 

From this wealth of data we compiled two summary reports. The 

first, from the COPES~ described the Horne's social climate as perceived 

by both youths and staff; the second, based on the WCS, covered staff's 

perceptions of their work emrironmen t. As uS 1.lal, we reserved data from 

the other instruments and the observer ratings for evaluation purposes. 

The COPES "real profile" showing participants' views of their 

actual social climate is shown in Figure 6 along with the "real-ideal 

discrepancy profile." The discrepancy profile shows that Horne members 

felt that their actual social climate fell short of their ideals most 

clearly in the areas of OrganizatiDn and ilTeatness and Jobs and Plan-

ning. The actual amount of Anger and Arguing; on the other hand, 

greatly exceeded the ideal. We labeled these three dimensions as 

"areas for further discussion." 

The fact that youths' perceptions of discrepancies were generally 

less extreme than the staff's is an unusual feature of these data. 

The youths i difficulty in understanding our questions because of their 

low verbal facility apparently increased the noise in their responses 

and moderated the s:i-ze of their discrepancy scores. 

Because th2 COPES profiles are saturated with information which 
, 

marlY people find difficult to absorb, we use a simpler format in pre-

senting data to residential youth programs. Figure 7 shows such a 

feedback chart modeled after a car's speedometer for one of the ten 

COPES dimensions, Organization and Neatness. The chart contains dis-

crepancy information only, showing that the staff and, to some extent, 

the residents felt that the Horne had "not enough" of this dimension. 

Table 1 shows the division of work climate items into strengths 
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Figure 7 

Speedometer Feedback Chart=~The Home 

Organization and Neatness 

JUST RIGHT 

.... 'Y . ".... ..------~ l..,. 
.~ . "~ .. 
I 

/A., 

I Residents 
~OT ENOUGH ~I,-_________ """--________ -->~ TOO MUCH 

These are questions about "Organization and Neatness": 

(1) Are residents' activities carefully planned? 

(2) Is this a very well organized program? 

(3) Do the staff make sure that this place i~ always neat? 

(4) Do staff make sure that residents are neat and orderly? 

Notes: 
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Table 1 

Real-Ideal Discrepancy Scores for Work Climate--The Home 

A. Program strengths: Areas with little or no difference between 
real and ideal (N - 11). 

* How much freedom do you have to decide how you do your job? 
(1.1) 

* To what extent do the different things you have to do on your 
job conflict with One another? (1.3) 

* To what extent does your job give you a chance to use your 
special skills and abilities (the things you do best)? (1.3) 

* To what extent does the program do a good job of meeting your 
needs as an individual? (1.4) 

* To what extent do people expect too much from you on your job? 
(-.2) 

* To what extent do you have confidence and trust in the oth€~ 
staff members in your program? (1.2) 

* To what extent do you. have a lot of work to do? (-.8) 

* To what extent are you clear about what people expect you to do 
on your job? (1.0) 

* Ho ... ] much paperwork and administrative :;l.ctivity are involved in 
your job? (0) 

i< To what extent does your job give you a chance to take a break 
between activities? (1.1) 

B. Program strengths: Areas with small di[ferences between real and 
ideal (N = 11). 

* To what extent are disagreements avoided in your program? (-1.7) 

* To what extent do other staff members help you to f.ind ways to 
do a better job? (1.7) 

* To what extent does this program have a real interest in the 
welfare of staff who work here? (1.7) 

* To what extent do staff members in your program know what their 
jobs are and how to d0 them well? (1.6) 
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Table l--Continued 

* To what extent do staff members in your program exchange ideas 
and opinions? (1.6) 

* To what extent are problems discussed openly in your program? 
(1. 5) 

* To what extent are disagreements suppressed in yo~r program? 
(-1. 6) 

* To what extent does this program try to improve the ways in 
which work is done? (1.5) 

C. Supervisory leadership: Areas with little or liO difference be.­
tween real and ideal. 

1. Professional staff - Jay (N = 4). 

* How friendly and easy to approach is your supervisor? (.2) 

* To ~hat extent is your supervisor willing to listen to your 
problems? (0) 

* To what extent does your supervisor encourage staff to work as 
a team? (;8) 

* To what extent does your supervisor encourage staff to exchange 
ideas and opinions? (.3) 

* How much does your supervisor encotJ.rage staff to give their 
best effort? (.7) 

* To what extent does your supervisor maintain high standards of 
performance? (0) 

* To what extent does your supervisor show you how to do a better 
job? (.8) 

* To what extent does your· supervisor offer new ideas for solving 
job-related problems? 

2. Childcare staff - Sue eN = 5). 

* How friendly and easy to approach is your supervisor? (.5) 

* To what p~tent is y~ur supervisor willing to listen to your 
problems? (. 5L_. __ 

* To what extent does your supervisor encourage staff to exchange 
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Table 1--Continued 

ideas and opinions? (1.0) 

* How much do~s your supervisor encourage staff to give their 
best effort? (1.5) 

* To what extent does your supervisor show you how to do a better 
job? (1.5) 

* To what extent does your supervisor offer new ideas for solving 
job-related problems? (1.5) 

D. Areas for further discussion. 

1. Peer leadership (N = 11~. 

* To what extent do staff members encourage each other to work as 
a team? (1. 90) 

* How much do staff members encourage each other to give their 
best effort? (2.2) 

* To what extent do other staff members maintain high standards 
of performance? (2.0) 

* To what extent do staff members offer each other new ideas for 
solving job-related problems? (1.90) 

2. Training (N = 11). 

* To what extent does your job give you the opportunity to learn 
new things? (1.8) 

* To what extent were you given orientation and training prior to 
beginning your job? (2.0) 

* To what extent does your job provide opportunities for in-ser­
vice training and p~ofessiona1 development? (2.1) 

3. Work organization (N = 11). 

* To what extent is work well-organized in this program? (1.8) 

4. Supervisory leadership - Childcare workers - Sue (N = 5). 

* To what extent does your supervisor encourage staff to work as 
a team? (2.0) 
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Table 1--Continued 

* To what extent does your supervisor maintain high standards of 
performance? (2.2) 

--------------
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and areas for further discussion. Mean discrepancies for each item 

are given in parentheses. We listed all items with low discrepancies 

together in two groups, based on the size of the discrepancy. Items 

with larger real-ideal differences were broken out into several "speed-

ometer" charts according to topic. Figure 8 shows the chart for Peer 

Leadership problem items. The major work climate discrepancies were 

in the areas of Work Organization, Training (both Orientation and In-

Service) and ,Peer Leadership. 

The final section of the feedback report concerned Performance 

Contingencies, or the ~tent to which staff felt that good performance 

would lead to various intrinsic and extrinsic rewards. These data are 

shown in Table 2 with mean scores on a five point scale in parentheses. 

The questions regarding Supervision presented a special dilemma. 

We compiled these separately for staff reporting to Jay and to Sue. 

(Since only one afternoon shift member turned in her questionnaires, 

we could not compile data for Mary.) As can be seen in Table 1, staff 

reporting to Jay (primarily professional staff) were substantially 

more satisfied with his leadership than childcare staff reporting to 

Sue were with hers. Because previous research has shown that persons 

at high levels in organizational hierarchies tend to view all aspects 

of their work more favorably than persons at lower levels (Tannenbaum, 

Kav~it, Rosner, Vianello, & Wiesner, 1974), we examined the differen-

tial responses of childcare and professional staff to other work cli-

mate variables as well. When we found that the childcare staff's 

greater dissatisfaction extended to Peer Leadership, Organizational 

Climate, and Job Design, we interpreted the supervisory results as 
-- -. -_ .. _---------- ---- -~ ------ -. 

more indicative of the respondents' place in the organiz,ational struc-
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Figure 8 

Peer Leadership Speedometer Feedback Chart--The Home 

AI 
I 

JUST RIGHT 

f 
rOT ENOUGH ~l:.-________ -.::to. _________ -..J~ TOO MUCH 

Peer Leadership 

·A. To what extent do staff members encourage each other to work as a . 
team? 

B. How much do staff members enco~rage each other to give their best 
effort? 

C. To what extent do other staff members maintain high standards of 
performance? 

D. To what extent do staff members offer each other new ideas for 
solving job-related problems? 
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Table 2 

Performance Contingencies--The Home (N 11) 

What will happen if I do my job especially well. 

Not Very Likely 

I will be promoted. (1.9) 

Moderately Likely 

I will be given more freedom to do things my way. (3.0) 

I will have less pressure to work under. (3.4) 

I will have more job security. (3.2) 

My good performance will be recognized by the organization. (3.0) 

I will get a bonus or pay increase. (3.3) 

Quite Likely 

I will feel that I have accomplished something worthwhile. (4.0) 
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ture than of major differences in the two supervisors' leadership 

styles. 

Our dilemma was whether to share this interpretation with program 

members. The question was an important one, because we have generally 

found that participants in the development process will accept whatever 

attributions we make about their data. We rely on this fact when, for 

reasons of morale, we label some areas as strengths in every program, 

no matter how far below the norm. Similarly, we consciously limit the 

number of "problems" we identify to a manageable number. We sometimes 

give respondents some perspective on their data, pointing out wh::re 

their problems are typical of group homes (e.g., in Pride and Group 

Spirit or Work Organization) or where residents' opinions tend to dif­

fer from those of staff (e.g., in Staff Control). But we avoid forc­

ing our own substantive interpretations on the data. Rather, we en­

courage participants to explain the patterns in the context of their 

greater knowledge of their own program. 

In this case we deviated from our usual nondirective approach 

for three reasons. First, we had access that the staff did not to 

literature predicting the differential perceptions of professional and 

childcare staff. Second, focusing on Sue's leadership, when the same 

people who were dissatisfied with it were more dissatisfied with 

other areas, might have been counterproductive. Finally, we did not 

want to alienate Sue unnecessarily by inflating her leadership prob­

lems. 

Action 

Feedb-ack. -Th.is-~flext pha.se in the development process was delayed 
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considerably by the holidays, the difficulty staff had in find-

ing time to fill out the questionnaires, and some events in our per­

sonal lives. Although a still longer delay might have allowed us to 

increase the response rate among afternoon staff, we decided that the 

costs would be too great. The data were already somewhat stale, and 

we were worried that the development process might collapse through 

inertia. We scheduled a meet;~g for February 22 to present the re­

sults ~f our assessment to Jay and Sue. 

When we arrived at the Home, only Sue was there, for Jay had been 

called away to a special meeting. He returned towards the end of our 

discussion. We discussed the data with Sue, emphasizing Home strengths 

as well as weaknesses and offering our explanation for the fact that 

her supervisory ratings were lower than her boss's. Throughout, we 

asked her impressions of the data. 

Sue took our information very well. She agreed that the report 

described the Home fairly accurately and said she was pleased that it 

had come out so positively. Although she understandably was a bit 

anxious at first, she readily admitted problems in her supervision of 

the workers and in training. She felt that, although peer leadership 

might be a problem, it had improved considerably over the preceeding 

year. Only in the area of Organization and Neatness did she seem a 

bit defensive. She descrih~d the Home's extensive housekeeping ef­

forts and attributed any lack of organization to the afternoon shift 

supervisor. She doubted that anything could be done about excessive 

Anger and Arguing and suggested that the special problems of the 

Home's youths might preclude extensive practical skill training (as 

in Jobs and Planning). 
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We pointed out that scores in the last two areas, as in all others, 

were based not on any absolute standards inappropriate to the Home, but 

on discrepancies between the actual and ideal climates envisioned for 

the setting by its own staff and youths. In general, however, we felt 

that her perceptions of the Home and the areas where there might or 

might not be room for change were quite real;~tic. 

When Jay returned we went over the data again very quickly, leav­

ing most for Sue to explain to him. Both Jay and Sue expressed con­

cern about the afternoon shift supervisor's work of late. Sue in 

particular was eager to see the afternoon shift's responses regarding 

Mary, since she clearly felt her own ratings would compare favorably. 

They suggested talking to Mary about the fact that she and her shift 

had not turned in their questionnaire. Although vle would have liked 

to obtain the data, we tried to head off their criticism for fear of 

further alienating Mary. 

We also discussed selecting one or two staff members to serve as 

in-house consultant.s working \~ith us to implement the development pro­

cess. We had mentioned this at every previous meeting in the Home but 

had not come to any conclusions. Jay decided to appoint Pat, the 

social work student, and Linda, an afternoon shift worker whom he was 

grooming for additional responsibility, to this role. The choice of 

individuals proved somewhat unfortunate, as was the decision to appoint 

rather than elect them. 

We met with Pat a.nd Linda the next day to orient them to the in­

house consultant's role in the development process. We went over the 

work climate feedback report and left copies of the social climate re­

port for them to look over. Both seemed interested in the process, 
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and asked for copies of our consultant's manual. They preferred not 

to take an active role in the development process immediately, so we 

decided to turn over more re~ponsibility to them gradually, as they 

felt comfortable with it. 

After all these briefings and preparations, we met with the en­

tire staff during their weekly meeting March 2 to discuss the work 

climate report and identify areas for problem solving. As would be­

come the pattern over the nbXt two and a half months, we observed the 

first half of the two hour meeting while they conducted their usual 

business, participating only in the consumption of their donuts. The 

meeting typically consisted of a social work report, school report, 

discussion of any problems that had arisen over the past week, and un­

usual upcoming events. At first, Jay ran these meetings, but, during 

our contact with the Home, a new system, in which different staff mem­

bers presided each week on a rotating basis, was instituted. 

In our portion of the meeting, we reintroduced the development 

process, which was only a vague memory to most of the staff by now, 

and presented the work climate report. As usual, we began by empha­

sizing program strengths. Then, as we went through the report, we 

asked the staff to identify particular problem areas they might like 

to work on. We listed their comments on newsprint for all to see. In 

listing problems, we stuck closely to their terminology. If a comment 

seemed repetitive to us, we asked the person who proposed it whether 

it could 00 incorporated under another, already posted, problem. 

Otherwise we limited our editorial discretion to shortening and organ­

izing their remarks. We also discouraged staff from offering solu­

tions to problems at this point, noting that we would come to that 
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iater, and generally tried to keep things moving. The list of problems 

they generated is shown in Figure 9. 

The staff were intrigued by the data and generally found them to 

be an accurate portrayal of the Home, with the exception of the Peer 

Leadership items. These, they said, were not a problem. They were 

quite forthright in their discussion, which included some criticism of 

Sue's Supervisory Leadership. Sue did not seem particularly defensive 

about this. Since Jay was not present, they postponed disc.ussion of 

his leadership until the next meeting. They also suggested that it 

would be useful to have similar data for Mary, who herself said little. 

No additional questionnaires were ever turned in. 

After the staff meeting we conferred with the in-house consul­

tants. We tried to call their attention to process issues involved in 

running the meeting, but Linda continued to focus on substantive is­

sues, namely additional problems she perceived in the Home's work en­

vironment. Nevertheless, Linda agreed to take over from us in the 

next meeting. This would be designed to discuss Jay's Supervisory 

Leadership items and identify any additional problems beyond those 

covered by the survey. 

This second problem identification meeting was chaotic. We had 

clearly failed to connnunicate to Linda what was involved in leading 

the group, and she was unsure of herself. Jay seemed uncomfortable 

when she spent twenty minutes talking about his supervisory items. 

Since he had missed the previous meeting, he had no sense of the con­

text for the discussion. When Linda as'ked for new problems, the staff 

rehashed ones they had mentioned the week before. We vascillated be­

tween trying not to be too directive, coaching Linda, and intervening 
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Figure 9 

Work Climate Problem Identification--The Home 

A. No chance for breaks 

Can't get away from kids 
- With kids during meals 

B. In-service training 

- Need to get away to learn 
- No time to go for training 
- Downhill from the beginning 

C. Orientation 

- New staff put alone in adjoining bui,lding, 
- Don't know if you're learning the right things 
- Need to digest, discuss 
- New people need more time w/out responsibility 

D. Work organization 

- Sp".cific job assignments 
- Expectations for workers (tardines3) 
- Consistency 
- Time for planning organization 
- Shift plans 
- Small groups or teams not used 
- Reporting between shifts -- da.y to day 
- Division of work between 2 houses unfair 

E. Feedback from supervisor 

- Not enough praise or criticism 
- Need encouragement for better efforts 
- Keep high standards 

F. Bonus schedule 

- Bonuses infrequent 
- Other incentives lacking 

G. Hubbub in office 

- No privacy 
- Need separate space for separate peo?le 

H. Care of house; materials 
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directly to keep the meeting on track. 

Towards the end, we took charge and asked staff to vote to set 

priorities for problem solving according to the criteria of importance, 

centrality, and tractability of the problem. Each person voted for 

three problems in writing. A quick tally of the scores showed a clear 

consensus that work organization, in-service training, orientation for 

new workers, and keeping the house and equipment in order, were of 

highest priority. 

The first three of these probl~~s corresponded closely to the 

areas of largest real-ideal discrepancies in the assessment. The last, 

which was brought up spontaneously by one of the Rtaff, corresponded 

to the largest discrepancy in the social climate report that we had 

not yet discussed. This was in the area of Or.ganization and Neatness. 

Of the large work c1L~ate discrepancies, the staff failed to single 

out only Peer Leadership for further discussion and problem solving. 

As we had suspected, Sue's Supervisory Leadership had pot emerged as 

a major issue. 

As we moved on to problem solving, it beca.me clear that our ini­

tial assessment of problems in Peer Leadership was more accurate than 

the staff cared to admit. There was some sort of argument or accusa­

tion of poor performance at almost every staff meeting, although the 

antagonists varied from week to week. Mary was involved in more than 

her share of the altercations. The new education coordinator, Paul, 

challenged the social worker, Bonnie, on a number of issues. Some­

times these discussions succeeded in bringing underlying conflicts to 

the surface and resolving them, but often they generated more heat 

than light. 
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We followed the arguments closely~ but decided not to intervene 

or to focus attention on them unless they began to interfere with prob­

len salving. They never seemed to, in part because we took care to en­

sure that everyone had a chance to speak in our portion of the meeting. 

Usually, any tensions had surfaced and been more or less resolved in 

the preceeding hour. A process consultant might have focused more di­

rectly on the conflicts among staff. We, on the other hand, stuck 

closely to the priorities participants had set, on the assumption that 

these were the problems they were most motivated to resolve. 

Before moving on to problem solving, we met again with Linda. 

(Pat, who works only part time, had not attended the last staff meet­

ing and could not make the consultants' meeting either.) We encour­

aged Linda for the work she had done, and assumed the blame for not 

having gone over the process with her in more depth. We talked brief­

ly about where the last meeting had gone astray. Then, with detailed 

references to the consultant's manual, we discussed the goals of the 

nBXt problem solving meeting and the steps in the process. We tried 

to anticipate any problems that might arise and asked her advice on 

hmv to handle them. Ive also asked her what role she would feel com­

fortable assuming in the problem solving. She suggested that she 

might handle the voting, a rather trivial part of the process. 

Problem Solving and Goal Settin,&. Unfortunately, Hilliker "Tas 

able to attend only half of the remaining meeting$ at the Home. The 

next problem solving meeting was the first he was forced to miss. 

Nevertheless, it went quite smoothly. We. focused on the problem of 

wOLk organization. I asked the staff to take five minutes to write 

down as many solutions to the problem as they could think of. Then I 
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went around the room and asked each person in turn to suggest a solu­

tion, which I posted on newsprint. The list of solutions is shown in 

Figure 10. During this period I discouraged staff from commenting on 

each other's ideas. When someone repeated an idea that had already 

been mentioned, I called their attention to the posted version and 

asked whether their idea could be subsumed under it. They quickly be­

gan to edit their own solutions. 

When everyone had run out of ideas, Lind~ dsked them to vote for 

their favorite solutions. Without any discussion, a consensus emerged 

around the ideas of scheduling overlap meetings between shifts, so 

that each shift could keep the next informed about important events, 

and producing a "policies and procedures" manual. This would describe 

Home policies, have job descriptions for every position in the organi­

zation, and contain copies of all the forms staff members were called 

upon to fill out. 

The first idea was fairly straightforward, and Jay agreed to see 

that he and Sue would implement it. Sue and two childcare workers 

volunteered to compile the manual. Since this task seemed more com­

plex, we took a fev".minutes to specify the manual's contents, how 

staff input would be obtained, and a production schedule. For both 

solution.s, I asked staff to specify "what it would look like" if the 

solution were achieved. 

After the meetil'lg, Linda, Pat, and I caucused. Both in-house 

consultants said that they felt somewhat uncomfortable with their 

roles. They would prefer not to be singled out from the other staff; 

Pat because she felt new, parttime~ temporary, nnd inexperienced, and 

Linda because Jay frequently singled her out for extra responsibili-
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Figure 10 

Work Organization Solutions--The Home 

A. Spell out job descriptions 

B. Have shifts overlap each other 15 minutes for briefing 

C. Packet describing policies~ procedures, forms, etc. 

D. Enforce and report tardiness, penalties 

E. Week orientation for new staff including psych and social reports 
on kids 

F. Rules and regulations sheet for new residents 

G. General job description for each shift 

H. Accountability for tasks from each shift to next 

I. Accountability for particular kids 

J. Divide up staff between houses more equally 

K. Planning time for extended (two week) periods for major activities 

L. Recreation and arts and crafts equipment and place for it to be 
kept 

M. Teamwork, discuss problems openly 

N. Don't discuss kids' problems with other kids 

O. Administrative staff read logs, reports daily 

P. Time for Sue and Mary to get together, plan and formally dissimulate 
their decisions 

Q. All staff initial minutes from staff meetings 

R. Enforce attendance at staff meetings 

S. Enforce sign-in sign-out procedure; clarify overtime policy 
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ties, and she felt resentment from other staff with more seniority. 

Linda said she would be happy to lead the social climate problem solv­

ing meetings with youths, but did not want to serve as a consultant 

for the staff. I agreed that each could return to being "just another 

group member" if she chose to. Unfortunately, Linda was not even able 

to assume the consultant's role with youths because of an injury that 

kept her away from the Home during the social climate problem solving 

period. 

Selection as an in-house consultant had increased role strain for 

both these staff members. They were uncomfortable with the ambiguity 

in their roles, did not perceive their own authority as legitimate, 

and feared that other staff would resent their special status. Elec­

tion, rather than appointment, of the consultants would have enhanced 

the legitimacy of their roles and might have given us incumbants who 

would have been happier or more suited to the job. Election, or the 

selection of an obvious consultant, such as the professional case 

worker in a parent model group home, has worked in other Youth Home 

Development Program interventions. Additional formal training might 

also make the role less ambiguous and authority more legitimate. 

Coughlan and Cooke (1974) successfully involved elected "program 

leaders," whom they trained for a full week, as both consultants with­

in their schools and representatives to higher levels. In any caS0, 

our first attempt at getting staff to take over the problem solving 

process at the Home had failed, and we would have to devise a new one. 

Meanwhile, we continued with the problem solving. Between this 

meeting and the next, I made up goal attainment scales for the two 

work climate solutions staff had decided on. I arbitrarily divided 
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the policies and procedures manual goal into two subgoals of more man­

ageable size. These were obtaining staff input for the manual and the 

actual production. The atta~nment scale for holding brief meetings be­

tween shifts in order to improve staff coordination is shown in Figure 

11. Table 3 shows all goals for the entire development process along 

with initial and final attainment levels. 

We presented these scales at the next staff meeting. Everyone 

agreed that the goals and attainment levels were reasonable and that 

the initial levels we had checked were accurate. (Whenever we had a 

doubt about these levels, we set them by consensus at a staff meeting.) 

The Home had not yet made any progress toward any of their goals, how-

ever. 

Next we turned to problem solving around the issue of orientation 

and training for new staff. Again the pro~7ss went smoothly. Indi­

vidual staff members generated a great many ideas in writing, which 

we then posted centrally. In voting, they showed considerable consen­

sus about two. The first was developing an orientation workbook that 

would parallel the policies and procedures manual but would contain 

questions for new staff to answer. Each current staff member would be 

assigned to make up questions based on a particular section of the 

manual. Sue and a child care worker volunteered to coordinate produc­

tion, sr!hedu1ing work to begin upon completion of the manual. Sue and 

Mary a.'.so agreed to implement the second goal of assigning specific 

expel.ienced staff to work with and orient new staff during each shift 

for their first two weeks on the job. 

We may have made a mistake in not rejecting the workbook solution 

out of hand. Maier (1960) argues that any solution transferred from 
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Figure 11 

Goal Attainment Scale for Staff Coordination--The Home 

GOAL: Staff coordination through shift overlap 

GOAL ATTAINMENT 
LEVEL 

5 

4 

3 

2 

1 

COORDINATOR: Jay and Sue 

By April 2, 1978 

-' 
I.!.J 

-' > 
LI.J LI.J 
> -' 
LI.J 

DESCRIPTION -' 

JJ -' 
~ 
t-..... 
Z ..... 

15 minute meetings between st~aff 

/ take place at 95% of shift changes. 
Exchange of information improves 
staff coordination. 

Overlap meetings take place 50% 
of the time. Hoderate improvement 
in staff coordination. 

l 
Overlap meetings do not occur. No /. other mechanism is developed to 
improve staff coordination. 



Goal 

Table Manners 

Neatness 

Assignment of 
new employees 
to work with 
experienced 
stafF 
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Table 3 

Goal Attainment Levels--The Home 

Attainment Levels 

5 List of table manners rules pro­
posed by residents is written on 
window shades at both houses and 
is pulled down at all meals. 

3 Meeting is held with residents 
to discuss table manners and com­
pose list of rules. 

1 Table manners receive no special 
attention. 

5 Useless articles are thrown out 
in bedrooms, living and dining 
rooms, an.d rec room. Sign about 
trash is posted in van. 

3 Some effort is made to clean use­
less articles out of houses. 

1 No effort is made to clean out 
useless articles. 

5 New employees are assigned to work 
with specific experienced staff or 
supervisors 95% of the time during 
the first two weeks on the job. 
Experienced staff make a special 
effort to explain rules, answer 
questions. 

3 New workers are assigned to work 
with experienced personnel or 
supervisors 50% of the time, and 
some effort is made to allow dis­
cussion of experience. 

1 Assignment of new employees is 
haphazard, with no attempt to al­
low new workers to benefit from 
interacting with experienced 
workers or supervisors. 

Initial 
Level 

1 

1 

4 

Final 
Level 

5 

4 

N/A 



Goal 

Getting staff 
input for poli­
cies and pro­
cedures manual 

Production of 
policies and 
procedures 
manual 

Getting staff 
input on ori­
entation work­
book 

Production of 
orientation 
workbook for 
new workers 
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Table 3--Continued 

Initial Final 
Attainment Levels 

5 Suggestions for policies and proce­
dures manual obtained from 95% of 
staff. 

3 Suggestions obtained from 50% of 
staff. 

I No suggestions obtained from staff. 

5 Manual containing House policies, 
job descriptions, procedures, and 
forms written up and distributed 
to all staff members. 

3 Manual has some information in 
all these areas but detailed infor­
mation in only one or two; or manual 
half completed. 

I No manual or other compilation of 
information produced. 

5 The policy manual has been divided 
into categories assigned to staff 
members. Work is in progress for 
all categories, and 50% of the 
workbook questions are complete. 

3 The policy manual has been divided 
into categories. Work is in prog­
ress for 50% of the categories. 

I Material from the policy manual has 
not been divided into categories. 
No work has begun. 

5 The completed workbook is ready for 
new workers with all sections col­
lected, integrated, polished, and 
typed. Proced~res for its use have 
been worked out. 

3 50% of the workbook material has 
been collected but has not been 
edited or polished for typing. 

Level Level 

1 5 

1 4 

I I 

, 
.> I 
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Table 3--Continued 

Attainment Levels 

1 None of the material to be included 
in the workbook has been collected. 

Staff coordina- 5 
tion through 

15 minute meetings between staff 
take place at 95% of shift changes. 
Exchange of information improves 
staff coordination. 

shift overlap 

3 Overlap meetings take place 50% 
of the time. Moderate improvement 
in staff coordination. 

1 Overlap meetings do not occur. No 
other mechanism is developed to 
improve staff coordination. 

Initial 
Level 

1 

Final 
Level 

5 
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another problem should be rejected because it is insufficiently tai­

lored to the specific case. Certainly the orientation workbook bore 

a striking resemblance to the policies and procedures manual that had 

been designed to promote work organization. The workbook would re­

quire more effort of the same type that was going into the manual, and 

we worried that staff might get bogged down. Postponing work on the 

workbook until the manual was completed meant that staff would not 

have to cope with both tasks at once, but also that the problems they 

had identified in orienting new workers were likely to linger. 

We decided not to challenge the priorities the staff had set 

since they, particularly Sue, seemed enthusiastic about the workbook 

idea and since their schedule would allow us to revise this goal later 

if it no longer seemed appropriate. Had w~ been more directive and 

pushed staff to select a more easily attainable goal, we might have 

gained some momentum. 

Since the work staff members were taking on was increasing at an 

alarming rate, and since the youths would be out of school for Easter 

vacation, we decided to give the Home two weeks off before adding new 

goals. We told them we were particularly concerned that Sue, who had 

accepted some role in every goal selected thus far, was trying to do 

too much on top of an already demanding job. We repeated this con­

cern in a letter to Jay in which we sent the goal attainment scales 

for the workbook and orientation assignments. 

Our next meeting at the Home on April 13 never really got off the 

ground, because the regular staff meeting lasted too long. I had time 

only to go over past goal attainment charts. Some progress had been 

made toward collecting materials for the manual, although staff as a 
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whole had not contributed much. The shift overlap meetings were not 

working well. Mary had been assigned the task of meeting with the 

morning shift and had adjust~d her hours accordingly, but she was using 

the time to perform errands, not to gather information. This may have 

been due to some residual resentment towards us, although by now she 

was participating as actively (or as lethargically) in our portion of 

the staff meeting as in the first half. She suggested taking another 

week to "shake down" the shift overlap meetings, and I agreed. 

I took the lack of progress on goals as an indication that we 

should not further overload the staff with new work. climate concerns 

but should move on to social climate problems instead. Since the first 

social climate meeting would be devoted to feedback, this would give 

staff additional time to work on existing goals, to which they still 

expressed a high degree of commitment. When we turned to social cli­

mate, we would begin ~orking with residents as weI: as staff. 

Only Bonnie expressed some reservations about this plan. She 

hoped we would return to the in-service training problem because, she 

said, while staff had a number of good ideas, they were not good at 

setting or implementing goals. 

Bonnie's comment was astute. We had succeeded in getting staff 

to follow our problem solving process, so long as we directed it, to 

set specific goals, and to make some progress towards them. However, 

we had not helped them to develop their own problem solving resources. 

This was clear whenever someone raised an issue suitable for problem 

solving during the staff meeting. Typically staff would discuss the 

problem and propose a number of solutions but never agree on any. 

Hore often than not, the issue would be dropped, unresolved. Bonnie's 



---------

93 

corr~ent emphasized the importance of our devising a strategy to trans­

fer problem solving skills to staff. 

On April 20, we worked on identification of social climate prob­

lems with both staff and residents in turn. As usual, we began the 

staff meeting by monitoring progress towards past goals. By now, this 

was considerable. Seventy-five percent of the mate~ials for the poli­

cies and procedures manual were in hand, and shift overlap meetings 

were occurring regularly. No new staff had been hired, so the orien~ 

tation plans could l10t be put into effect. 

The rest of the meeting followed the same format as the identifi­

cation of work climate problems. The staff's perceptions of social 

climate problems are shown in Figure 12. Of these, they voted that 

developing youths' sense of responsibility for the home, cursing, ac­

tivity planning, and anger and arguing were the most important. 

The meeting with youths (and those staff who were on duty) in the 

afternoon was our first contact with them as a group. In fact, the 

idea of a weekly group meeting where residents could discuss their 

dissatisfactions originated shortly after we began our involvement 

with the Home, although it is not clear that we had any influence on 

it. Our goals for the meeting were to help the residents to under­

stand the data, to further assess and update their view of Home prob­

lems. and to judge whether they could handle the more difficult task 

of problem solving. 

We presented the social climate data to youths with colorful 

speedometer charts on large pieces of posterboard. Since we expected 

the residents to be less easily threatened than staff by large rea1-

ideal discrepancies, and more easily bored, we showed them only the 
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Figure 12 

Staff's Social Climate Problem Identification--The Home 

A. Upkeep of recreational equipment 

B. Sense of responsibility for property 

C, Not enough positive help and su.pport 

D. Cursing 

E. Little talk about feelings 

F. Messiness 

G. Activity planning 

H. Arguing and negative rather than positive expression of anger 

I. Little discussion of youths' goals 
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areas of largest discrepancy, with one small one for contrast. We and 

the staff who were present took a great deal of trouble to make sure 

the youths understood both the point of the meeting and the data. The 

feedback report seemed consonant with their current perceptions of the 

Home, even though we had collected the data four months earlier. (This 

is an unusually long time lag between assessment and feedback but, in 

this case, it did not appear to affect participants' acceptance of the 

data.) 

To further define the problems identified in the feedback report, 

we asked the youths to give us examples of each. Their responses are 

shown in Figure 13. Although we did not ask them to vote formally, 

the youths clearly felt that neatness and anger and arguing were more 

serious issues than the organization of activities. Since the youths 

appeared interested in the data and able to work with it, we decided 

to continue to problem solving the following week. 

In between these meetings, we talked with Jay about our own agen­

da of getting staff to take leadership in the problem solving process. 

This led to a thorough discussion of what survey guided development 

was and was not designed to do. Jay indicated that he expected us to 

identify strengths and problems at the Home and to tell him how to 

solve them. We replied that we were doing that, but in a collabora­

tive fashion, and that he and his staff had far more expertise than 

we did about what the Home's problems were and what sorts of solutions 

would work there. He agreed with our conceyn that the staff might be 

becoming too dependent on us rather than building up their own re-

sources. 

Jay also said that he felt a need for team building exercises to 
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Figure 13 

Youths' Social Climate Problem Identification--The Home 

A. Neatness 

- Bedrooms and bathrooms worst 
- Office and kitchen best 

B. Activities 

- Don't always follow through on plans 
Sometimes arrive too late 

C. Arguing and Anger 

- Arguments over pool table 
- Cussing 
- Doing what staff say 

Making too much noise 
- Breaking things 
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increase rapport among staff. We acknowledged the value of such exer­

cises, but pointed out that our efforts had a different focus, namely 

to help the staff work to resolve problems they had identified and to 

teach them a method of going about problem solving. Within our frame­

work, team building exercises had the status of a solution to a prob­

lem in Peer Leadership, a problem whose seriousness staff had down­

played. If the problem was becoming more grave, we could help staff 

to set a goal to resolve it. The goal might or might not involve turn­

ing to outside consultants to lead team building exercises, but in any 

case, this was not our role. 

This discussion served to clarify the contract for the develop­

ment process once again, and pointed out its limitatioli3 as well as 

its strengths. Jay appeared satisfied, so we turned to the problem of 

developing internal problem solving resources at the Home. Since sin­

gling out Pat and Linda as in-house consultants had made them uncom­

fortable, we suggested two alternative strategies. Someone with 

legitimate authority, either he or Sue, could step into the breech, 

or we could extend the rotating leadership structure of staff meetings 

to problem solving. Both Jay and we preferred the latter option. We 

decided that we would lead the problem solving meeting the following 

week, but we would announce our intention to turn this function over 

to staff thereafter. We would also call attention to process issues 

involved in problem solving in order to prepare staff to take over 

the procedure. We agreed to limit our involvement in the Home to four 

additional staff meetings, and to announce this immediately, so that 

staff would rely less on us and begin to take on more responsibility. 

I described this plan to staff at our next meeting. In an at-
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tempt to model the problem solving process, I noted that we had come 

into the Home with two goals of our own: to help them identify and 

solve some problems in the climate of their organization and to give 

them a problem solv,ing method they could use to bring the Home closer 

to their ideals in the future. We felt we had gone a long way towards 

attaining our first goal but had made little progress towards the 

second. When we had applied the problem solving procedures to our own 

dilemma, we had come up wi~h the options we had discussed with Jay. 

Our ultimate goal was for the staff to be able to use the problem solv~ 

ing procedures without our help by the time we left the program. 

The staff agreed that the goal, our plan for meeting it, and the 

time frame were all reasonable. I suggested, and they concurred, that 

we apply the problem solving procedure to an issue they had raised, 

without resolving, in their last two staff meetings: the youths' 

poor table manners. I hoped this would be a simple, unemotional issue 

that would leave staff free to focus on the process as well as the 

content of the resolution. A quick, successful solution might have 

propaganda value as well, since it. would form a striking contrast 

with the staff's unstructured and unsuccessful efforts to date. This 

assessment proved a bit too optimistic. 

I then unveiled a chart (Figure 14) listing the steps in the 

problem solving process. We discussed the rationale for each step 

with examples from previous meetings, then started in at the beginning. 

In going over past goals, we found that Bonnie had not written 

up a portion of the policies and procedures manual assigned to her. 

iVhile she recalled the assignment, she wasn't certain what the manual 

coordinators intended her to do, and the task had slipped her mind. 
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Figure 14 

Problem Solving Steps 

A. Go over past goals. 

B. Identify new problem. 

C. Write down individual ideas. 

D. Share ideas -- go around room, list ideas on newsprint (no criti­
cism). 

E. Vote for best ideas. 

F. Set specific goal what will it look like? 

G. Plan to implement who, how, when? 
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I made a process comment about the importance of goal clarity. Jay 

said that the most important thing about reaching goals was motivation. 

I agreed that motivation was crucial, but argued that it was not suf­

ficient. The whole problem-solving process was one of turni.ng motiva­

tion into successful action, and we needed to look at things other 

than motivation that might impede progress. Goal clarity was one of 

these. We went on to make a specific list of everything that was 

still needed for the manual. 

Time was running short, so we skipped over problem identification 

on the grounds that table manners had been discussed twice before. 

Staff wrote down individual solutions without incident. When we 

posted solutions, a majority voted for ideas that w'ould single out 

residents with poor manners for special help. 

Some staff, led by Paul, argued against this strategy. Youths 

at the Home were continually being divided into good and bad on vari­

ous dimensions, and Paul felt that this constant evaluation was harm­

ful. He won people over to his point of view, but suggested that the 

solution was simply to pay more attention to everyone's table manners 

at all times. I worried aloud that this goal might get lost if it 

were not made more specific. After all, bringing the issue to staff's 

attention in the last two meetings had not accomplished anything. 

Since the time for the staff meeting had run out without our 

reaching a solution, we decided to return to the problem next week. 

Ralph, who would be chairing the meeting, agreed to take charge of the 

problem solving. 

Both Jay and Paul approached me privately after the meeting to 

say that this session had been very valuable. Although we had not 



101 

come up with any solutions, they felt much more attuned to the process 

of solving problems and setting goals than they had previously. 

This meeting was a turning point in the development process for 

several reasons. First~ we had challenged Jay by rej-ecting his defini­

tion of the intervention contract and his motivational explanation for 

Bonnie's failure to work on a goal. These confrontations, although 

gentle, probably unfroze Jay's ideas about the intervention and about 

problem solving and goal setting and left him particularly receptive 

to what followed. Second, we clarified, in our own minds and in 

theirs, the goal of transferring problem solving skills to staff. We 

emphasized this by shifting our focus from problem to process. Fi­

nally, by choosing a problem that a staff member had raised, rather 

than plucking one from our feedback charts, we widened the scope of 

the process. We were no longer working on a particular problem or 

even teaching staff how to resolve real-ideal discrepancies in other 

areas. We were demonstrating a process that could be used for any 

problem at any time, with or without an elaborate assessment. The 

staff soon carried this lesson further than we had anticipated. 

It is not clear whether we could have changed the focus of the 

meetings from problems to process at any earlier point. Certainly we 

had offered rationales for our methods before, but we had done so in 

passing. Participants were too busy thinking about substantive prob­

lems and mechanics (e.g., whether they should hold on to their written 

solutions or pass them in to us) to pay much attention to the reasons 

for each step. By now the mechanics were familiar and the problem 

less than engrossing. Staff now had some faith that the method was a 

useful one, which had already produced results in other areas. Also, 
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since we had seen them at work on this very problem previously, I could 

draw specific contra8ts between our method and their less structured 

approach. Thus the time seemed to be particularly opportune for the 

change in focus, but with more effort, we might have been able to ac­

complish it earlier. 

The problem-solving meeting with youths that afternoon centered 

on the issue of neatness. I selected this rather than arguing, be­

cause I felt they might be able to make more progress on this topic. 

As I had expected, the staff who were present took the opportunity to 

lecture youths on doing chores, and some of the residents leaped onto 

the bandwagon. Most of the suggestions, such as picking up clothes, 

were of the form "do what you!re supposed to do." 

Two new specific problems and solutions were raised, however. 

These concerned trash disposal in the Home's van and the accumulation 

throughout the buildings of items not belonging to anyone. The staff 

suggested putting a trash bag in the van and two youths agreed to make 

a sign about using it. 

Other youths volunteered, or in some cases "got volunteer~d" to 

go through specific areas of the Home with staff supervision to throw 

out things no one wanted. This they voted to do during the next Tues­

day's routine housecleaning. 

May 4 was the first day that staff, led by Ralph, took charge of 

the problem solving. Jay's boss, the director of professional ser­

vices for the Home's parent agepcy, also attended. This was somewhat 

awkward, since Mr. Big was not familiar 'with the problem solving pro­

cedure. He had a number of good ideas, but he also diverted the pro­

cess, which staff were just beginning to learn. Understandably, 
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neither Ralph nor anyone else showed any inclination to cha11erlg~ him. 

Otherwise, Ralph led the meeting with authority, while I coached from 

the sidelines. 

I attributed the divergence of opinion on solutions to the table 

manners problem the previous week to the fact that the issue was more 

complex than we had originally thought. To clarify the issue more 

fully, we returned to the problem identification step we had originally 

skipped. Staff members drew the moral, perhaps unnecessarily, that the 

steps in the problem solving process should be invariate. 

Ralph directed staff in writing down and posting solutions. The 

voting showed less consensus than usual, but the idea of holding some 

sort of meeting with youths to discuss the problem got substantial 

support. Time had run out again, so we decided to continue with goal 

setting the following week. 

With an inexperienced skipper at the helm, O~T headway had been 

slow. Still, everyone was more aware of every tack we had taken than 

they would have been, had the sailing been smoother. I complimented 

Ralph both publicly and privately for doing .a difficult job well. 

I did not stay for the residents' meeting, since a speaker from 

the Fire Department was scheduled. When he failed to appear, Sue im­

provised a problem solving agenda concerning table manners. The 

youths came up with a list of thirteen rules of etiquette, such as 

"chew with mouth shut," lIdon't eat sloppy," and "no begging food." 

They asked to have these posted in the dining room. 

Sue reported the residents' progress at the next staff meeting. 

The staff decided that, rather than simply typing up the list in small 

print that yo'Uths might overlook, they would write it on a window 



104 

shade. The shade could be raised during the day and pulled down at 

mealtimes to display the rules. The staff assigned the tasks of buy­

ing the shade and printing up the list. Jay volunteered to coordinate 

the proGess, since neither the maintenance man nor the ca1igraphy ex­

pert was present. They added the task of pulling down the shade to 

the table setting detail, and set a one week deadline. All this they 

did with great gusto and good humor. 

We were quite pleased. Although we had spent three weeks on an 

admittedl~ trivial problem and the staff still required some coaching 

to stay on the topic, they had clearly incorporated elements of the 

problem solving process. The window shade, which was hanging in the 

dining room for our next and final staff meeting, was a tangible sym­

bol for both residents and staff that they could get things done. 

Bonnie suggested that, at our final staff meeting, they apply 

the problem solving process to a particular resident whom many staff 

had trouble dealing with. In fact, a brief discussion of this youth 

had aroused so much emotion earlier in the meeting that we had debated 

the appropriateness of returning to the table manners issue with this 

more pressing one unresolved. We applauded this attempt to adapt the 

process to the Home's needs but warned that it might prove more diffi­

cult to come up with specific goals and tangible evidence of progress 

in this application. Bonnie agreed to take charge of the meeting. 

Our last staff meeting at the Home was May 18. We sat back and 

watched while Bonnie ably, if self-consciously led the problem solving 

regarding the difficult resident. In problem identification, staff 

initially focussed on the boy's problems (low self image~ dislike of 

authority, learning disability, bullying). But with Jay's urgiog they 
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soon switched away from "blaming the victim" (Ryan, 1971) to focusing 

on their own actions with an impressive degree of sophistica~ion. When 

they turned to generating solutions, several staff joked that the sit­

uation was hopeless. After two or three minutes of silence, however, 

everyone began to write out ideas. The most popular were to simplify 

demands on the resident by being concrete, giving explanations, and 

breaking down tasks into one step at a time; avoid giving direct or­

ders, since this only created a power struggle; and retain a sense of 

humor. 

Time had run out once again and they decided to go on to goal 

setting the following week. We applauded their efforts and noted 

that they had thought out a range of options for working with this 

youth and had overcome their feelings of helplessness and frustration 

and anger. We sugges ted that they remain flexible in applying the 

solutions and monitor their progress so that they could adopt new 

stra.tegies if that seemed useful. 

We accomplished three additional tasks at this final meeting. 

First, we passed out a handout reviewing the steps in the problem 

solving process (Appendix I). Next, we went over past goals attain-

ment scales, as ~ye had at each previous meeting. This time we asked 

the staff to rate their attainment level for each scale numerically 

by consensus. These ratings are shown along with the initial levels 

in Table 3. Participants felt that they had made maximum progress 

on table manners and facilitation of communication through shift over­

lap meetings. They had also acquired all the information needed for 

the policies and procedures manual, although not in the manner they 

had planned. Considerable progress had been made toward production of 
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the manual and disposal of useless articles around the home. The ori­

entation workbook had not gotten off the ground, since it was to be 

based on the manual, and the new employee assignment plan had not been 

implemented since no new employees had been hired. 

The staff also requested feedback from us about how the Home com­

pared with other residential youth programs with which we had worked. 

We gave them our honest impressions of their strengths and weaknesses 

and pointed out that the posttest would give them a chance to assess 

the Home against their own goals once again. 

Reassessment 

The posttest was identical to the pretest with the addition of a 

two page questionnaire for staff to evaluate the development process. 

y!e again assessed youths individ'/lally on two different occasions, left 

questionnaires for staff to fill out, and sent in observers. Getting 

staff to complete their assessment instruments still took a certain 

amount of persistence and cajoling. Nine of ten youths and eleven of 

seventeen full time staff had completed their questionnaires by the 

end of June. This time two of the four afternoon staff turned i.n re­

sponses. Mary was helpful in setting up the assessment with residents 

and promised me that she would drop her questionnaire in the mail, but 

we never received it. 

In all, our involvement with the Home comprised four meetings at 

entry, ten meetings with staff and two with youths for problem solv­

ing, three meetings with in-house consultants and one with the direc­

tor for process maintenance purposes, two posttest sessions, and per­

haps a half dozen lunches. The 22 meetings involved 18 separate 
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visits to the Horne from December to Jun~, although we were active dur-

ing only about three and a half months of this period. Observers made 

an additional three visits to the Horne at both pretest and posttest. 

Two of our assessment visits and al2. six of the observers' \\rere for 

resea:ech purposes. The other sixteen were central to the development 

process. 

Outcomes 

Both the events we observed at the Horne and the quantitative re-

sults of the assessments are useful in evalu~ting the effect of the 

intervention. 

The simplest method of examining changes in the assessment instru-

ments from pretest to posttest is with paired-comparison ~ tests, in 

which each subj ec t serves as his or her own control. Table 4 shows 

the result of 47 independent t tests for staff and 23 for residents. 

Favorable changes (e.g., an increase in role clarity, a decrease in 

,', 
~ role conflict, or a reduction in a,!:\sol11te value of a real-ideal dis-

crepancy) are noted with a plus sign (+), unfavorable changes with a 

minus (-). All discrepancy scores are shown in absolute value units. 

Although we must remain skeptical of any single "significant find-

ing" culled from so many ~ tests, the patterns of change between pre-

test and posttest are suggestive. Thirty-seven of these changes for 

staff and twenty for residents were favorable; only seven for staff 

and three for youths were in the opposite direction. Eight of seventy 

~ tests, all in the favorable direction, were significant at the .05 

level (two-tailed non-simultaneous tests). 

A Wilcoxon signed ranks test (Siegel, 1956) summarizes these data 
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Table 4 

Paired-Comparison! Tests for Changes ~rom Pretest to 

Posttest at the Home 

Staff 
N = 7 

Mean Direction 
of 

Dimension Pre Post Change t 

Real Climate - Goals 

Role Clarity 2.96 4.14 + -4.10** 
Role Conflic t 3.67 3.48 + .83 
Role Overload 3.48 3.24 + 2. 501~ 
Autcmomy 3.38 3.67 + -.70 
Challenge 3.3'8 3.52 + -.48 ~ 

Feedback 2.57 3.29 + -3. 87*~'t 
Job Expectations 3.00 3.00 0 0 
Va'J:iety 3.43 3.14 1.35 
SU1,lervision 2.83 2.93 + -.91 
Pe:tformance Contingencies 3.00 3.03 + -.17 

Real Climate - Participation 

Ra.pport with Residents 3.67 3.90 + -1. 70 
Openness 3.05 3.33 + -.89 
Trust in Staff 2.39 2.50 + -.79 
Trust in Residents 1.95 2.43 + -1.83 
Per,c.eived Influence 3.21 3.86 + -2.52* 
Cohesiveness 2.86 2.96 + -.60 
OVf:ra11 Power 3.14 3.39 + -1.45 

~:~'Idea1 Discrepancies - wcs 

Staff Welfare 1.71 1.36 + 1.11 
Work Structure 1. 79 1.21 + 1. 92 
Supervisory Leadership .78 .53 + 2.39 
Peer Support 1.00 1.14 -.68 
Teamwork 2.09 1.34 + 1. 29 
Peer Competence 1. 76 1. 52 + 1.26 
Work Overload 1.33 1.00 + 2.71* 
Work Clarity .96 .64 + 1. 03 
Growth Opportunities 1. 75 1.25 + 1. 58 
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Table 4--Continued 

Staff 
N = 7 

Mean Direction 
of 

Dimension Pre Post Change 

Real-Ideal DiscreEancies - COPES 

Pride and Group Spirit .73 .38 + 
Support .71 .49 + 
Openness of Feelings .50 .14 + 
Independence ;' .64 .36 + 
Jobs and Planning 1.00 .84 + 
Sharing Personal Problems .29 .38 
Anger and Arguing 1.38 1.39 
Organizational Neatness 1.43 1.36 + 
Program Clarity .42 .25 + 
Staff Control .17 .17 a 

Satisfaction 

Work 3.14 3.38 + 
Existence 3.18 2.86 
Relatedness 3.67 3.43 
Growth 3.06 3.11 + 
Stressors 2.71 2.86 + 
Supervisor 2.57 2.57 a 

PSl':chological Attitudes 

Openness to Change 3.63 4.08 + 
Turnover 3.57 3.14 + 
Tension 2.86 3.19 
Leisure 2.95 3.14 + 
Self Esteem 4.00 4.11 + 

* .E. -< .05 
** .E. < .01 

(non-simultaneous two-tailed tests) 
(non-simultaneous two-tailed tests) 

t 

2.32 
1.32 
3.87** 
1.92 

.55 
-.66 
-.05 

.40 
1.08 
a 

-1.11 
1.72 
1.51 , 

-1.00 
-.68 
a 

-1.85 
3.06 

-1.32 
-1.08 
-.66 
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Table 4--Continued 

(RESIDENTS) 

Residents 

Mean Direction 
of 

Dimension Pre Post Change t 

Real Climate - Participation (N = 3) 

Rapport with Staff 2.44 3.00 + -.76 
Openness 2.78 3.33 + -1.89 
Trust in Staff 2.78 3.56 + -1.15 
Trust in Residents 2.11 2.78 + -2.00 
Perceived Influence 1.58 3.42 + -2.48 
Cohesiveness 2.83 3.58 + -3.00 
Overall Power 3.17 4.00 + -3.78 

Real-Ideal Discrepancies - COPES (N = 6) 

Pride and Group Spirit .67 .33 + 3.16* 
Support .83 .54 + 1.56 
Openness of Feelings .42 .67 -.53 
Independence .41 .71 -1.56 
Jobs and Planning .58 .33 + .88 
Sharing Personal Problems .25 .33 -LOO 
Anger and Arguing 1.17 1.13 + .08 
Organiza tional N1ea tnes s .42 .28 + .88 
Program Clarity .58 .50 + .54 
Staff Control 1.00 .75 + .65 

Satisfaction (N = 3) 

Program 2.67 3.56 + -1.60 
Staff 2.33 3.67 + -2.22 
Residents 2.00 3.17 + -1.00 
Growth 3.11 3.56 + -2.00 

Psychological Attitudes (N = 3) 

Self Esteem 2.58 3.92 + -2.87 
Trust 2.61 3.44 + -8.66* 

* .E. < .05 (non-simultaneous two-tailed tests) 
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by testing the null hypothesis that the changes are symmetrically dis­

tributed about a mean of zero. The test, which takes into account the 

magnitude (in standard deviation units) as well as the direction of all 

changes, shows that the overall improvement from pretest to posttest 

was highly reliable fOT both youths, z = 3.60, R < .001, and staff, 

z = 4.30, R < .001. 

We can examine the changes from pretest to posttest in more detail 

using the model from Chapter One as a guide. Figure 15 shows 90% con­

fidence intervals for changes from pretest to posttest on measured vari­

ables. Changes in real-ideal discrepancies are reversed in the figure 

to provide a measure of change in person-environment fit (i.e., reduced 

discrepancies become increased fit), and the COPES response scale is 

recalibrated (Yes = 5, No = 1), so that all changes are measured on 

five-point scales. The person-environment fit variables refer to the 

two feedback instruments (COPES and WCS); perceptions of real climate 

are taken from the independent evaluation questionnaire (PAS). The 

confidence intervals are not simultaneous, and should be regarded as 

descriptive rather than inf(';',rential. 

Staff and youths made substantial progress (attainment levels four 

to five) towards 70% of the goals they set for themselves in response 

to both social and work climate problems. There was little variance 

in participants' degree of involvement in the development process. Six 

of the seven staff who responded to both the pretest and posttest were 

highly involved in the intervention (average ratings of at least four 

on a five point scale), according to both self reports and consultants' 

ratings. None of the six youths played a major role in the process. 

According to the model, goal attainment should lead to changes in 



REAL CLIMATE-GOALS SATISFACTION 

Staff Staff --
predicted (.51, 1.39) (-.18, .14) 
not predicted Youth GOALS (-.23, .41) (.10, 1.81) 

70% Attainment 
D G PERSON-ENVIRONMENT FIT 

~ 
Staff COPES 

I predicted (-.55, .83) tc f-t- K 
REAL CLiMATE- H 

not predicted (.15, .50) 
Staff WCS INVOLVEMENT 

E PARTICIPATION predicted (.21, 1.10) Staff 
not predicted (.04, .38) PSYCHOlOG ICAl ATTITUDES High 86% l 

Youth COPES Youth Staff predicted (-.35, .91) High 0% (.02, .61) unpredicted (-.48, .76) J Staff 
Youth (.03, .28) 
(-.36, 2.07) Youth 

Staff N = 7 (.51, 1.66) 
Youth N = 6 -

Figure 15. 90% Confidence Intervals for Changes from Pretest to Posttest--The Home. Confidence bounds are 
computed for mean scores on five-point scales within each category and are non-simultaneous. 
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real climate and in person-environment fit only on dimensions related 

to the goals. The Home's table manners and neatness goals correspond 

most closely to social climate fit in the area of Organization and Neat­

ness. Production of a poli\~ies and procedures manual and improving 

staff coordination through shift overlap meetings might be expected to 

produce real climate changes in Role Clarity and Feedback as well as 

increasing fit on the work climate dimensions Work Structure, Teamwork, 

and Work Clarity. 

These changes, which are labeled "Predicted" in Figure 15, were 

all in the expected direction. The increase in fit in the social cli­

mate area of Organization and Neatness was small and not significantly 

different from changes on other COPES dimensions for either youths or 

staff. In fact, the change for staff was trivial. But the predicted 

changes in real work climate and in fit were more substantial, and the 

real changes were reliably larger than other unpredicted changes in the 

same box of the figure, !. (6) = -4.14, .E < .01. The data are not incon­

sistent with the notion that intervention effects become attenuated as 

we move frvm left to right in the model; neither do they provide strong 

evidence. 

The data from the assessment instruments suggest that the Home's 

program climate changed in the predicted direction from pretest to post­

test. The process description provides circumstantial evidence of 

changes in other areas for which we have no numerical data. Figure 1 

predicts that involvement in the problem solving process should lead to 

increased problem-solving skills among participants. By the end of our 

contact with the Home, staff members had certainly begun to both use our 

problem solVing methods and adapt them to new situations, such as their 



114 

difficulty with a particular resident. Their adoption of the technique 

suggests that organizational norms regarding systematic problem solving 

and goal setting may have changed as well. Sue's spontaneous decision 

to take up problem solving with the residents when a scheduled speaker 

failed to appear points in the same direction. 

Two other events that occurred during our contact with the Home 

suggest that it was moving towards a more participatory organizational 

structure. These we1:'e the institution of resident meetings and the 

adoption of a rotating chair for staff meetings. We have no evidence 

that we influenced either change. It is possible that they were moti­

vated by the same forces that led Jay and Sue to invite us to try our 

participatory problem solving technique at the Home in the first place. 

Again, the changes are at least consistent with the model. 

Thus far I have reported data for only the 13 staff and residents 

who completed both the pretest and the posttest. A comparison of the 

entire pretest sample (11 adults and 9 youths) with the entire posttest 

sample (11 adults and 8 youths) yields very similar results. For staff, 

32 of 47 changes favored the posttest; 11 favored the pretest. Four 

indices had identical means at the two assessments. For residents, 21 

of 23 changes favored the posttest. 

A few areas still stood out as problems on the posttest program 

climate reports. These were A.nger and Arguing on the COPES, and two of 

Sue's Supervisory Leadership items, one Peer Leadership item, and the 

Orientation and Training item on the WCS. In-Service Training and three 

other Peer Leadership items figured as "near problems," although they 

showed some improvement from the pretest. These were precisely the 

areas that we identified as problems at the pretest but for which we 
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failed to set or to reach goals. 
" 

The Peer Leadership discrepancies in particular are ones that the 

staff had downplayed at the original data feedback meeting but that Jay 

had reemphasized in our discussions. The interpersonal problems they 

reflect are mirrored in the supervision and arguing discrepancies as 

well. IntereGtingly, we were able to make progress on other problems 

at the Home without dealing directJ.y with these interpersonal issues. 

The improvements in group process dimensions (listed in Figure 15 as 

real climate changes due to participation) suggest that we may have 

made inroads in affective areas by working on more task-oriented goals. 

On the other hand~ interpersonal problems did not disappear be-

tween pretest and posttest. If we had used the reassessment to begin 

a new cycle of problem solving and goal setting, we would probably have 

tried to deal with them. Perhaps by then staff would have trusted us 

and the pr,oblem solving process enough to acknowledge these problems 

and attempt to resolve them directly. 

This case study suggests that at least one group home was able to 

use the Youth Home Development process to make progress towards its 

goals. I do not make this claim based only on the overall positive 

change on measured variables from pretest to posttest. Many events that 

impinged on the Home during the intervention could have improved its 

program climate. But internal evidence, especially the focused changes 

in the work climate areas where we devoted most of our efforts and the 

lack of change in areas we ignored, suggests that it was the development 

process that catalyzed change. The more diffuse improvement in social 

climate is consistent with the smaller amount of effort we invested 

there. 
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The extent of change in residents, with whom we had little contact, 

is more surprising. Perhaps improvements in work climate "trickled 

down" to the residents. Or perhaps, by having group meetings of their 

own and by working with Sue on problem solving, they reaped many of the 

benefits of participatory problem solving without much input on our 

part. In either case, it is not clear that we precipitated the social 

climate changes. 

Although the case study suggests that the survey-guided development 

process can promote constructive change in the climates of residential 

programs, it says nothing of the generalizability of the results. The 

Home may have been a particularly fertile setting for problem solving 

and goal setting or may have brought resources to the process that 

other group homes la~k. The descriptive information and internal analy­

sis provide some support for the internal and construct validity of tne 

intervention outcomes, hut not for their external validity. 

The next chapter addresses this issue by examining the effects of 

the intervention in the entire sample of six experimental and six con­

trol homes and in other individual experimental homes. The results are 

far from uniform. In the final ~hapter, I discuss some possible reasons 

for the differential outcomes of the intervention in different homes. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

As I noted in Chapter Two, we can examine the results of the sur­

vey-guided intervention process in two ways. One is to study within­

home changes over time for each of the six experimental sites; the 

case study in the last chapter is an extended example. The other is 

to compare gain scores for the treatment and control groups in a nested 

analysis of variance design. Let us begin here, since the comparison 

between treatment and control groups puts within-home changes into 

perspective, 

Comparison of Treatment and Control Groups 

Table 5 presents the results of three-factor nested analyses of 

variance on raw gain scores for each of the 70 outcome variables in the 

measured portion of the intel~ention model. Separate ~ statistics re­

flect effects due to treatments and to homes within treatments. Some 

indices have been recalibrated so that all employ five-point response 

scales and all favorable changes are positive. For simplicity, ~ sta­

tistics below 1.0 are omitted. 

A quick count shows that 35 of 47 treatment-control comparisons 

for staff favor the experimental group, ~ = 3.21, ~ < .01. Six of the 

47 comparisons, all but one favoring the experimental group, are reli­

able at the .05 level. For staff, the treatment-control differences 

ar.e almost entirely due to improvements within the experimental group, 

117 
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Table 5 

Treatment and Home Effects for Pretest-Post test 

Change Scores (Nested Analysis of Variance Design) 

Staff 

Mean Change Test F-Testsa 

Dimension Experimental Control Favors Treatment (d.£.) Group Homes 

Real Climate - Goals (N-ll Homes, 37 Staff) d.f.-(9,26) 

Role Clarity .82 -.04 Ex 7.21* (1,9) 1.44 
Role Conflict (R) .19 .20 Con 1.73 
Role Overload (R) .42 -.20 Ex 4.04 (1,9) 1.84 
Autonomy .33 -.02 Ex 2.33 (2,9) 
Challenge .07 .07 Con 
Feedback .29 .15 Ex 2.98* 
Job Expectations .0 .30 Con 1.15 (3,9) 
Variety -.02 .03 Con 1.33 
Supervision .03 -.11 Ex 4.76** 
Perforro~nce Contin-

gencies .21 -.02 Ex 1.58 

Real Climate - Participation 
(N=ll Homes, 43 Staff) d.f.-(9,32) 

Rapport with Residen~s .16 -.01 Ex 1.00 
Openness .32 -.01 Ex 2.39 (1,9) 
Trust in Staff .43 .31 Ex 2.77* 
Trust in Residents .60 -.05 Ex 9.72* (1,9) 1.00 
Perceived Influence .10 -.02 Ex 1.43 
Cohesiveness .21 .10 Ex 1.32 (4,9) 
Overall Power .29 .0 Ex 4.87* (2,9) 3.86** 

Person-Environment Fit ~WCS) 
(N-IO Homes, 36 Staff) d.f.=(8,26) 

Staff Welfare .25 -.08 Ex 2.60* 
Growth .31 .13 Ex 1.47 
Overload .25 -.03 Ex 5.72* (2,8) 
Clarity .23 .23 Con 1.67 

Person-Environment Fit (WCS) 
(Staff Model Homes Only: N = 4 Homes, 26 Staff) d.f.""(2,22) 

Work Structure .57 -.14 Ex 2.05 (1,2) 1.95 
Supervisory Leadership .25 -.15 Ex 15.97*** 
Peer Support -.14 .16 Con 18.30* (1,2) 
Teamwork .75 .03 Ex 4.73 (1,2) 
Peer Cotlpetence .24 -.17 Ex 3.00 (1,2) 
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Table 5--Continued 

Staff 

Mean Chanse Test F-Testsa 

Dimension Experimental Control Favor Treatment (d.f. ) Group Homes 

Person-Environment Fit (COPES) 
(N-IO Homes, 52 Staff) d.f.-(8,42) 

Pride and Group Spirit .60 .34 Ex 2.46* 
SuppoX't .72 -.02 Ex 6.54* (1,8) 
Openness of Feelings .64 .18 Ex 3.50 (1,8) 
Independence .72 .18 Ex 5.17 (1,8) 
Jobs and Planning .52 -.36 Ex 3.62 (1,8) 1.34 
Sharing Personal 

Problems -.04 -.04 Ex 
Anger and Arguing .52 .12 Ex 3.68** 
Organization and Neat-

ness .22 .08 Ex 
Program Clarity .38 .04 Ex 2.12 (1,8) 1.13 
Staff Control .08 -.06 Ex 2.61 (2,8) 

Satisfaction (N-ll Homes, 49 Staff) d.f.=-(9,38) 

Work .07 -.01 Ex 1.64 
Existence (3 Homes) -.25 .0 Con 1.43 

(3,22) 
Relatedness -.10 -.07 Con . 
Growth • 16 -.01 Ex 3.17** 
Stressors -.04 .01 Con 1.02 
Supervisor -.18 -.35 Ex 5.07** 

Psychological Attitudes (N"ll Homes, 38 Staff) d.f.=(9,27) 

Turnover (R) .02 .13 Con 1.56 
Tension (R) -.26 .07 Con 2.20 (1,9) 1.7i 
Leisure .12 -.07 Ex 1.68 
Openness to Change .26 .07 Ex 1.12 (2,9) 1.19 
Self Esteem .09 .11 Con 1.67 
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Table 5--Continued 

Mean Change 
Dimension Experimental Control 

Real Climate - ParticiEation 
(N-12 Homes, 56 Residents) 

Rapport with Staff .0 -.09 
Openness -.08 -.10 
Trust in Staff .16 -.29 
Trust in Residents .08 .03 
Perceived Influence .10 -.10 
Cohesiveness -.21 -.27 
OVerall Power -.04 -.05 

Person-EnvironLJent Fit (COPES) 
(N"'ll Homes, 57 Residents) 

Pride and Group Spirit .06 -.14 
Support .26 .04 
Openness of Feelings -.28 .02 
Independence -.28 -.12 
Jobs and Planning -.18 -.18 
Sharing Personal 

Problems .10 -.24 
Anger and Arguing ··.06 -.12 
Organization and Neat- w 

ness - . .06 -.18 
Program Clarity -.06 -.16 
Staff Control .40 .24 

Satisfaction (N-12 Homes, 57 Residents) 

Program -.28 -.25 
Staff -.18 ~·.02 

Residents .23 -.06 
Growth -.25 .09 

PSIchological Attitudes 
(Na12 Homes, 51 Residents) 

Self Esteem .09 -.13 
Trust ,01 -.10 

* .E. < .05 
** .E. < .01 (non-simultaneous test) 

a!. statistics below 1.0 are omitted. 

Residents 

F-Testsa Test 
Favors Treatment (d.f.) Group Homes 

d.f."(10,44) 

Ex 1.45 
Ex 1.68 
Ex 2.87 (1,10) 1.11 
Ex 1. 75 
Ex 
Ex 1.56 
Ex 1.07 

d.f.=(9,46) 

Ex 2.75* 
Ex 
Con 1.61 (2,9) 
Con 1. 74 
Ex 1.95 

Ex 5.20* (1,9) 
Ex 2.05 

Ex 1.13 
Ex 1.14 
Ex 

d.f.-(iO,45) 

Con 1.42 
Ex 1.71 
Ex 1.53 (1,10) 
Con 2.63 (1,10) 

d.f.'" (10 ,39) 

Ex 1.90 
Ex 1. 68 
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where 38 of 47 pretest-posttest changes were in the expected direction. 

Staff in the control group did not change systematically from p17etest 

to posttest. They gained gr?und on 22 measures, but lost on 23 others. 

Thus far, the results support our predictions. 

For residents, the picture is somewhat different. Nineteen of 23 

treatment-control comparisons favor the experimental group, ~ = 2.92, 

~ < .01, although only one of these is significant. However, this 

treatment effect is not due to improvements within < the experimental 

group over time. These changes were balanced, with improvements on 11 

measures and declines on 12. Rather, the treatment effect reflects a 

control group decline on 18 of 23 measures. The detrimental changes 
,/ 

within the control group lead to treatment-control differences in the 

predicted direction, but they are hardly evidence of the success of the 

intervention process. 

We can examine the size and pattern of these changes more readily 

with reference to the intervention model. Figure 16 shows non-simu1ta-

neous 90% confidence intervals for average changes within each box of 

the model. The confidence intervals describe changes between pretest 

and posttest separately for the experimental and control groups and for 

staff and youths, ignoring homes. They do not permit between-group in-

ferences. The probability levels do refl~ct treatment differences for 

the summary measures, as assessed with nested analyses of variance 

(! tests for the summary measures are presented in Table 6.) The sum-

mary measure Real Climate Changes Due to Goals incorporates all dimen-

sions in this category, not just the ones participants selected to work 

on, since these varied from home to home. 

The confidenc.e intervals suggest that the declines among residents 
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Figure 16. 90% Confidence Intervals for Change from Pretest to Posttest in Experimental and Control 
Groups. Confidence bounds are computed for mean change scores on five-point scales within 
each group and are non-simultaneous. 

.... 
N 
N 



123 

Table 6 

Treatment and Home Effects for Summary Measures of 

Pretest-Posttest Change (Nested Analysis of Variance Design) 

Dimension 

Real Climate - Goals 
Real Climate - Partici-

pation 
Person-Environment Fit 

(WCS) 
Person-Environment Fit 

(COPES) 
Satisfaction 
Psychological Attitudes 

Real Climate - Partici-
pation 

Person-Environment Fit 
(COPES) 

Satisfaction 
Psychological Attitudes 

* £. < .1 
** £. < .05 

*** £. < :01 

Mean Change 

Experimental Control 
Test 

Favors 

Staff 

.23 .04 Ex 

.30 .04 Ex 

.18 .06 Ex 

.35 .08 Ex 
-.02 .01 Con 

.04 .02 Ex 

Residents 

.00 -.11 Ex 

-.15 -.14 Con 
-.15 -.06 Con 

.05 -.12 Ex 

F-Testsa 

Treatment (d.f.)b Group Homes (d.f.) 

3.49* (1.4,9) 

3.27* (1.2,9) 

6.41** (1.1,8) 

1.39 (9,32) 

3.13** (8,26) 

3.75*** (9,27) 
3.22** (9,27) 

1.61 (10,45) 

3.88*** (9,46) 
1.26 (10,45) 
3.21***(10,39) 

aX statistics below 1.0 are omitted. 

b Numerator degrees of freedom for the synthesized X's are not necessarily whole numbers 
because they are weighted combinations of degrees of freedom for the component mean squares. 
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in the control group are not very serious. Only one of the four de­

clines, in social-climate fit, is reliable even at the .1 level, 

~(33) = -1.74, E < .1, and they average only a tenth of a scale point. 

Experimental and control residents do not differ significantly on any 

of the summary measures of program climate or individual outcomes. Ap­

parently, on the average, participating in the development process was 

not very useful, and failing to participate not very hannful to resi­

dents in our group homes. 

For staff, the patterns of change in Figure 16 are more hopeful. 

Staff in experimental homes show clear gains between pretest and post­

test on all four sununary measures of program climate (Real Climate 

Changes Due to Goals, Real Cllinate Changes Due to Participation, and 

Social and Work Climate Fit). Staff in control homes show lesser im­

provements in all these measures, thus attenuating treatment control 

differences. Still, nested analyses of variance (Table 6) show signif­

icant or near significant differences between staff in the experimental 

and control groups on all four of the climate measures except work cli­

mate fit. Neither experimental nor control staff changed reliably on 

the individual-level outcome measures. 

The results for staff generally support our model of intervention 

effects. On the average, staff in experimental programs perceived their 

program climates more favorably at the posttest than at the pretest. 

The improvements were small, averaging only a quarter unit on a five­

point response scale, but they were reliable. Changes in the experi­

mental group were also more positive than changes in the control sample, 

which remained relatively stable. The changes in perceptions of pro­

gram climate did not extend to individual-level satisfaction or psy-
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cho1ogica1 measures. 

This comparison of treatment and control groups suggests that, in 

general, the survey-guided intervention worked better for staff than 

for residents in the group homes. We must interpret these results 

cautiously, however, since the nested analyses of variance show a great 

deal of between-home variance in the amount and direction of change. 

Homes-within-treatments effects are significant at the .05 level for a 

seventh of the outcome measures in Table 5 and half of the summary mea­

sures in Table 6. The between-home variance points to the need for a 

closer examination of the treatment effects within homes. Within-home 

analyses also permit us to examine the effects of involvement and goal 

attainment in particular areas. 

Pretest-Post test Changes Within Homes 

Table 7 shows mean changes from pretest to posttest on the summary 

measures for each of the experimental homes. Table 8 presents the same 

data for homes in the control group. Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed­

ranks tests summarize the changes for staff and residents in each home. 

These data must be interpreted with extreme caution, since the within­

home N is usually quite small. 

The staff of three experimental homes (D, E, and F) show statis­

tically reliable improvements (~< .001) from pretest to posttest 

across all measures as assessed by Wilcoxon tests. Two of these were 

the homes highest in goal attainment. Staff levels of involvement 

were also high for both, but there is no overall relationship between 

staff involvement and either goal attainment or attitude change. Staff 

at the two remaining homes for which we have posttest data did not 
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Table 7 

Mean Pretest-Post test Changes on Summary Measures 

Staffing Hodel 
Goal Attainment 

N 
Involvement 

Mean Change Scores 
Real Climate-Goals 
Real Climate-Partici-

pation 
P-E Fit COPES 
P-E Fit WCS 
Satisfaction 
Psychological Atti-

tudes 

Wilcoxon Testa 

N 
Involvement 

Mean Change Scores 
Real Climate-Partici-

pation 
P-E Fit COPES 
Satisfaction 
Psychological Atti-

tudes 

Wilcoxon Testa 

,~ .E. < .05 
~'(* .E. < .01 

**,'; 2. < .001 

Within Experimental Homes 

C D A 
Parent 

Home 
B 

Staff 
57% 

Staff Parent 
22% 

2 
4.25 

.05 

-.16 
.15 

-.24 
-.02 

-.55 

-.59 

3 
2.67 

-.48 
.50 

-.69 

-.52 

Staff 

o 2 
3.50 

.,-.02 

Residents 

6 
3.17 

.13 

-.33 

-.02 

-.05 

5 
3.40 

- .. 36 ,01 
-,95* 
-.54 -.10 

-.32 -.04 

-2.97** -2.49* -.51 

3 
1.83 

.44 

.67 

.52 

.20 
-.10 

-.16 

4.10*** 

4 
1.00 

.22* 

.05 
-.18 

-.26 

1.27 

E 
Staff 

70% 

7 
3.93 

.26 

.31 

.381' 

.29 

.04 

.15 

4.30*** 

6 
1.17 

.85 

.05 

.96 

1.08* 

F 
Parent 
" 100% 

3 
4.50 

.26 

.34 

.32 

.0 

.19* 

.14 

3.47*** 

6 
2.33 

.09 
-.04 
-.02 

.24 

3.60*** 2.02* 

~ilcoxon tests are performed on changes measured in standard de­
viation units except for staff in home A. There, because missing data 
often reduced the N to 1, the tests are performed on raw change scores 
(adjusted for equal scale length). Positive z scores reflect positive 
changes. 
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Table 8 

Mean Pretest-Posttest Changes on Summary Measures 

Staffing Hodel 

N 

Mean Change Scores 
Real Climate-Goals 
Real Climate-Partici-

pation 
P-E Fit COPES 
P-E Fit WCS 
Satisfaction 
Psychological Atti-

tudes 

l-lilcoxon Testa 

N 

Mean Change Scores 
Real Climate-Partici-

pation 
P-E Fit COPES 
Satisfaction 
Psychological Atti-

tudes 

Wilcoxon Testa 

* p < .05 
** P < .01 

*** P < .001 

Within .Control Homes 

G 
Home 

H I 
Parent Parent Staff 

2 

.24 

-.03 
.08 
.43* 
.64 

.40 

Staff 

2 

.22 

.32 
-.10 

.83 

.26 

-.10 

4 

-.04 

.14 
-.05 

.12 
-.16 

.07 

2.78** 3.42*** .68 

Residents 

6 1 11 

.02 .64 -.20 
-.32** -1. 20 -.06 
-.03 .75 -.02 

.17 .25 -.20 

J 
Staff 

4 

-.11 

-.18 
.02 

-.27 
-.54* 

-.45* 

-3.16** 

4 

-.21 
-.02 
-.01 

-.38 

-.69 .36 -2.37* -1.58 

K 
Staff 

12 

.08 

.07 

.13 

.03 

.14 

.13 

9 

-.05 
-.17 
-.12 

-.11 

.36 

L 
Parent 

2 

-.03 

.03 

.32 

.00 
-.25 

.02 

3 

-.36 
.18 

-.46 

-.19 

-2.41* 

aWi1coxon tests are performed on changes measured in standard de­
viation units except for staff and residents in home H. There, be­
cause missing data often reduced the N to 1, the tests are performed on 
raw change scores (adjusted for equal-scale length). Positive z scores 
reflect positive changes. 
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change reliably from pretest to posttest. Changes for residents were 

invariably a bit more negative than for staff. Where staff scores im­

proved over time, residents' changes were also positive, although less 

marked. Where staff scores remained constant over time, residents' 

scor es declined. 

Staff in three control homes (G, H, and K) also show improvements 

from pretest to posttest that are only a little less reliable than 

those for staff in the experimental homes. Two other control homes 

remained relatively constant and one showed a reliable decline. Again, 

in every home, residents' perceptions were more negative than staffs'. 

No control horne showed substantial gains for residents and two showed 

a reliable loss. 

The change scores and Wilcoxon tests are based only on the panel 

of subjects who completed both the pretest and the posttest. Sign 

tests for changes in the mean scores between the two cross-sectional 

samples of subjects at the pretest and the posttest yield a similar 

pattern of results except in three cases: the significant positive 

changes in the longitudinal study for staff in control homes G and K 

become nonsignificantly negative in the cross-sectional test (~= -1.2 

for home G, z = -1.17 for home K), and the nonsignificant positive 

changes for youths in home K become much more reliable, ~ = 3.34, 

.E. < .001. Thus in the cross-sectional tests, changes for control staff 

appear more neutral, changes for control residents less negative. The 

pattern of change is still strongly positive for experimental staff 

(the two nonsignificant negative tests vanish) and neutral for experi­

mental residents. 

The within-home summary tests confirm our impressions that resi-
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dentia1 programs for youths are unstable settings. Either staff or 

residents, often both, change reliably on questionnaire measures from 

pretest to posttest in almost every home. It is possible that the 

development process augments the positive changes and curtails the 

negative ones, but the ordinal Wilcoxon tests are weaker evidence of 

intervention effects than the analysis of variance comparisons between 

experimental and control groups. 

We can learn more about the development process by examining the 

course of events within each of the experimental homes. I will de­

scribe them in the order we worked in them. 

Home A was a parent-model home run by a single mother with the 

aid of a social worker. Since there wer~ no work climate problems to 

speak of, consultants and participants focused on the social climate 

problems of ,~ggression and bickering among the residents. The con­

sultants felt that the problem solving process was moving effectively 

towards selection of solutions when two of the six residents ran away 

from the home. One of these youths had played a particularly central 

role in the intervention. Although exogenous events in this youth's 

family seemed to be at the root of the incident, both the mother and 

the caseworker were demoralized. The consultants felt it would be 

pointless to continue with the formal development process. Instead 

they adopted a more supportive role to help the adults weather t.he 

crisis. Although there is no empirical evidence of positive changes 

from the intervention, the consultants felt that their support may 

have prevented a serious decline in the staff's attitudes at the post­

test. 

Home B was a larger staff-model home. The con~ultants engaged 
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both staff and residents in problem solving around a number of social 

and work climate issues, recruited au active in-house consultant, and 

made some progress towards goal attainment.. They were able to involve 

residents in a committee for planning activities, set up large group 

pI'-,blern solving meetings and small group counseling sessions for 

youths, and clarify staff responsibilities with a checklist of tasks 

for each shift. Staff turnover was high, however, and the changes were 

short-lived. When both the director and the in-house consultant left 

about the time of the posttest, progress towards goals was disrupted. 

There was some confusion over scheduling the posttest. The day 

staff failed to inform the night staff and residents that the consul­

tants would be corning to administer the questionnaires and the youths, 

rather disgruntled, were forced to break up a football game for the 

occasion. The staff never returned their questionnaires, and the 

consultants, who by then had withdrawn much of their investment in the 

setting, failed to follow up on them. There is no empirical evidence 

of positive changes from the intervention. Residents' perceptions of 

the social climate areas most closely related to their goals were 

significantly more negative at the posttest than at the pretest, 

t (4) = 3.42, £ < .05. 

Horne C was one of three cottages of a residential program for 

youths. (Control Home J vlas part of the same unit.) The homes were 

more institutional than most of our sample, but the setting was an 

open one and residents att~nded local schools. The consultants estab­

lished good rapport with the staff and helped them and youths to set 

a number of social and work climate goals. The horne made virtually 

no progress towards meeting these goals, however. Most actual de-



131 

cision-making power for the organization rested with the central ad­

ministrators who did not become involved in the development process. 

In fact many of the home's problems stemmed from lack of trust and 

communication with the administrators. The intervention was thus di­

rected at too Iowa level in the organizational hierarchy to be effec-­

tive. 

Neither youths nor staff in Home C changed their perceptions of 

home climate substantially from pretest to posttest. Interestingly, 

staff in this experimental cottage did not show the same pattern of 

decline from pretest to posttest as staff in the control cottage, J, 

next door. Due to missing data, we cannot examine changes in areas 

specifically targeted as goals. 

Home D was a parent-model home in a working class community. The 

group home mother ran the household with nominal assistance from her 

husband, other relatives, and a social worker. Because other small 

homes had sometimes seemed overwhelmed by the technology of the de­

velopment process (feedback charts and attainment scales), the con­

sultant decided to try a more informal approach. Research on data­

based techniques in family therapy (Love, Kaswan, & Bugental, 1974) 

also influenced her decision. This study suggests that feedback of 

information is. an effective therapeutic tool in familieS of high socio­

economic status but that less detached, less formal counseling is more 

effective with families of lower socioeconomic background. Since the 

development process in this home differed somewhat from the others, I 

will describe it in more detail. 

The consultant collected data as usual, but fed it back to the 

mother and youths informally. She presented the usual feedback charts 
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to the social worker at his office. 

The major problems concerned activities and jobs for youths and 

social support from the social worker for the mother. A previous 

social worker had played a much more active role in counseling the 

mother and in organizing activities for the residents. The current 

social worker invested very little time and energy in the home, and 

the mother turned to the consultant for the support she lacked. The 

consultant was glad to be supportive, but emphasized the time-limited 

nature of her involvement. Together, she and the mother developed 

strategies for securing other sources of help. They sought to involve 

the social worker more actively in the home and to enlist the services 

of a volunteer from a local university. The first effort was unsuc­

cessful, the second postponed until the start of the academic year. 

The social worker, the mother's sister, and residents all discussed 

social climate issues. They agreed to plan more activities and to at­

tempt to find a summer job for each youth. Only the latter effort was 

totally successful. The social worker short-circuited attempts to or­

ganize training in independent living skills such as repairing cars or 

opening bank accounts by telling the youths they should simply come to 

him if they had any problems. 

All these discussions were quite informal. The consultant made 

no attempt to list solutions on newsprint, call for a vote on ideas, or 

write up goal attainment scales. Neither she nor participants even de­

scribed the procedure as problem solving. The 1mV' involvement ratings 

for both staff and residents reflect the consultant's feeling that 

home members never really participated in the development process. 

She ,·ms surprised at the positive changes in their attitudes from pre-
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test to posttest. 

Pretest-posttest changes in the social climate dimensions related 

to activities and jobs were.favorable for both staff and youths, but 

were no more positive than changes on other social climate dimensions. 

The diffuse nature of the changes in participants' perceptions of their 

program is consistent with the diffuse nature of the intervention; how­

ever, there is little internal evidence to suggest that the development 

;.lJ:',N'tt:.ss caused the improvements over time. 

Home E was "the Home" described in detail in the case study. To 

reca.pitulate~ the consultants involved staff in effective problem solv­

ing around a number of work climate goals and helped them develop their 

own problem solving skills. Residents played a less active role in the 

development process. Changes from pretest to posttest were positive 

for both groups and were more positive in areas where participants suc­

cessfully attained the goals they set for themselves than in other 

areas. 

Home F was a relatively large parent-model home. Both parents and 

the social worker played an active role in the home and in the develop­

ment process. There were no major problems in work climate, so par­

ticipants focused their efforts on increasing levels of trust among 

residents and between staff and residents. Specifically, youths 

agreed to handle problems among themselves rather than "telling on" 

one another to the parents; adults agreed not to divulge personal in­

formation about youths outside the home. Both groups succeede.d in 

correcting past abuses in these areas. The participatory problem 

solving meetings themselves probably also served to increase leveL·.! of 

trust. 
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Both adults' and youths' scores on the summary measures impr.oved 

from pretest to posttest. None of the COPES or WCS dimensions deal 

specifically with trust. Residents' improvements on the PAS Trust di­

mensions (under Real Climate Changes Due to Participation and Psycholog­

ical Attitudes) were larger than other changes in the same categories, 

but not significantly so. Staff also felt that Trust increased from 

pretest to posttest, but no more so than other Real Climate variables. 

In summary, the development process went according to plan in 

three of six homes. Homes E and F made considerable progress towards 

goal attainment, and both staff and youths showed favorable changes on 

program climate measures from pretest to posttest. In Home D, the 

consultant approached problem solving more informally, and made less 

progress towards goal attainment. Both' adults and youths perceived 

program climate more positively at the posttest than the pretest, but 

results were reliable only for staff. 

In two other homes, successful starts to the development process 

were disrupted by staff turnover in one case and youths' running away 

in the other. Changes for resid~nts, but not staff, were reliably 

negative in these homes. In the last home, C, the development process 

never showed much promise. Staff and youths were unable to attain the 

goals they set for themselves, at least in part because administrators 

who did not p~rticipate in the process controlled important decisions. 

Neither staff nor youths' perceptions of the home changed systematical­

ly over time, 

The comparisons between experimental and control groups show that 

climate changes perceived by staff in the experimental programs were 

reliably more favorable than changes perceived by staff in the control 
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programs. There were no reliable differences in experimental and con-

trol group residents' perceptions of change. Both within--home and be-

tween-treatments analyses suggest that the changes in staff perceptions 

were confined to program climate variables. They did not extend to 

individual-level satisfaction or psychological measures. The positive 

changes seem dependent on successful completion of the development 

process, although changes in perceptions are not confined to the spe-

cific areas of goal attainment. Degree of involvement in the process 

at the_home level, at least as we assessed it, is unrelated to goal 

attainment or attitu&e change. 

The results support the broad outlines of the model of interven-

tion effects described in Chapter One, if not the specific causal 

paths. For staff, goal attainment is related to changes in real cli-

mate and in person-environment fit, but does not account for all of the 

variance in perceived outcomes at the organizational level. That is, 

the development process also seems to have effects on program climate 

that are not mediated by progress towards specific goals. According to 

the model, these effects should be mediated by involvement, but this 

variable, at least as we have opera tionalized it, is unrelated to cli­

mate change. 5 The effects of the intervention do not extend to indi-

vidual-level outcomes, although they might if the intermediate effects 

5Involvement is an average of self ratings and consultant ratings 
of participation in development process meetings. Because consultants 
sometimes neglected to pass out this questionnaire to staff and almost 
never gave it to residents, however, most of the data reflect only the 
consultants' view. Since consultants varied from home to home, the be­
tween-home variance in involvement may largely reflect response-bias on 
the part of consultants. This makes between-home analyses of involve­
ment problematic. The small sample size and low within-home variance 
also make within-home analyses inappropriate. In other words, our mea­
sure provides B.n inadequate assessment of the theoretical construct. 
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on program climate were stronger. More refined tests of the links in 

the model are problematic because of the small sample 13ize and the 

questionable nature of correlations across individuals where between­

home variance is large. Such tests should await a larger sample of 

observations in group homes or other settings. The results for resi­

dents, unlike those for staff, lend little support to the model. 

The effects of the intervention process, although statistically 

reliable, are neither as powerful nor as consistent as we had hoped. 

Staff appear to benefit more than youths, but even staff do not change 

greatly. The process affects perceptions of program climate, but has 

no impact on individual-level outcomes. In the next chapter I will 

speculate about why the development process did not have more impact, 

why it was more successful in some settings than in others, and what 

other strategies for planned change might be useful to community-based 

residential programs for youth_ 



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

The survey-guided development process helped some group homes in 

our sample to solve problems, set goals, and bring their program cli­

mates closer to their own ideals. Other homes received little lasting 

benefit. Examining the differences between the interventions in 

these homes is a useful starting point for judging the strengths and 

weaknesses of the Youth Home Development process. We can then compare 

our process with other strategies for organizational change in communi­

ty-based residential programs for youths. 

This discussion must be speculative. Our sample of homes is a 

tiny one, and with each subdtvision it grows still smaller. We have 

many more variables to consider than cases and only post hoc hypotheses. 

I will draw on my experience as a consultant as well as a researcher to 

select what appear to me to be the central issues. Another observer 

might focus on a very different set. 

More and Less Successful Interventions 

Both the setting and the consultants contributed to the success or 

failure of a particular: intervention effort. At least two features of 

homes that can impede problem solving and goal attainment stand out in 

our sample. One is lack of stability. The departure of key staff mem­

bers,as in home B, is invariably disruptive to a group home. It is par­

ticularly disruptive to proactive efforts such as selecting problem 
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areas for work or following up on goals,because these require continuity 

over time. The three homes that showed the most progress on our ques­

tionnaire mensures over time were also the most stable. There was no 

staff turnover between pretest and posttest in homes D and F, and the 

staff who left in home E did so before problem solving began. Both 

staff and youths at homes Band C, by contrast, had the shortest aver­

age tenure in their programs at the pretest of all the experimental 

homes (three months for youths and six months for staff at home B, 

seven months for youths and six months for staff at home C). 

The staff at home A did not change between pretest and posttest, 

but two residents introduced instability by running away. At a larger 

home, the departure of two youths might not have had much impact. Such 

incidents were frequent in our sample. But in a small parent-model 

home any unusual event in any youth's life can affect the climate of 

the entire program. Houseparents who live with youths 24 hours a day 

also have less distance on events at their home than staff who work 

eight hour shifts. They are more likely to hold themselves personally 

responsible and to be demoralized by crises than childcare workers 

whose sourr es of support and accomplishment are more varied. Thus, 

while small homes are not necessarily less stable than large ones, they 

are more vulnerable to disruption. They may not be the best candidates 

for this type of development effort, 

Another feature of homes that can interfere with problem solving 

is lack of control over decision making. No organization ever has com­

plete control over its environment, a'OG community-based programs must 

contend with more than their share of external events. But if problem­

solving is to be meaningful, participants must have some control over 
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events within the organization and its responses to the environment. 

At home B, the central administrators made most important decisions, so 

that problem solving at the cottage level was either trivial or inef­

fective. In survey feedback interventions in organizations with sever­

al levels of hierarchy, it seems crucial to include all levels of the 

organization or at least enough so that participants can exercise mean­

ingful control over important features of program climate. Survey­

feedback interventions in larger organizations typically proceed this 

way (Nadler, 1977). 

The consultants' procedures as well as home characteristics varied 

from intervention to intervention, and these doubtless contributed to 

the relative success of the process in different homes. Interestingly, 

the three most successful interventions in terms of change on outcome 

measures were the last three conducted. We made several changes in the 

development process over time that probably contributed to these out­

comes. First, we lengthened it. Early interventions lasted only 12 to 

14 sessions; later ones involved as many as 22 meetings. We devoted 

the extra time to additional problem solving and goal setting. It is 

possible that earlier interventions were simply too brief to have much 

impact. Still longer development programs might have accomplished more. 

It is not simply that more is better. Extending the intervention 

allowed two other qualitative changes. First, it made the process less 

vulnerable to day-to·-day vagaries in the homes. It is possible that 

with a longer investment in homes A and B, consultants might have gotten 

the development process back on the track after its derailment. Second, 

devoting more time allowed us to shift our focus somewhat from helping 

homes solve problems to transferring problem-solving skills. Initially 
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we assumed that pa1."ticipants would simply pick up these skills during 

problem-solving meetings. But as Bonnie put it at the Home, "Staff 

here have lots of good ideas, but we aren't very good at setting or 

meeting goals." 

In finding systematic problem solving difficult, the Home was 

hardly unique among the programs in our sample. But why should com­

munity-based treatment programs for youths be deficient in this area? 

One answer has to do with the people who work in these settings and 

another with their organizational environment. Chi1dcar~ workers tend, 

first and foremost, to be people who have good rapport with and enjoy 

working with youths. Directors and supervisors in. group homes fre­

quently start out as especially skilled childcare workers. Their for­

mal training, if any, is more likely to be in psychology or education 

than in accounting or management. And they rarely receive any on-the­

job training for the administrative aspects of their work. Yet the en­

vironment they must cope with, involving youths, staff, parents, case­

workers, teachers, principals, police, judges, neighbors, and even an 

occasional researcher, is inordinately complex and unpredictable. 

Because these programs are community-based there is little to buf·~ 

fer them from environmental perturbations. Daily emergencies make it 

difficult to be proactive, and time for planning is time redirected 

from other pressing concerns. Because the environment is so turbulent, 

it is likely that first attempts at problem solving and goal setting 

will go awry and that only more persistent efforts will be rewarded. 

It takes time to change organizational norms in the direction of 

more systematic problem solving. It, may only be possible after partic­

ipants have had a chance to see the benefits of learning this new ap-
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proach. Extending the intervention allowed us both to demonstrate 

problem-solving and to teach it. 

Another factor that may have contributed to thE! success of later 

interventions was an increase in the skill levels of consultants over 

time. Although new consultants continually jOined the project, more 

experienced consultants also stayed and the fund of knowledge and ex­

perience that we all could draw on grew. Specifically, we learned how 

to keep discussions focussed, when to be directive, when to intervene 

to maintain the process. We probably made the most progress during our 

pilot interventions, before we began randomly assigning homes to treat­

ments. It is hard to know how much more we gained over the two years 

of the experiment. 

Finally, as time went by, we grew more careful to allow homes to 

select themselves out of the sample, as described in Chapter Three. 

This may have increased the stability and motivational levels of homes 

over time, although again, these changes were nearly complete before 

we began any of the work reported here. Of course, no selection oc­

curred after homes were assigned to treatment conditions. However, to 

the extent that all homes were more motivated at later stages in the 

experiment, they probably made better use of the development process. 

Strengths and Weaknesses of the Development Process 

The discussion of factors affecting the success of the development 

process points up several interesting features of this approach to or­

ganizational change in group homes. The first is something of a para­

dox. I began in Chapter One by citing instability in community-based 

residential programs for youths as a problem we hoped the development 
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process might correct. Now I am suggesting that the process is unlike­

ly to work in homes that lack a basic level of stability. ~oth propo­

sitions may be true. But if the development process can only help the 

rich get richer, we must think of alternative strategies for more 

troubled programs. 

I have also argued that increasing the length of the development 

process may make it a stabilizing factor for group homes. If consul­

tants can help participants through difficult times and foster proac­

tive problem solving when staff are less harrassed, the development pro­

cess should increase participants' skills in coping with the turbulent 

environment. This i.n turn would make the homes more stable. But this 

strategy raises the issue of cost-effectiveness. How long should a 

pair of consultants work with a houseparent and four youths to develop 

p~oblem solving skills? 

We may question whether the consultants should work with youths 

at all. There is little evidence that residents in our group homes 

benefited from the inte~ention. The reliable negative changes among 

youths in homes where problem solving faltered after a strong beginning 

and the hint of negative changes among residents in the control group 

are causes for concern. Neither change was clearly related to the de­

velopment process. The first could easily have been caused by the 

same factors that disrupted the intervention. The second was unreli­

able. But, coupled with the evidence of detrimental changes for control 

groups in other research on survey feedback cited in Chapter One, these 

findings indicate that we should approach interventions with residents 

cautiously. 

It is possible that administering questionnaires or beginning prob-
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1em solving raises expectations among residents that the consultants 

cannot always meet. Youths, even more than staff, may need continuity 

of involvement over time. I am not suggesting that consultants abandon 

attempts to help youths in developing their problem solving skills and 

setting goals to improve program climates. It may simply be more ef­

ficient to use an indirect strategy. Youths may benefit most if con­

sultants work with staff, who can then transfer their skills to resi­

dents. Sue's work with youths on the table manners problem at the Home 

is a good example. 

Clearly our survey-guided development process is not a panacea for 

residential youth programs. The questions of effectiveness in unstable 

settings, benefits for youths, and cost effectiveness overall are seri­

ous ones. But it is also important to recognize the strengths of the 

process. 

The questionnaire assessment provides a quick survey of program 

strengths and weaknesses in terms of participants' own goals for their 

homes. During problem solving, participants generate far more ideas 

for improving their settings than they can implement. Wnere the pro­

cess works effectively, they both solve pressing problems and learn 

techniques for dealing with other problems in the future. 

The process has considerable face validity to staff in community­

based settings: they are willing to give it a try. The presentation of 

survey data in terms of discrepancies between real and ideal program 

climate also has face validity. Although the psychometric properties 

of the COPES leave something to be desired, participants in our homes 

felt that both it and the WCS accurately portrayed their se.ttings and 

clearly indicated areas for further work. The survey feedback proce-
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dure thus minimizes the motivational problems inherent in some other 

forms of organizational development. 

It may be useful to compare the Youth Home Development process with 

other change strategies we might have tried in community-based residen­

tial programs for youths. Since I have no data or experience with any 

of these strategies, this discussion must be still more speculative 

than the last. 

Other Organizational Development Strategies 

for Residential Youth Programs 

At least four alternative techniques for aiding community-based 

residential programs for youths come readily to mind. I will call them 

informal counseling, interpersonal process consultation, problem-solv­

ing training, and offering material support. In contrast to survey­

guided development procedures, none of these techniques involve syste­

matic collection and feedback of survey data to program members. The 

success of any but the last would probably depend greatly on the skills 

of the particular change agent involved. But even if we hold skill 

level constant, there are some important differences among the ap­

proaches. 

By informal counseling, I mean a consultant's offering support, 

interpretations, suggestions, and advice to group home members, based 

on informal observations and discussions in the setting. This is some­

what akin to the counseling approach that Love, et ale (1974) found ef­

fective wit~h lower class families. It is also akin to what ordinarily 

goes on between social workers and members of parent-model group homes. 

Informal counseling is probably superior to survey feedback in providing 

sorely needed social support to adults dealing with troubled and trou-
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bling youths. It is also more flexible than survey feedback and re­

quires fewer of the trappings of data-based procedures. These are ad­

vantages for small homes attempting to create a family atmosphere. 

Informal counseling may be less successful than survey feedback in 

catalyzing change, however. We, like Moos (1974) and Bennis, et al. 

(1973) have found survey data useful in unfreezing participants' atti­

tudes about their program and focusing efforts towards change. The 

feedback reports and problem identification meetings help home members 

organize inchoate discomforts with program climate into well-defined 

problems. The dimensions in the survey (e.g., Anger and Arguing) are 

sufficiently removed from particular incidents (e.g. John's beating up 

Ralph) to allow cool reflection and problem solving. An informal 

counselor must find some other strategy for confronting program members 

with problems in a way that motivates and facilitates change. 

Interpersonal process consultation is the only organizational de­

velopment technique besides survey feedback that Bowers (1973) found 

effective in improving the climates of large organizations. The consul­

tant attempts to heighten group members' awareness of individual atti­

tudes, feelings, and needs, sources of conflict between group members, 

and other interpersonal issues that may affect group functioning. A 

process consultant would have found a great deal of material to work 

with in most of the staff-model homes in our sample. ~.Je observed prob­

lems in interpersonal communication, particularly between members of 

different shifts or between supervisors and subordinates, in almost all 

of them. 

The survey-guided development process was not very effective in 

helping homes deal with these problems. Home F, where participants 
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focused on increasing trust, is the major exception. On the other hand, 

interpersonal problems did not seriously interfere with changes on other 

fronts. The Home's progress in clarifying staff roles and improving 

communication between shifts despite continuing problems in Peer and 

Supervisory Leadership is an example. Thus interpersonal process con­

sultation and survey-guided development may be seen as complementary 

approaches. 

In the third strategy, problem solving training, consultants would 

attempt to teach participants the skills of systematically generating 

ideas, selecting solutions, setting goals, and planning action steps to 

meet them. If the training were divorced from the context of a particu­

lar home's problems, then a large number of staff from many different 

homes could be taught simultaneously. Consultants could organize a 

week-long conference on the theory and practice of problem solving with 

little more effort than we now invest in a single home. 

This idea has promise, but it is not clear that out-of-home train­

ing, even if it were more extensive than that provided by the Youth 

Home Development process, would enable participants to do problem solv­

ing on their own. Particularly if only a few staff from a home partici­

pated in the training, the fledgling problem solvers might find it dif­

ficult to convince their colleagues of their approach. Changing organi­

zational norms to support problem solving may be as important as devel­

oping skills. 

Out-of-home training in problem solving for social workers, in­

house consultants, program directors, or other key staff might profit­

ably be combined with survey-guided development in the homes, as 

Coughlan and Cooke (Note 2) did in schools. External consultants could 
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aid program members in problem solving efforts until they were ready to 

work independently. A group of in-house consultants from different 

homes might even work together to provide each other with ongoing guid­

ance and support. 

These first three strategies for organizational development presum£ 

increasing degrees of stability in group homes. Supportive counseling 

can be useful in relatively volatile situations; training individual 

staff members to coordinate problem solving efforts in their hOrDes re­

quires much more stability. This 1aflt stra.tegy would probably not work 

in homes where the average staff member stays on the job for only six 

months. 

Yet an.other strategy would attack one source of instability, staff 

burnout, more directly. Over and over in the homes in our sample, staff 

members complained of working condition.s that neither problem solving 

nor process consultation could affect. Hours were long and pay too low. 

There was too little relief help, vacation time, or other opportunity 

to get away. There were few benefits, no career ladder, and no bonuses. 

Staff members at group homes worked harder and earned less than they 

would have at other jobs. Parents who took youths into their own homes 

took everl greater financial risks, since fire and damage insurance was 

difUcult to obtain. 

Staff turnover in these programs would doubtless be high, even if 

the working conditions were improved. The jobs are psychologically de­

manding to the point that many staff members dream about the youths at 

night. But turnover would probably be lowered and stability increased 

if some of the financial disincentives to working in group homes were 

reduced. Offering additional material support to staff is not, properly 
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speaking, an organizational development strategy. But it might have 

some of the same beneficial effects as more sophisticated development 

techniques. 

These four alternative strategies presume different mechanisms of 

change in group homes. Informal counseling is more an individual than 

an organizational change strategy. By providing social support and 

technical assistance, it increases staff's ability to cope with the pro­

gram's internal and external environment. The other three strategies 

suggest a hierarchy of organizational change parallel to Maslow's hier­

archy of individual needs. Material support for staff's existence needs 

increases organizational stability, which may be a sine qua non of other 

development efforts. Interpersonal process consultation facilitates 

organizational functioning by meeting staff's relationship needs. Prob­

lem-solving training, like survey-guided development, meets individual 

and organizational needs for growth. 

The model in Chapter One is appropriate for this last type of orga­

nizational change. Problem-solving training alone corresponds to the 

lower, unmeasured portion of the model, namely, increasing skills and 

changing organiza t ional norms. Survey-guided development, wi thou t sp e­

cific training in problem solving, may correspond only to the upper half, 

where participation and goal attainment lead to changes in program cli­

mate and individual outcomes. 

This model receives some support from the current research. It 

might have received stronger support had we incorporated a more formal 

training component into the development process earlier. But a full 

test of the model may require a setting where individual and organiza­

tional needs lower in the hierarchy are better met. 
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APPENDIX A 

Recruitment Letter for Research Sites 

Dear 

Enclosed is a brief description of a new service which we are 
offering to group homes and similar facilities for youth. Because 
we've received some financial support from the federal government and 
the University, we currently can offer this service at no cost to par­
ticipating programs. 

The purpose of this letter is to inquire about your interest in 
receiving our service now, or in the future. We realize that the en­
closed description may leave some important questions unanswered. Also, 
we don't expect you to agree to participate without an opportunity for 
further discussion with us in person. Thus, if a reading of our de­
scription leads you to believe that your group home might benefit from 
our service, then the next step would be for us to meet at a time and 
place convenient to you. 

After reading the description, you may call me collect at the 
number listed below to indicate whether you are interested in finding 
out more about us. If I have not heard from you in a couple of weeks, 
I'll call you. 

Looking forward to hearing from you soon. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

Cary Cherniss, Ph.D. 
Assistant Professor and 
Project Director, Youth 
Home Development Program 
(313) 763-0264 
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APPENDIX B 

Description of the Youth Home Development 
Program Distributed to Research Sites 

YOUTH HOME DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

The University of Michigan 

1. What is the Youth Home Development Project? 

The project is designed to help residents and staff of a group home or other 
residential treatment pr'ogram for youth to set goals for their program, identify 
strengths and weaknesses, and solve some problems which impede goal attainment. 
Specifically, it asks youth and staff to describe the program climate of their 
home both as it is'and as they would like it to be, and then helps them to bring 
their home closer to their ideal. 

2. What ,is "program climate" and how' is it measured? 

Program climate is the general atmosphere of the home. It is composed of 
the social climate of the program as it affects youth and the work climate as it 
affects staff. 

To assess the program's social climate, staff fill out a yes-no questionnaire 
called the Community Oriented Programs Environment Scale (COPES) developed by 
Rudolph Moos. Alternate questions ask about the social climate of the home as 
it exists, and as the members would like it to be. The consultants will sit down 
with each youth individually to go through the same questions. 

The COPES measures ten dimensions including Pride and Group Spirit, Support, 
Openness of Feelings, Independence, Jobs and Planning, Sharing Personal Problems, 
Anger and Arguing, Organization and Neatness, Program Understanding, and Staff 
Control. Sample questions include "Do residents put a lot of energy into what 
they do around here?" (Pride and Group Spirit), "Do staff encourage suggestions 
from youth?" (Independence), and "Are resident's activities carefully planned?" 
(Organization and Neatness). 

In addition to filling out the COPES, staff members are asked to I'espond to 
the Work Climate Scale (WCS) which assesses Organizational Climate, Supervisory 
Leadership, Peer Leadership, and Job Design in the program. Sample questions in­
clude, "To what extent are problems discussed openly in your program?" (Organiza­
tional Climate), "How fdend1y and easy to approach is your supervisor?" (Super­
vi sory Leadership), "To what extent do staff members encourage each other to work 
as a team?" (Peer Leadership), and "To what extent does your job give you the 
chance to do a iot of differi1!nt things?" (Job Design). As in the COPES, staff 
members are asked both "the way it is now" and "the way they would iike it to be". 

3. Exactly what is involved in the YHD project? 

The development process involves four basic steps as shown in the top half 
of Figure 1: 

1) Assessment. Staff members fill out the WCS, and both residents 
and staff fill out the COPES to assess their present environment and 
the environment they would find ideal. The program members may' add 
questions to the questionnaires to measure other areas they are es­
pecially interested in. 
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Figure 1. The Youth Home Development Process 
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ATTAINMENT SCALE) 
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2) Information Feedback. The project staff feed back this infor­
mation to the setting members to help them identify the strengths 
of their program and the areas in which it is not meeting their 
own goals. Work climate information is fed back to the staff alone 
while both youth and staff receive feedback about the social climate. 
All information is presented in the form of average scores, not 
individual scores, so that no individual's responses can be identified. 

Fi gure 2 shows a sample "speedometer" feedback chart for a community 
program. For each dimension, the score is the difference between the 
program's "real" score and the "ideal" desired by its members. Scores 
are reported separately for staff and youth, but both groups are fre­
quently surprised by the extent to which they agree about their ideals 
for the program. In this example both staff and youth want greater 
levels of support than they now have. 

After presenting this information to the staff and youth in the 
community program, the project staff will help participants to identify 
program strengths and to identify areas for program development. 

3) pro1ram Development. The project staff help program members plan 
and lmp ement changes designed to bring the program closer to the ideals 
of its members. For example, a program which wanted to increase residents' 
Pride and Group Spirit might plan more recreational activities or encourage 
youths to partlcipate in planning activlties. Program members will set 
specific goals and select volunteers to take primary responsibility for 
each. 

4) Reassessment. A reassessment is conducted to determine whether the 
change effort~ were successful. At the same time, new areas for program 
development can be identified. There will be a follow-up assessment 
three months later to determine how stable improvements are. The re­
assessments will include the same questionnaires as the initial assess­
ment plus a goal attainment scale to assess progress on specific house 
goals. 

4. How will tre project be evaluated? 

The youth home development process will be continually evaluated and improved 
to make it more valuable to residential treatment programs for youth. To aid in 
this evaluation, we will collect several additional types of information at the 
pretest and at the posttest, as shown in the bottom half of fi9ure 1: First, 
questionnaire information is gathered about issues such as resident self-esteem 
and staff job satisfaction. Second, information is collected from informal ob­
servations and discussions with staff and youth in the pt'ogram. These observations 
will generally be conducted by undergraduate observers while the program carries 
on its usual activities. Third, information from program records -- such as run­
away rates and the number and types of disciplinary infractions -- may be collected. 
Finally, during the reassessment, program members will fill out a goal attainment 
scale indicating the extent to which the program has attained each of the goals 
members set for it. 
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Figure 2. Sample "Speedometer" Feedback Chart 

JUST RIGHT 

NOT ENOUGH TOO MUCH 

These are the questions about "Support": 

(1) Do residents who have been here the longest help new residents? 
(2) Do staff have a lot of time to encourage residents? 
(3) Do residents help one another? 
(4) Do staff follow up residents on~e they leave the program? 

Notes: 
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To further aid in eva1uatien, each pregram participating in the deve1epment 
precess will 'be paired with an ether pregram. First ene heme in each pair will 
cemp1ete the develepment process while the ether participates en1y in the assess­
ment. Then the secend heme will fel1ew the deve1epment precedures while the 
first is assessed. In this way, each heme in tum acts CIS a "centrel" fer the 
ether, and each participates fully in the deve1epment precess. The scheduling 
fer paired hemes is explained in rigure 3. 

5. How much time will it take? 

The deve1epment precess will last abeut three months frem beginning to. end 
in each pregram. After an initial interview with the heuse head and an erienta­
tien meeting fer staff pregram members will fill eut the assessment questien­
naires. This will inve1ve twe-ene heur sessiens for the consultants to. go. threugh 
the questionnaires with the youth. Staff may fill out their questiennaires indi­
vidually or in a group meeting. Observers will oDserve and interact with pregram 
members far a cauple af heurs en three er feur occassiens. 

Shert1y after the assessment, the consultants will meet for an heur er two. 
with the house head to. discuss the information collected and the feedback prece­
dures. Two. meetings with the staff alone, one meeting with yeuth, and two. er 
three meetings with bath staff and yeuth will be needed during the next three 
weeks to. feed back the infermatian, identify and prieritize areas fer deve1ep­
ment, and set cencrete gea1s. These meetings sheu1d each last abeut two. haurs. 
All farma1 meetings shau1d be camp1eted during the first five to. six weeks af 
the preject. 

If pessib1e we wau1d like to. inva1ve ene ar twa staff members fram the 
heme as in-house consultants fer the deve1epment pracess. The in-heuse cen­
su1tant (who. ceuld be the heuse head) wau1d wark with us in planning and 
directing the sacia1 climate feedback meetings far the staff and yeuth. This 
prevides a special eppartunity fer staff members to. learn to. use the yauth 
heme deve1apment precess withaut the aid af autside cansultants. 

During the eighth er ninth week, the cansu1tants will meet with the hause 
directar and in-heuse cansu1tant to. discuss progress and any preb1ems which have 
been encauntered in meeting pragram gaa1s. The last two. weeks will again be de­
voted to. assessment. At a cenvenient time after this pesttest, the cansu1tants 
weuld like to. meet with the house head, and interested staff and yauth, to. dis­
cuss the preject and thei r reacti ans to. it. 

All meetings will be scheduled at seme time which is agreeable to. the pra­
gram. Timing is flexible within the general canstraints just described. 

6. What will the pragram gain fram the praject? 

We hepe that the YHD praject will have pasitive effects an staff and yauth 
attitudes tawards the pragram and an their behavier. It shauld impreve the rela­
tienships between yeuth and staff. The oppartunity to. participate in setting pra­
gram gaals and in planning and implementing changes designed to. meet these geals 
sheuld increase members' cemmitment to. the pregram and their satisfactien with it. 
In cancrete terms this may mean lewer runaway rates and mare censtructive behavier 
en the part af yeuth and less "burneut" fer the staff. 
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Figure 3. Schedule for Paired Homes 

Weeks Home 1 Home 2 

1 Orientation Orientation 

2-3 Assessment Assessment 

3-5 Development Process: 
* information feedback and 

problem identification 
* planning and implementa-

tion of ch,mge 

12-13 Reassessment Reassessment 

13-15 Development Process 

23-24 Follow-up Assessment Follow-up Assessment 
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In addition, staff n~mbers in the program can learn to use this assessment 
and change technique on an ongoing basis to keep the program responsive t~ the 
changing needs of its members. We will remain available to advise programs 
which wish to continue using the assessment and change procedures. 

7. Who is in charoe of the project? Does it have authorization from The 
UnlVersity of ~1ichigan? 

The pro,ject is being conducted by a group of faculty and graduate students 
from the University of Michigan, Department of Psychology under the direction 
of Dr. Cary Cherniss, Assistant Professor in the Community Psychology Area. Dr. 
Richard Price, Professor and Chairman of the Community Psychology Area serves as 
co-director. The graduate students involved are Dennis Perkins and Beth Shinn. 
Other graduate and undergraduate students will participate as consultants and ob­
servers. 

The project has been approved by the Human Subjects Review Committee of the 
College of Literature, Science, and the Arts. 

8. Hho will see the data? How will confidentiality be maintained? 

All data colleGted from the home will he kept strictly confidential. At the 
individual level this means that each resident and staff member will be assioned 
an identification number known only to the research project staff. All question­
naires and coded data for computer analysis will be identified by these numbers, 
not by names. Only average scores will be fed back to participants so that no 
individual's responses will ever be made known to anyone in the program. 

The home will also be assigned an identification number to distinguish it from 
other programs. Data from the home will never be associated with the program's 
name or other identifying characteristics. 

Data collected from the program may be used in funding proposals, Ph.D. dis­
sertations, and publications. In all cases, the identity of the program and the 
individuals involved will be carefully concealed. 

9. How will the riohts of program members be protected? 

Participation in the intervention project is strictly voluntary. We expect 
that most youth and staff will want to participate in setting program goals and 
planning ways to meet them, but no one will be forced to do so. 
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INSTRUCTIONS AND SAMPLE PAGES FROM QUESTIONNAIRES 

A. Cover Sheet - Program Assessment Survey (Residents) 

TIlE UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN 

YOUTH HOME DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 

PROGRAM ASSESSMENT SURVEY (RESIDENTS) 

These questions are designed to help us at The University of Michigan to better 
understand your program. 

This is not a test, and there are no right or wrong answers. For the informacion 
to help improve your program, it is important that you answer each question as carefully 
and honestly as possible. 

NO ONE fly' YOUR PROGRAM OR AGENCY WILL EVER SEE YOUR INDIVIDUAL 
ANSWERS. All questionnaires will be taken to The University of Michigan for safe keeping. 

To make sure that your answers will be known only by The Vniwmsity of Michigan 
staff. we have noc put your name on the questivnnaire. Instead. we have given a personal 
identification number to each program resident. YOUR "SECRET" NUMBER IS ON THE 
NEXT PA GE. It will not be (old to anyone else in your program. 

If there are any questions you don't understand, or if you need help filling out the 
questionnaire, just let us know. And, if you need to explain your answers, or would like 
to say something about a question, please write in che comment space that has been left 
on each page. 

Thanks for your help! 

~~ 
Beth Shinn 
Assistant Study Director 

,~ ;'II) ~ 

CQ.,-/,-/.-'r L.; ttc. '1At~,y(J 
eary Chemiss 
Assistant Professor of Psycho log,,} 
Study Director 
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Dennis Perkins 
Assistant Swdy Director 

--r7 ~ 0 /;;.~40/-11,~ 
Richard Price 
Professor of Psvchology 
Co-StUdy Director 
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B. Instructions - Program Assessment Survey (Residents) 

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS 

Most of the questions ask you to circle one of the numbers at the right. Please 
choose the one number that best tells how you feel about the question. Here is an 
eXilmple: If you were asked i'OW much you agree with the statement, "I like chocolate 
ice cream," and you feel th,;l you NEITHER AGREE NOR DISAGREE, you would circle number 
[3J like this: 

I like chocolate ice cream. .. ................................................... . 

The numbers you circl~ mean different things in different parts of the questionnaire. 
For example, the question may ask whether you AGREE or DISAGREE, whether you are 
SA TlSFIEO or DISSATISFIED. 

Don't worry about the numbers on the right hand side of the page - they are for the 
computer. 

This is your Secret Identification Number: 

r----------........ <-------..... -_ 

1.0. Number (1 :01.{J6) 

Deck Number ~1 :07) 

Constant 99 (1 :08.{J9) 

----~~~~~, ........ ~t(.g~d~l~W.~~~_ .. ~.~~~~·----.. --~--------........ --.. --.. ------------------~-----

I .. 



c. 

2 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 
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Demographic Questions - Program Assessment Survey (Residents) 

SECTION I 

In this section we ask some questions about your background. All of 
your answers will be kept secret. No staff member or anyone else in 
your program will ever see your answers. 

Are you (circle on:}? 1:10 6. Are you: 
[lJ Female (1) Black 
(2) Male [21 Oriental 

Do you go to school? 1:11 (3) American Indian 
[1] Yes (4) Spanish surnamed 
(2) No (5) White 

(6) Other ------If you are in school, what grade are 1:12·13 
you in? (If you no longer go to 7. How big is the community where school, what was the last grade you 

you grew up? (Think of the place compieted?) 
where you have spent the most time 
up until now.) 

[n A farm, r.mch, or home in 
the country (rural area) 

How old were you on your last 1:14-15 (2) A small town in the country 
birthday? (rural area) 

(3) A suburb of a large city 
(4) A small city (less than ------- 100,000 people) 

How long have you bee., a resident 1:16 
(5) A large city (more than 

at this program? 100,000 people) 
(1) Less than 30 days 8. How far is this program from your 
(2) 1·3 months home (where your parents live, or, 

if you have no parents, where you [3] 4-6 months 
I,ved before coming here)? (4) 7~ 11 mon ths 

(1) Less than 10 miles (5) 1·2 rear.< 
[2J Between 10 and 50 miles [6J More than 2 years 
(3) More than 50 miles 

1 :17 

1 :18 

1:19 

Comments: 
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D. Sample Page - Program Assessment Survey (Residents) 

SECTION II 

The following statements describe the way people in your program 
may feel and act toward one another. How much do you AGREE 
or DISAGREE with each as a description of your own program? 

9. Everyone gets listened to in this program. . ............................... . 

10. Staff here will do things behind your back. .............................. [,1] 

11. My opinions are ronsi{iered when decisions have to be made •.• [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] 

1:20 

1:21 

1 :12 

12. People in my program stick together .......................................... [1] [2J [3] [4] [5] 1:23 

13. When youth say something, you can really believe it. .............. [1] [2] [3J 

14. People in this program are afraid to say what they really feel. [lJ [2J [3] 

15. I feel I can really trust the staff in this program. .................... [1] [2] [3] 

16. I don't have much to say about the way decisions are made... [1] [2] [3] 

[4] [5] 

[4] [5] 

[4] [5] 

[4] [5] 

1:24 

1:25 

1 :26 

1:27 

17. People in my program don't get along very well. ..................... [1] [2] [3] f4] [5] 1:28 

18. ,People in this pro~!l1 tal~ about things openly. • ............. _...... [1 J [2] [3] [4] [5J 1 :29 

19. I really do!)'! like my program_ ••. .,. __ ._., __ ._~=._ ..... __ .. _. [1] [2] i3] [4] [5J 1:30 

20. When staff say something, you can really believe it. .•.....•.•...... [1] [2] [3] [4J [5J 1 :31 

21. I can usually change the way things are done around here. .... [1 J [2J [3J [4J [5J 1 :32 

22. People in my program gD oUt of their way to heJp each other. [lJ [2J [31 [4] [5J 1:33 

23. Residents here will do things behind your back ........................ [lJ [2J [3J [4] [5J 1:34 

24. I'm usually asked when changes have to b~ made. ................... [1] [2] [3] [4J [5J 1:35 

25. feel I'm really a part of my program. ..................................... [1 J 

26. feel I can reallv. trust the youth in this program. ................. [1 J 

27. All in all, I like living in my program. ...................................... [1] 

[2J [3J 

[2J [3J 

[2J [3] 

[4] [5J 

[4J [5J 

[4] [5] 

1 :36 

1:37 

1 :38 

3 
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E. Corresponding Page for Parent Model Homes (Home Assessment 
Survey - Residents) 

SECTION II 

j------------------------------------------------------------j , , , , 
: The follO\;ing statements describe the way people in : 
: your group home may feel and act toward one another. : 
: How much do you AGREE or DISAGREE with each as a : 
: description of the home. : L ___________ • ________________________________________________ 1 

" ,;,,01 
I' . ~rt _, 

:-' l' ,.~. 
Q ,. '" t- ~ !I" ~ cf/j 

.,~I' Q'.f' # 'f'I ... ~ 
9. Evel'Yone gets listened to in this home ............... L1J [2J [3J [4J [5J 1 :20 

10. Parents will do things behind your back ....••........ [lJ [2J [3J [4J [5J 1:21 
11. My opinions are considered when decisions have to be 

made ......•.•..••.•.•••.••.•.•••..•••••...•.••.•..... [lJ [2J [3J [4J [5J 1 :22 
12. The kids in my home stick together ................... [1] [2J [3J [4J [5J 1 :23 
13. Hhen kids say something, you can really believe it ... [1] [2J [3J [4J [5J 1 :24 
14. People in this house are afraid to say what they 

really fee1 .......................................... [lJ [2J [3J [4J [5J 1:25 
15. I feel I can really trust the house parents .......... [1 J [2J [3J [4 J [5J 1 :26 
16. I don't have much to say about the way decisions 

are made ........................... " ................. [1] [2J L3J [4J [5J 1 :27 
17. People in my house don't get along very wel1 .•..•.... [lJ [2J [3J [4J [5J 1:28 
18. People in this house talk about things openly ........ [lJ [2J [3J [4J [5J 1:29 
19. I really don't like it here ......•••.•....••.....•... [lJ [2J [3J [4J [5J 1 :30 
20. Hhen parents say something, you can really believe 

it ................................................... [lJ [2J [3J [4] [5J 1 :31 
21. I can usually change the way things are done around 

here ................................................. [1] L2J [3J [4J L5J 1 :32 
22. People in my home go out of their way to help 

each otl1er ........................................... [lJ [2J [3J [4] [5] 1:33 
23. Kids here will do things behind your back .......•••.. [lJ [2J [3J [4J [5J 1 :34 
24. I'm usually asked when changes have to be made ....... [lJ [2J [3] [4J [5J 1 :35 
25. I feel I'm really a part of my house ................. [lJ [2J [3J [4J [5J 1:36 
26. I feel I can really trust the kids in this home, ..... [lJ [2J [3J [4J [5J 1:37 
27. All in all, I like living here .•.•.....•......•...... [lJ [2J [3J [4J [5J 1:38 

Comments: 
L9~ 1:39 

3 
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F. Cover Sheet - Program Assessment Survey (Staff) 

THE UNIVERSITY OF MICIDGAN 

YOUTH HOME DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 

PROGRAM ASSESSMENT SURVEY (STAFF) 

This questionnaire is designed to help the research staff at The University of Michigan 
better understand your program. Some of the questions ask for factual information, while 
others ask for your personal views and opinions. 

For the survey to be usefUl, it is essential that you answer each questioll as carefully 
and frankly as possif:.le. Your answers will be COMPLETELY CONFIDENTIAL. AND NO 
ONE IN YOUR PROGRAM OR AGENCY WILL EVER SEE YOUR INDIVIDUAL ANSWERS. 
An questionnaires wm lie taken to The University 0/ J~1ichigan lor analysis and salekeepmg, 
and only statistical summaries will be reported. 

To ;~elp ensure privacy, we prefer not to have your name or allY easily identij"Ulble 
information on your questionllaire. For research purposes, however, we will need to match 
your answers on this survey with future responses. To accomplish this, we have provided a 
personal identification number for each program member. Your confidential number, which 
is known only to the research staff. can be found on the following page. 

Although we have tried to design the survey as thoughtfUlly as possible, you may have 
questions or problems with the items we have included. Since we value your opinions, we 
have included a space for comments on each page of the questionnaire. If you would like 
to suggest revisions to the questionnaire, or to clarify your answers, please feel free to do so. 

Thank you for your cooperation. Your participation is essential to the success of our 
study, and we genuinely appreciate your help. 

!3~ . 
BethShinn~ 
Assistant Study Director 

~~d' cJt.eJ~~ 
Cary Chemiss 
Assistant Professor of P.iycho!ogy 
Study Director 

f)~w~eh,.~/ 
Dennis Perkins 
Assistant Study Director 

~
' ~ /} -:-J 
~<-c4~/ /I f::;,~ 

ichard Price 
Professor of Psychology 
Co-study Director 
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G. Instructions - Program Assessment Survey (Staff) 

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS 

Most of the questions ask you to circle one of the numbers at the right. Please 
choose the one number thai: best tells how you feel about the question. Here is an 
example: If you were asked how much you agree with the statement, "I like chocolate 
ice cream," and you feel that you NEITHER AGREE NOR DISAGREE, you would circle number 
[3] like this: 

~ .. 
<j'~ 

~.. ~o< 
<ci~ <.- 'I-"~' 

~"' ." <,s; i;;"' 
0<:0 • 01(;; _.;.~. ,,!,.!' 0'" 

,,-.\ Q' ~ ,.;g" ,;"t.: 

I like chocolate ice cream ..................................................... [1] [2] 0 [4] [5] 

5/76 

The numbers you circle mean different things in different parts of the questionnaire. 
For example, the question may ask whether you AGREE or DISAGREE, or whether you are 
SATISFIED or DISSATI,5FIED. 

Please disregard the numbers at the right hand side of the page; they are keypunch 
numbers intended for use in computer processing. 

This is your Michigan Identification Number: 

1.0. Number (1 :OHl6) 

Deck Number (1 :07) 

Constant 99 (1 ;08-09) 

-
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H. Demographic Questions - Program Assessment Survey (Staff) 

2 

1. 

2. 

3. 

SECTION I 

In this section we ask a number of questions about your background. 
All of your responses are strictly confidential; and your individual 
answers will not be seen by anyone associated with your program. 
We appreciate your help in providing this information. 

Are you (circle one); 1:10 4. What was the size of the community in 
which you spent the largest portion of 

[1] Female your life up to the time you finished 
[2] Male high school? 

What is YOJ.. ~ducational level? 1 :11 [1] A farm, ranch, or home in the 

[1] Some elementary school 
country (rural area) 

[2J A <mall town in the country (grades 1-7) (rural area) 
[2J Completed grade school. [3] A suburb of a large city (grade 8) 
[3] Some high school [4] A small city (Jess than 100,000 

(grades 9-11) people) 

[4] Graduated from high school [5] A large city (more than 100,000 

or GED 
people) 

1:13 

[5] Some college or technical training 5. How old were you on your last birthday? 1 :14-15 
beYQnd high school (1-3 years) 

[6] Graduated from college (B.A., 
B.5., or other bachelors degree) years 

[7] Some graduate school 6. How long have you worked in your 1:16 
[8J Graduate degree (Masters, present program? 

Ph.D., M.D., etc.) [1] Less than 30 days 

What is your marital s-o.atus? 1:12 [2J 1-~ months 

[1] Married [3] 4-11 months 

[2] Widowed [4J 1·2 years 

[3] Separated [5J 3-5 years 

[4] Divorced [6J 6-10 years 

[5] Single (never married) [7J 11-19 years 
[8J 20 years or more 

7. Are you: 1;17 

[1 J Black 
rzj Oriental 
[3J American Indian 
[4J Spanish surnamed 
[5] White 
[6J Other 

9.Jmments: 
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1. Sample Page - Program Assessment Survey (Staff) 

4 

SECTION III 

The next questions are about you and your job. When answering, 
please keep in mind the specific experiences you have had in the 
program in whiCh you are now employed. Please indicate how 
satisfied you are with the following aspects of your job. 

22. Your pay .............. " .................................................................. .. 

23. The way other staff members treat you .............................. .. 

24. The opportunity to develop your skills and abilities .......... .. 

25. The amount of pressure you work under ............................ .. 

26. The physical surroundings on your job ................................ .. 

27. The friendliness of the people you work with ..................... . 

28. The chances you have to do something that makes you feel 
good abo ut yourself as a person ........................................... .. 

29. The amount of overtime you work ....................................... . 

30. Your job SIlcurity .................................................................... .. 

31. The respect you receive from the people you work with ... . 

32 The chances you have to do the things you do best ........ .. 

33. Your fringe benefits ................................................................. . 

34. The chances you have to learn new things ........................... . 

3S. The hours you are working .................................................... . 

36. The chances you have to accomplish something worthwhile .. 

Comments: 

[IJ [2J 

[1] [2] 

[1] [2] 

[1] [2] 

[1] [2] 

[1] [2] 

{3] [4] 

[3] [4] 

[3] [4] 

[3] [4] 

[3] [4] 

[3] [4] 

l)J 

[S] 

[SJ 

[SJ 

[5] 

[5J 

[1] [2J [3] [4] [S} 

[1] [2] [3] [4] [S] 

[1] [2] [3] [4] [SJ 

[1] [2] [3] [4] [S] 

[lJ [2] [3] [4] [S] 

[1] [2] [3J [4] [S] 

[1] [2] [3] [4] [5] 

[1 J [2] [3J [4] [SJ 

[lJ [2] [3J [4] [5] 

1:32 

1 :33 

1:34 

1 :3S 

1 :36 

1 :37 

1:38 

1 :39 

1:40 

1:41 

1:42 

1:43 

1:44 

1:4S 

1:46 
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Corresponding Page for Parent Model Homes (Home Assessment 
Survey - Parents) 

SECTION II I 

r---------------------------------------------------------------------1 
I I 

1 The next questions are about you and your work as a group home : 
1 parent. When answering, please keep in mind the specific ex- 1 
1 periences you have had in this capacity. Please indicate how 1 
1 satisfied you are with the following aspects of your work. 1 

~---------------.-----------------------------------------------------l 

22. Your reimbursement ..................................... i.1J [2J [3J [4J [5J 1 :32 
23. The way the caseworker treats you ...................... [1] [2J [3J [4J [5J 1 :33 
24. The opportunity to develop your skills and abi1ities ... [lJ [2J [3J [4J [5J 1:34 
25. The amount of pressure you work under ............... : .. [lJ [2J [3J [4J [5J 1 :35 
26. The friendliness of the caseworkers you work with ...... [lJ [2J [3J [4J [5J 1 :37 
27. The chances you have to do something that makes you 

feel good about yourself as a person ................... [lJ [2J [3J [4J [5] 1 :38 
28. The amount of extra time you have to work .............. [1] [2J [3J [4] [5] 1:39 
29. The respect you receive from the caseworker ............ [1] [2J [3] [4J [5J 1 :41 
30. The chances you have to do the .things you do best ...... [lJ [2J [3J [4] [5] 1:42 
31. The chances you have to learn new things ............... [1] [2J [3] [4] [5J 1 :44 
32. The chances you have to accomplish something worthwhile.[l] [2J [3J [4] [5] 1:46 

Constant 9 1 :36 
Constant 9 1 :40 
Constant 9 1 :43 
Constant 9 1:45 

Comments: 
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K. Sample Page - Work Climate Scale 

2 

SECTION I 

The following questions ask about the way your job is 
designed, and about the way you think it should be 
ideally designed. 

1. To what extent does your job give you the opportunity to learn 
new things? 

a. This is the way it is now. ................................................... [1] [2] [3] [4] 
b. This is the way I would like it to be ....................... H.......... [1] [2] [3] [4] 

2. To what extent does your job give you the chance to do a lot of 
different things? 

a. This is the way it is now. ................................................... [1] 
b. This is the way I would like it: to be.4._................................ [1] 

3. How much freedom do you have to decide how you do your 
job? 

[2] [3] [4] 
[2] [3] [4] 

[5] 1 :10 
[5] 1 :11 

[sJ 1 :12 
[5J 1:13 

a. This is the way it is now. ................................................... [1 J [2J [3J [4J [5] 1:14 
b. This is the way I would like it to be. .................................. [1] [2] [3J [4J [5] 1:15 

4. How much paperwork and administrative activity are involved in 
your job? 

a. This is the way it is now. ................................................... [1] [2] [3J [4J 
b. This is the way I would like it to be. ................................ [1J [2J [3J [4] 

5. To what extent were you given orientation and training prior to 
beginning your job? 

a. This is the way it is now. ................................................... [1] 
b. This is the way I would like it to be. ................................ [1] 

6. To what extent are you clear about what people expect you to do 
on your job? 

[2] [3] [4J 
[2] [3] [4J 

[5] 1 :16 
[5J 1 :17 

[5J 1:18 
[5] 1:19 

a. This is the way it is now. ................................................... [1] [2J [3J [4] [5] 1 :20 
b. This is the way I would like it to be. ................................ [1] [2J [3] [4] [5] 1 :21 

Comments: 
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L. Sample Page - Community Oriented Programs Environment Scale 

2 

la. Do residents put a lot of energy into what they do around here? ........... YES NO 1:10 
b. Do you want residents to put a lot of energy into what they do around 

here? ................................................................................................. _ ... _._._... YES NO 1:11 

2a. Do residents who have bee/o "ere the longest help new residents? ............ YES NO 1:12 
b. Should residents who have been here the longest help new residents? ...... YES NO 1 :13 

3a. Do residents say what they are feeling most of the time? ......................... YES NO 1:14 
b. Do you want residents to say what they are feeling most of the time? .. YES NO 1:15 

4a. Do residents have a lot of responsibility for the program here? ................ YES NO 1:16 
b. Do you want residents to have a lot of responsibility for the program 

here? .................................................................................................................. YES NO 1:17 

Sa. Does this program have a lot of job training? ............................................. YES NO 1:18 
b. Do you want this program to have a lot of job training? ......................... YES NO 1:19 

6a. Do residents ever discuss their sexual lives? ................................................. YES NO 1:20 
b. Do you want residents to discuss their sexual lives? ........ _......................... YES NO 1 :21 

7a. Do residents here get angry a lot? ....................................................... _........ YES NO 1:22 
b. Do you want residents to get angry a lot? .................................................. YES NO 1 :23 

8a. /ve residents' activities carefully planned? ..................................................... YES NO 1:24 
b. Do you want residents' activities to be carefully planned? ......................... YES NO 1 :25 

9a. Do residents know what will happen if they break the rules? ................... YES NO 1 :26 
b. Do you want residents to know what will happen if they break the rules? YES NO 1 :27 

lOa. Once a schedule is arranged for a resident, does he/she have to follow it? YES NO 1 :28 
b. Once a schedule is arranged for a resident, should he/she have to follow 

it? .................... _................................................................................................ YES NO 1 :29 

lla. " this a lively place? ,..................................................................................... YES NO 1 :30 
b. !Xl you want this to be a lively place? ........................................................ YES NO 1 :31 

12a. Do staff have a lot of time to encourage residents? ................................... YES NO 1:32 
b. Do you want staff to have a lot of time to encoprage residents? ............ YES NO 1 :33 

13a. Can residents say anything they want to the staff? ..................................... YES NO 1:34 
b. Do you want residents to be able to say anything they want to the staff? YES NO 1:3S 

1<Ia. Car, residents leave any timQ without saying where they are going? .......... YES NO 1:36 
b. Do you want residents to be able to leave any time without saying where 

they aro going? ................................................... _........................................... YES NO 1 :37 

15a. /ve residents taught new skills in this program? .......................................... YES NO 1 :38 
b. Do you want residents to be taught new skiJ/s in this program? .............. YES NO 1 :39 

16a. /ve personal problems openly talked about? ................................................ YES NO 1:40 
b. Do you want personal problems to be openly talked about? ..................... YES NO 1:41 
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M. Sample Page - Evaluation Questionnaire 

IDENTIFICATION " __________ _ 

ASSESSMENT OF THE YOUTH HOME 
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 

We are always trying to improve the effectiveness of our program, 
and would appreciate your answering the following questions about our 
work: 

1. What did you like best about the Youth Home Program--what were its strengths? 

2. What were its weaknesses-- what would you like to see changed? 

3. What were your expectations of the program? To what extent were they 
met or unmet? 

4. How much did you feel you were involved in the Youth Home Program? 

[5] EXTREMELY INVOLVED--I participated in all the meecings 
and discussions 

[4] QUITE INVOLVED 

[3] HODERATELY INVOLVED 

[2] FAIRLY INVOLVED 

[lJ NOT INVOLVED AT ALL--I participated in few or none of the meetings 
and discussions 



APPENDIX D 

ITEM LISTS AND RELIABILITIES FOR INDICES OF THE COMMUNITY 

ORIENTED PROGRAM ENVIRONMENT SCALE (COPES) 

Index 

1. Pride and Group Spirit 

a. "Real" items 

(la) Do residents put a lot of energy 
into what they do around here? 

(lla) Is this a lively place? 

(2la) Are the residents proud of this 
program? 

(3la) Is there a lot of group spirit 
in this program? 

b. "Ideal" items 

(lb) Do you want residents to put a 
lot of energy into what they do 
around here? 

(lIb) Do you went this to be a lively 
place.? 

(2lb) Do you want the residents to be 
proud of this program? 

(3lb) Do you want there to be a lot of 
group spirit in this program? 

2. Support. 

a. "Real" items 

(2a) Do residents who have been here 
the longest help new residents? 

(12a) Do staff have a lot of time to 
encourage residents? 

171 

Reliability 

Staff Residents 
Real Disc Real Disc 

.64 .63 

.34 .63 
[.50 .40 

.70 .57 

.51 .43 

.37 .53] 
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(22a) Do residents help one another? 

(32a) Do staff follow up residents 
once they leave the program? 

[32a* Do parents go out of their way 
to help new kids get acquainted 
here?] 

b. "Ideal" items 

(2b) Should residents who have been 
here the longest help new resi­
dents? 

(12b) Do you want staff to have a lot 
of time to encourage residents? 

(22b) Do you want residents to help 
one another? 

(32b) Do you want staff to follow up 
residents once they leave the 
program? 

[32b* Do yQU 'want parents to go out of 
their way to help new kids get 
acquainted here?] 

3. Openness of Feelings. 

a. "Real" itEi'f!s 

(3a) Do ~~$idents say what they are 
feeling most of the time? 

(13a) Can tresidents say anyth:i..:tlg they 
want to the staff? 

(23a) Can you tell how residents are 
feeling around here? 

(33a) When residents disagree with one 
another, do they talk about it 
openly? 

ReI iab il i ty 

Staff Residents 
Real Disc Real Disc 

.46 .39 .55 .33 
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Index 

b. "Ideal" items 

(3b) Do you want residents to say what 
they are feeling most of the time? 

(13b) Do you want residents to be able 
to say anything they want to the 
staff? 

(23b) Do you want to know how residents 
are feeling around here? 

(33b) When residents disagree with one 
another, do you want them to talk 
about it openly? 

4. Independence. 

a. "Real" items 

(4a) Do residents have a lot of respon­
sibility for the program here? 

(14a) Can residents leave any time 
without saying where they are 
going? 

(24a) Do residents take leadership here? 

(34a) Do staff encourage suggestions 
from residents? 

b. "Ideal" items 

(4b) Do you want residents to have a 
lot of responsibility for the pro­
gram here? 

(14b) Do you want residents to be able 
to leave any time without saying 
where they are going? 

(24b) Do you want residents to take 
leadership here? 

(34b) Do you want staff to encourage 
suggestions from residents? 

Reliability 

Staff Residents 
Real Disc Real Disc 

.10 .19 .l7 .16 
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Index 

S. Jobs and Planning 

a. "Real" . items 

(Sa) Does this prcgram have a lot of 
job tra1-ning? 

[Sa* Kids here are expected to work 
on goals.] 

(lSa) Are residents taught new skills 
in this program? 

(2Sa) Do residents have to make specific 
plans for the future? 

(3Sa) Is there a lot of discussion about 
what residents will be doing after 
they leave the program? 

b. "Ideal" items 

(Sb) Do you want this program to have 
a lot of job training? 

ISb* Should kids here be expected to 
work on goals?] 

(lSb) Do you want residents to be 
taught new skills in this program? 

Reliability 

Staff Residents 
Real Disc Real Disc 

.51 .46 
[.55 .58 

.48 .32 

.62 .48] 

(2Sb) Do you want residents to have to 
make specific plans for the future? 

(35b) Do you want there to be a lot of 
discussion about what residents 
will be doing after they leave the 
program? 

6. Sharing Personal Problems 

a. "Real" items 

(6a) Do residents ever discuss their 
sexual lives? 

.49 .24 .50 .07 
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(16a) Are personal problems openly 
talked about? 

(26a) Are residents asked personal 
questions by the staff? 

(36a) Do residents share their per­
sonal problems with one 
another? 

b. "Ideal ll items 

(6b) Do you want residents to dis­
cuss their sexual lives? 

(16b) Do you want personal problems 
to be openly talked about? 

(26b) Do you want staff to ask the 
residents personal questions? 

(36b) Do you want residents to share 
their personal problems with 
one another? 

7. Anger and Arguing 

a. "Real" items 

(7a) Do residents here get angry a lot? 

(17a) Do residents often criticize or 
joke about the staff? 

(27a) Do residents here argue a lot? 

(37a) Do staff sometimes argue openly 
with one another? 

b. "Ideal" items 

(7b) Do you want residents to get 
angry a lot? 

(17b) Do you want residents to criti­
cize or joke about the staff? 

Reliability 

Staff Residents 
Real Disc Real Disc 

.51 .64 .08 .61 
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(27b) Do you want residents here to ar­
gue a lot? 

(37b) Do you want staff to sometimes 
argue openly with one another? 

8. Organization and Neatness 

a. "Real" items 

(8a) Are residents' activities care­
fully planned? 

(18a) Is this a very well organized 
program? 

(28a) Do the staff make sure that this 
place is always neat? 

(38a) Do staff make sure that residents 
are neat and orderly? 

b. "Ideal" items 

C8b) Do you want residents' activities 
to be carefully planned? 

(18b) Do you want this to be a very well 
organized program? 

C28b) Do you want the staff to make sure 
that this place is always neat? 

(38b) Do you want staff to make sure 
that residents are neat and order­
ly? 

9. Program Understanding 

a. "Real" items 

(9a) Do residents know what will hap­
pen if they break the rules? 

(19a) If a resident's program is 
changed, do staff ahlays explain 
why? 

Reliability 

Staff Residents 
Real Disc Real Disc 

.43 .56 

.37 .45 
[.43 .30 

.60 .47 

.47 .45 

.08 .27] 
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[19a* Kids k.now when they will be con­
sidered ready to leave the home.] 

(29a) Do staff often tell residents what 
the program is all about? 

(39a) Do residents clearly understand 
the program rules? 

b. l!Ideal" items 

(9b) Do you want residents to know what 
will happen if they break the 
rules? 

Reliability 

Staff Residents 
Real Disc Real Disc 

(19b) If a resident's program is changed, 
do you want staff to explain why? 

[19b* Do you want kids to know when they 
will be considered ready to leave 
the home?] 

(29b) Do you want staff to often tell 
residents what the program is all 
about? 

(39b) Do you want residents to clearly 
understand the program rules? 

10. Staff Control 

a. "Real" items 

(lOa) Once a schedule is arranged for 
a resident, does he/she have to 
follow it? 

[lOa* Is it important for kids to fol­
low the house rules here?] 

(20a) Do staff punish residents by 
taking away their privileges? 

(30a) Are residents punished for break­
ing the rules? 

.08 .26 
[.00 .00 

.37 .65 

.28 .35] 



Index 

178 

(40a) If a resident gets into a fight 
with another resident, does he/she 
get into real trouble with the 
staff? 

Reliability 

Staff Residents 
Real Disc Real Disc 

b. "Ideal" items 

Notes 

(lOb) Once a schedule is arranged for a 
resident, shculd he/she have to 
follow it? 

[lOb* Do you want it to be important for 
kids to follow the horne rules here?] 

(20b) Should staff punish residents by 
taking away their privileges? 

(30b) Should residents be punished for 
breaking the rules? 

(40b) If a resident gets into a fight 
with another resident 3 should he/she 
get into real trouble with the staff? 

Item wording is shown for the version of the COPES used in staff 

model homes. In the version for parent model homes, "parents" is sub-

stituted for "staff," "kids" for "residents," and "horne" for "program." 

Thus, "Do staff have a lot of time to encourage residents?" becomes "Do 

parents have a lot of time to encourage kids?" Where entire items are 

substituted in parent model homes, these are noted in brackets (e.g. 

item 32a). Numbers in parentheses are the question numbers in the ques-

tionnaire. 

Reliabilities (Cronbach's a) are shown separately for staff and 
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residents and for indices composed of real items ("Real") and real-ideal 

discrepancy sco];es ("Disc") across all homes. Where items were substi­

tuted for parent model homes, reliabilities for this subsample are 

shown in prackets. All reliabilities are based on the entire standard­

ization sample of 102 staff and 149 residents at the pretest. 

A yes/no response scale was used throughout. Yes was scored 3; no 

was scored 1. No midpoint response category was printed on the ques­

tionnaire, however, if respondents answered "maybe," or "sometimes yes, 

sometimes no," or "it depends," this was scored 2. Isolated blanks 

were also scored 2 on the assumptjon that respondents could not make 

up their minds. Strings of two or more blanks were regarded as missing 

data. 



APPENDIX E 

ITEM LISTS AND RELlABILITIES FOR INDICES OF 

THE WORK CLIMATE SCALE eWCS) 

Index 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Staff Welfare 

(34) To what extent does this program have a real 
interest in the welfare of staff who work 
here? 

134 To what extent does your parent agency ha.ve 
a real interest in your welfare?] 

(37) To what extent does the program do a good 
job of meeting your needs as an individual? 

137 To what extent does being a group home parent 
do a good job of meeting your needs as an in­
dividual? ] 

Work Structure 

*(35) To what extent does this program try to im­
prove the way work is done? 

:~ (38) To what extent is work well organized in. 
this program? 

Supervisory Leadership 

* (15) How friendly and easy to approach is yom: 
supervisor? 

*(19) To what extent is your supervisor willing 
to listen to your problems? 

*(16) To what extent does your supervisor en­
courage staff to work as a team? 

*(20) To what extent does your supervisor en­
courage staff to exchange ideas and 
opinions? 

*(17) How much does your supervisor encourage 
staff to give their best effort? 

180 

Reliability 

Real Disc 

.85 .82 

.74 .71 

. 90 .82 . 
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Index 

4. 

5. 

6. 

*(21) To what extent doe9 your supervisor maintain 
high standards of performance? 

*(18) To what extent does your supervisor show you 
how to do a better job? 

*(22) To what extent does your supervisor offer 
new ideas for solving job-related problems? 

Peer Support 

*(23) How friendly and easy to approach are other 
staff members in your program? 

* (28) To what extent are other staff m~bers willing 
to listen to your problems? 

Teamwork 

*(24) To what extent do staff members encourage 
each other to work as a team? 

*(25) How much do staff members encourage each 
other to give their best effort? 

,~ (29) To what extent do staff members in your pro­
gram exchange ideas and opinions? 

*(31) To what extent do staff members offer each 
other new ideas for solving job-related 
problems? 

*(26) To what extent do other staff members help 
you find ways to do a better job? 

Peer Competence 

* (27) To what extent do staff members in your pro­
gram know what their jobs are and how to do 
them well? 

,~ (30) To what extent do other staff members main­
tain high standards of performance? 

*(32) To what extent do you have confidence and 
trust in the other stafr members in your 
program? 

Reliability 

Real Disc 

.72 .52 

.90 .87 

.82 .77 
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7. 

8. 

9. 
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Work Overload 

(7) To what extent do you have to go through a lot 
of "red tape" to get things done? 

(9) To what extent do people expect too much from 
you on your job? 

(10) To what extent do the different things you 
have to do on your job conflict with each 
other? 

(13) To what extent are you given a lot of work to 
do? 

[13 To what extent do you have a lot of work to 
do as a group home parentZJ 

Work Clarity 

(5) To what extent were you given orientation and 
training prior to beginning your job? 

(6) To what extent are you clear about what people 
expect you to do on your job? 

Growth Opportunities 

(1) To what extent does your job give you the op­
portunity to learn new things? 

(2) To what extent does your job give you the 
chance to do a lot of different things? 

(3) How much freedom do you have to decide how 
you do your job? 

(8) To what extent does your job provide oppor­
tunities for in-service training and profes­
sional development? 

(11) To what extent-does your job give you the 
chance to use your special skills and abili­
ties (the things you do best)? 

Reliability 

Real Disc 

.76 .71 

.54 .57 

.75 .77 
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Index 

10. Perfonnance Contingencies 

If I do my job e$pecially well ... 

(40) I will get a bonus or pay increase. 

(41) I will be given more freedom to do things my 
way. 

(42) I will have less pressure to work under. 

(43) I will have more job security. 

(44) Other staff members will be more friendly. 

[44 Other people who work with the kids will be 
more friendly. J 

(45) I will feel that I have accomplished some­
thing worthwhile. 

*(46) I will be promoted. 

(47) My good performance will be recognized by 
the organization. 

[47 My performance will be recognized by my 
parent agency.] 

Reliability 

.71 

Index Reliability 

Real Disc 

Index Omitted Due to Low Reliability 

Conflict Resolution .49 .46 

(33) '1'0 w'ha t extent are disagreements avoided in 
your program? 

(36) To what extent art::. problems discussed openly 
in your program? 

(39) To what extent are disagreements suppressed 
in your program? 

Items Omitted Due to Low Item Ir.dex Correlation 

Work Overload 

(4) How much paperwork and administrative 
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activity are involved in your job? 

(12) To what extent does your job give you a chance 
to take a break between activities? 

Item wording is shown for the version of the WCS used in staff 

model homes. In the version for parent mod~), homes "work as a group 

home parent" is 'substituted for "job." Where entire items are substi-

tuted in parent model homes, these are noted in brackets (e.g., item 

34). Asterisks indicate items omitted in the version of the Work Cli-

mate Scale used i.n parent mod~l homes. Numbers in parentheses are the 

question numbers in the questionnaire. 

Five-point Likert response scales are used throughout. For all 

indices except Performance Contingencies, the anchors are: (1) To a 

very little extent, (2) To a little extent, (3) To some extent, (4) To 

a great extent, (5) To a very great extent. For Performance Contin-

gencies, the anchors are: (1) Not at all likely--it almost never hap-

pens, (2) Not very likely--it usually doesn't happen, (3) Moderately 

likely--it sometimes happens, (4) Quite likely--it usually happens, 

(5) Extremely likely--it almost always happens. 

Respondents were asked to answer each question (except the Perfor-

mance Contingencies) twice, once for "the way things are now" and again 

for "the way I would like them to be." Reliabilities (Cronbach' s a) 

are shown separately for indices composed of real items ("Real") and 

real-ideal discrepancy scores ("Disc"). All reliabilities are based 

on the entire standardization sample of 102 staff and 149 residents at 

the pretest. 



APPENDIX F 

ITEM LISTS AND RELIABILITIES FOR INDICES 

OF THE PROGRAl1 ASSESSMENT SURVEY (PAS) 

Index and Response Scale 

Role Characteristics (Agree - Disagree) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Clarity 

(37) I always know what I should be doing 
on my job. 

(45) I am clear about what people expect 
of me. 

(53) I can never predict what others ex­
pect of me on my job. (R) 

[53 I can neve';:' predict what others will 
expect of me tomorrow. (R)] 

(61) There are procedures for solving any 
problems which may arise on my job. 

Role Conflict 

(38) There are times when one person wants 
me to do one thing and someone else 
wants me to do another. 

(46) There are many times when I'm expected 
to do two oppoiste thhlgS at once. 

(54) The needs of the residents never con­
flict with the policies of my program. 
(R) 

[54 The needs of the kids never conflict 
with the caseworker's ideas.} 

Overload 

(39) I never seem to have enough time to 
get things done. 

(47) I have too much work to do it 'veIl. 

(55) The amount of work I'm asked to do is 

185 

Reliability 

Staff Residents 

.63 NA 

.57 NA 

.75 NA 
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Index and Response Scale 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

just about right. (~) 

Autonomy 

(40) I have almost complete freedom to de­
cide how I do my job. 

(48) There are very few things about my job 
that I can decide for myself. (R) 

(56) It is basically my own responsibility 
to decide how my job gets done. 

Variety 

(41) There is a lot of variety on my job. 

(49) I get to do a number of different 
things on my job. 

(57) My job requires that I do the same 
thing over and over. (R) 

Challenge 

(42) My job is very challenging. 

(50) Being successful on my job requires 
all my skill and ability. 

(58) On my job, I never get a chance to 
use my special skills and abilities. 
(R) 

Feedback 

(43) I get almost constant "feedback" on 
how well I do my job. 

(51) I never really know whether I am doing 
my job well. (R) 

Job Expectations 

(44) Hy job turned out to be pretty much 
the way I thought it would be before 
I began. 

(52) Working here is a lot different than 
I expected. (R) 

Reliability 

Staff Residents 

.70 NA 

.70 NA 

.71 NA 

.62 NA 

.89 NA 
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Index and Response Scale 

Supervision (Agree - Disagree) 

9. My Supervisor 

(81) ..• makes sure staff have clear goals 
to achieve. 

(88) ..• makes sure staff know what has to 
be done. 

(95) ... keeps staff informed. 

(82) ••. helps me solve work-related prob­
lems. 

(89) •.• helps me discover problems before 
they get too bad. 

(96) ..• handles the administrative parts 
of his/her job extremely w~ll. 

(84) •.. maintains high standards of per­
formance. 

(90) ... demands that staff work hard. 

(97) ... demands that staff do high quality 
work. 

(85) .•. encourages staff to participate in 
important decisions. 

(92) .•. encourages people to speak up when 
they disagree with a decision. 

(98) .•. lets people do things in the way 
they feel is best. 

(86) •.. keeps informed about the work 
which is being done. 

(93) ... keeps close control over the 
things people do on their job. 

(99) •.. keeps informed about how well each 
staff member is doing. 

(83) .•. keeps informed about how staff 
think and feel about things. 

Reliability 

Staff Residents 

.93 NA 
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Index and Response Scale 

(87) •.• helps staff develop their skills. 

(91) •.• has the respect of staff. 

(94) ..• is always fair with staff. 

(100) ... sticks up for staff. 

Real Climate - Participation (Agree - Disagree) 

10. Openness 

(62) Everyone gets listened to in this 
program . 

. (67) People in this program are afraid 
to say what they really feel. (R) 

(71) People in this program talk about 
things openly. 

11. Trust in Staff 

(63) Staff here will do things behind 
your back. (R) 

[63 Other adults involved in working 
with kids will do things behind your 
back] - parent questionnaire. 

[63 Parents will do things behind your 
back] - resident questionnaire. 

(68) I feel I can really trust the staff 
in my program. 

[68 I feel I can really trust the other 
adults who work with the kids] -
parent questionnaire. 

[68 I feel I can really trust the house 
parents] - resident questionnaire. 

(72) When staff say something, you can 
really believe it. 

[72 When adults say something you can 
really believe it] - parent question­
naire. 

Reliability 

Staff Residents 

.62 .56 

.74 .79 
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Index and Response Scale 

[72 When parents say something, you can 
really believe it] - resident ques­
tionnaire. 

12. Trust in Residents 

(66) When youth say something, you can 
really believe it. 

(75) Residents here will do things behind 
your back. (R) 

(78) I feel I can really trust the youth 
in this program. 

13. Perceived Influence 

(64) My opinions are considered when de­
cisions have to be made. 

(69) I don't have much to say about the 
way decisions are made. (R) 

(73) I can usually change the way things 
are done around here. 

(76) I'm usually asked when changes have 
to be made. 

14. Cohesiveness 

(65) People in my program stick together. 

(70) People in my program don't get along 
very well. (R) 

[70 People involved with the home don't 
get along very well. (R)] 

(74) People in my program go out of their 
way to help each other. 

[74 People involved with the home go out 
of their way to help each other.] 

(77) I feel I'm really a part of my pro­
gram. 

Reliability 

Staff Residents 

.79 .54 

.80 .53 

.77 .70 
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Index and Response Scale 

15. Rapport with Staff 

(254) I get along well with the staff in 
this program. 

(256) I have a lot of trouble dealing with 
the staff around here. (R) 

(262) I have a good relationship with most 
of the staff in this program. 

[262 I have a good relationship with the 
parents in this house.] 

16. Rapport with Residents 

(104) I really get along well with the 
residents in this program. 

(114) I have a good relationship with most 
of the residents in this program. 

(122) I have a lot of trouble dealing with 
the youth arouud here. (R) 

Reliability 

Staff Residents 

NA .81 

.54 NA 

17. Real Power (No Power - A Great Deal of .80 .65 
Power) . In general, how much "say" or power 
does each of the following people actually 
have on what goes on in your program? 

(131) House director or supervisor. 

(132) Staff 

1132 House parents. ] 

(133) Youth. 

(134) You (as an iudividual) . 

Satisfaction 

18. Work Satisfaction (Agree - Disagree) 

(102) All in all, I'm really satisfied 
with my job. 

(Ill) I really don't like my job very much. 
(R) 

.87 NA 
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Index and Response Scale 

(120) All in all, I like working here. 

[120 All in all, I like being a house 
parent. ] 

19. Satisfaction with Supervisor (Agree -
Disagree) 

(109) All in all, I'm satisfied with my 
supervisor. 

(118) I'm really not very satisfied with 
my supervisor. (R) 

20. Satisfaction with Existence (Satisfied -
Dissatisfied) 

(22) Your pay. 

[22 Your reimbursement. J 

-J~(30) Your job security. 

*(33) Your fringe benefits. 

*(35) The hours you are working. 

21. Satisfaction with Relatedness (Satisfied -
Dissatisfied) 

(23) The way other staff treat you. 

[23 The way the caseworker treats you.] 

(27) The friendliness of the people you 
work with. 

[27 The friendliness of the caseworkers 
you work with.] 

(31) The respect you receive from the 
people you work with. 

[31 The respe~t you receive from the 
caseworker.] 

Reliability 

Staff Residents 

.94 NA 

.67 NA 

.81 NA 
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Index and Response Scale 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

Growth Satisfacti.on: Staff (Satisfied -
Dissatisfied) 

(24) The opportunity to develop your skills 
and abilities. 

(28) The chances you have to do something 
that makes you feel good about your­
self as a person. 

(32) The chances you have to do the things 
you do best. 

(34) The chances you have t6 learn new 
things. 

(36) The chances you have to accomplish 
something worthwhile. 

Satisfaction with Stressors (Satisfied -
Dissatisfied) 

(25) The amount of pressure you work under. 

(29) The amount of overtime you work. 

129 The amount of extra time you have to 
work. ] 

Program Satisfaction (Agree - Disagree for 
items 219 and 227, Satisfied - Dissatis­
fied for item 248) 

(219) I really don't like my program. (R) 

1219 I really don't like it here. (R)] 

(227) All in all, I like living in my pro­
gram .. 

[227 All in all, I like living here.] 

(248) All in all, how satisfied are you 
with your program? 

Satisfaction with Staff (Satisfied - Dis­
satisfied) 

(238) .•• the way staff members treat you? 

Reliability 

Staff Residents 

.86 NA 

.55 NA 

NA .84 

NA .81 
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(247) ... the friend+iness of staff members? 

26. Satisfaction with Residents (Satisfied -
Dissatisfied) 

(239) .•. the way other residents treat you? 

(246) ... the friendliness of other resi­
dents? 

Reliability 

Staff Residents 

NA .80 

27. Growth Satisfaction: Residents (Satisfied - NA .68 
Dissatisfied) 

(240) .•• the activities in your program? 

[240 ..• the family activities in your 
house? ] 

(241) ... the help you get w'ith personal 
problems? 

(242) ... the chances you bave to learn new 
things? 

Psychological Attitudes (Agree - Disagree) 

28. Openness to Change 

(101) I can usually find a better way of 
doing something if I look for it. 

(106) The "tried and true" way of doing 
something is generally the best. (R) 

(110) I am always looking for new ways to 
do my job. 

(119) I have definite ways of doing my 
job and I stick to them. (R) 

(123) You never know if something will 
work unless you try it. 

(125) There are a number of ways to reach 
most goals. 

(127) Once I have made my mind up, I seldom 
change it. (R) 

.71 NA 
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Index and Response Scale 

29 • Turnover 

(108) I will probably look for a new job 
in the next year. 

[108 I will probably stop being a group 
home parent in the next year.] 

(117) If I had a chance, I wouldn't hesi­
tate to take another job. 

[117 If I had the chance, I would stop 
being a house parent.] 

(126) I seldom think about quitting. (R) 

[126 I seldom think about no longer be­
ing a house parent. (R)] 

30. Tension 

(103) When I think about my job I get up­
set. 

(112) I feel relaxed about the work I have 
to do. (R) 

(121) Thinking about my job makes me tense. 

31. Leisure 

(105) I never seem to have enough free time 
to myself. (R) 

\ (113) My job gets in the way of my personal 
life. (R) 

(135) After work, I have as much time as I 
can reasonably expect. 

[135 After doing my work as a house parent, 
I have as much time as I can reason­
ably expec t. ] 

32. Self-esteem 

(107) I take a positive attitude toward my­
self • 

----------------------

Reliability 

Staff Residents 

.73 NA 

.70 NA 

.77 NA 

.59 .56 
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Index and Response Scale 

(116) On the whole, I am satisfied with 
myself. 

(124) At times I think I am no good at 
all. (R) 

(128) I can do things as well as most 
people. 

33. Trust 

(251) It is hard to fi&ure out whom you 
can really trust these days. (R) 

(253) People will do almost anything if 
the pay is high enough. (R) 

(255) Most of the time people try to be 
helpful. 

(257) Generally speaking, people try to 
be fair. 

(259) People are mostly just looking out 
for themselves. (R) 

(266) Generally speaking, most people can 
be trusted. 

!deal Climate Participation 

34. Ideal Power (No Power - A Great Deal of 
Power). How much "say" or power should 
each of the following people have? 

*(136) House director or supervisor. 

(137) Staff. 

1137 House parents.] 

(l38) Youth. 

(139) You (as an individual). 

Reliability 

Staff Residents 

NA .75 

.70 .58 
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Index and Respo'llse Scale Reliability 

Staff Residents 

Index Omitted Due to Low Reliability 

Locus of Control 

(250) SUCCeSS depends mainly on luck.(R) 

(258) Many times we might just as well 
decide wha.t to do by flipping a 
co1.n. (R) 

(260) What happeJl.·~ t" me is my own doing.-

(264) I don't believe that luck is im­
portant in my life. 

Index Omitted Due to Aln'?iguous Factor Structure 

Treatment Philosophy 

NA .48 

Programs like yours meet lots of different needs for youth. 
Please rate the importance of the ones listed below (1 = very 
unimportant, 2 = unimportant, 3 = somewhat important, 4 = im­
portant, 5 = very important). 

(8) Food and shelter. 

(9) Warm, trusting relationships with adults. 

(10) Recreation. 

(11) Aid in keeping out of trouble. 

(12) Firm discipline. 

(13) Academic development. 

(14) Insight into personal problems. 

(15) Rules and boundaries. 

(16) Learning to behave in ways people will accept. 

(17) Psychological counseling. 

(18) Warm, trusting relationships with other youth. 

(19) Other (please specify). 

(20) Other (please specify). 



197 

Index and Response Scale 

(21) Other (please specify). 

Items Omitted From Indices Due to Low Item-Index Correlations 

Role Conflict 

(60) On my job, I can never satisfy everybody at the same 
time. 

Feedback 

(59) Even if no one tells me, I can figure out how well I am 
doing on my job. 

Satisfaction with Existence 

(26) The physical surroundings on your job? 

Program Facet Satisfaction 

(43) The building you live in? 

143 The house you live in?] 

(44) The amount of privacy you get? 

(45) The help you get with work and school problems? 

Openness to Change 

(115) It bothers me when other people suggest new "to7ays to do 
my job. (R) 

(129) I often ask for suggestions about how to do my work. 

Item Omitted From Indices Because Of Differential Meaning in Different 
Group Homes 

Power and Ideal Power 

(135) Case workers. 

Other Items Not Included in Indices 

Supervision 

(79) I have no direct supervisor (check if applies). 

--------------.----
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Index and Response Scale 

Notes 

(80) How often do you meet w~~h your supervisor for direction 
and guidance? 

(1) About once a day. 

(2) About twice a week. 

(3) About once a week. 

(4) About twice a month. 

(5) About once a month. 

(6) About once every f e"J mon ths . 

(7) Almost never. 

Item wording is shown for the version of the PAS used in staff 

model homes. In the version for parent model homes, "work as a group 

home parent" is substituted for "job," "caseworker" for "supervisor," 

"house parents" for "staff," "kids" for "residents" or "youth," and 

"home" for "program." Thus, "My supervisor keeps staff informed" be-

comes "My caseworker keeps house parents informed." Where entire items 

are substituted in parent model homes, these are noted in brackets 

(e.g., item 53). Asterisks indicate items omitted in the version of 

the PAS used in parent model homes. 

Five-point Likert response scales are used throughout. For the 

Agree - Disagree response scales the anchors are: (1) Strongly Disa-

gree, (2) Disagree, (3) Neither Agree Nor Disagree, (4) Agree, (5) 

Strongly Agree. For the Real Power and Ideal Power indices the anchors 

are: (1) Little or no power, (2), (3) Moderate powers, (4), (5) A 

great deal of power. For the Satisfied - Dissatisfied response scales 

________ .:.:r~, .. 

\ , 
r' 
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the anchors are: (1) Very Dissatisfied, (2) Dissatisfied, (3) Neither 

Satisfied Nor Dissatisfied, (4) Satisfied, ~) Very Satisfied. 

Numbers below 200 in pa~entheses are the question numbers in the 

staff version of the questionnaire. Numbers above 200 indicate ques­

tions a~ked only of residents. Reliabilities (Cronbach's a) are cal­

culated separately for staff and residents. All reliabilities are 

based on the entire standardization sample of 102 staff and 149 resi­

dents at the pretest. 



APPENDIX G 

DEFINITIONS, ANCHORS, AND RELIABILITIES OF OBSERVER RATING SCALES 

Scale Definitions and Anchors 

Sharing Personal Problems: The extent to which youths 
are encouraged to be concerned with their personal 
problems and feelings and to seek to understand them. 
(Encouragement may be inferred rather than seen). 

1. People keep personal problems to themselves. 
Staff are not interested in youths' feelings. 

3. Residents talk about feelings and problems (e.g., 
school problems, borrowing, and health), but not 
sensitive or intimate problems, 

5. Residents are encouraged to and do discuss per­
st..lal problems openly (e.g., contraception, 
families, and past experiences). 

Anger and Arguing: The extent to which youths are 
allowed and encouraged to argue with other youths and 
staff, to become openly angry, and to display other 
agressive behavior. 

1. People never argue or express their anger openly. 
Expressing anger is discouraged. 

3. Expressing anger is neither encouraged nor dis­
couraged. Arguments occur, but they are not fre­
quent or of long duration. 

5. Loud arguments are frequent and expressing anger is 
encouraged. People don't hesitate to criticize each 
other. Any minor disagreement provokes an argument. 

Reliability 

.15 

.43 

Liveliness: Hov] active youths are in the day-·to-day .55 
functioning of their program (spending time construc-
tively, being enthusiastic, doing things on their own 
initiat~ve). Hectic confusion is not the same as live-
liness. 

1. Very boring. People seem to be just passing time 
(e.g., lying around sleeping; watching TV without 
much interaction). 

3. People are actively involved in things (sports, 
animated discussions, social activities, being busy, 

200 



201 

Scale, Definitions and Anchors 

etc.) about half the time. 

4. Most of the time there is something going on. The 
house is rarzly at a standstill. 

5. Very exciting--something happening every minute' 
(e.g., everyone playing basketball or partying). 

Pride: The extent to which youths are proud of their 
program and take satisfaction from living there. 

1. Youth badmouth the home. They do not like being 
there. 

2. Youths are negative about the home, although they 
may feel it is "one small step abovell detention, 
training school, or other institutional settings. 

3. Youth seem neutral about the home. They neither 
like nor dislike it, but feel it is better than 
ether living situations. 

4. Youth respond positively to home when asked, but 
do not take initiative to brag about it. . 

5. Youth brag about the home, discuss it in a very 
favorable terms (e,g., youth spontaneously show 
visitors around home with pride) . 

Support: The extent to which youths are encouraged 
to be helpful and supportive towards other youths 
and the extent to which staff are supportive toward 
youths. 

1. Everyone looks out for himself. No sharing or 
helping behavior. 

3. Sometimes people help each other and sometimes 
they don't. 

4. Staff but not youths are generally supportive 
(or vice versa) . 

5. Both staff and youth help youth who need it (e.g., 
on homework); people compliment each other for 
good performance, 

Reliability 

.54 

.42 
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Scale, Definitions and Anchors 

Openness of Feelings: The extent to which the nro­
gram encourages youths to act openly and to express 
their feelings openly. Feelings may be expressed 
through actions as well as words. 

1. People keep things to themselves. It is very 
hard to tell what people are feeling most of 
the time. 

3. Youths sometimes speak or act out their feelings 
openly and sometimes are careful about what they 
say. 

4. Youths are more open than guarded. 

5. It is easy to tell how youths are feeling. They 
say anything they want to at any time, and openly 
express both positive and negative feelings. 

Reliability 

.00 

Independence - Youth Leadership: How self-sufficient .45 
and independent youths are encouraged to be in making 
decisions about their personal affairs (what they wear, 
where they go) or program activities and their rela-
tionships with the staff. 

1. Youths have no responsibility for the program. 
They must ask permission for minor or routine 
activities (e.g., to use the phone). 

2. Youths make suggestions to the staff but have 
little or no decision-making power. 

3. Youths make decisions about routine activities, 
e.g., what they wear, what activities the group 
goes to, but must ask permission for non-routine 
events. 

4. Youths participate equally with staff in making 
most decisions about the program (e.g., allowances, 
vacation pians, how chores will be done) but staff 
make unusual or important decisions (e.g., leaving 
the home overnight). 

5. Youth have almost total responsibility for the 
program and enforcing rules; they are free to come 
and go any time they want. 
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Scale, Definitions and Anchors Reliability 

Jobs and Planning: The extent to which the program is .47 
oriented towards preparing youths for independent liv-
ing, e.g., job training, looking to the future, learn-
ing useful skills, and setting and working toward goals. 
The type of skills which are relevant will vary with 
the age of the youths. 

1. Program has no practical goals for youths and 
teaches no useful skills. 

3. Some goals set and taught as the need arises, but 
this is not systematic nor a major emphasis of 
the program. 

4. Youths are regularly involved in learning or prac­
ticing some skills, e.g., helping to prepare din­
ner, regularly scheduled study hour, part-time jobs. 

5. All youths workings towards concrete goals (e.g., 
learning to read, finding and holding a job) and 
learning useful "survival" skills (e.g., cooking, 
opening savings accounts, hygiene). Learning 
skills, planning for the future is ,a central focus 
of the program. 

Organization; The extent to which home activities are .07 
well organized and planned in advance. 

1. The home is chaotic. No one seems to know what is 
happening when and little is planned in advance 
(e,g., meals, group meetings are erratic). 

2. Plans are made, but activities are changed or can­
celled at a moment's notice. Scheduled activities 
may take place after long delays. 

3. }mjor activities (e.g., meals, group meetings) run 
smoothly and regularly but other activities are 
not planned in advance or followed up. 

5. All major activities run smoothly and regularly. 
Most activities are regularly scheduled or planned 
in advance and followed up. 

Neatness: The extent to which the home is kept neat and .45 
orderly. 

1. The program is generally very messy--the place is a 
shambles (e.g., beds are unmade, coats not hung up). 
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Scale, Definitions and Anchors 

2. The program is generally messy--many articles ly­
ing around or a lot of dirt. 

3. The program is average--a few articles lying 
around, a little dirt. 

4. The program is generally neat--a couple of things 
lying around, but people clean up regularly. 

5. The program is generally very neat--nothing out 
of place; the place is spotless. 

Reliability 

Program Understanding: The extent to which youths .01 
know what to expect in the day-to-day routine of the 
horne and the explicitness of horne ru12S and procedures. 
(Note: Youths who understand the rules may at times 
feign the opposite in an attempt to avoid punishment.) 

1. Youth don't understand the rules, or rules are 
frequently changed. Residents are never given 
an explanation of what the program is about (e.g., 
a booklet describing rules). 

3. People generally understand what's going on but 
not the details of program policy or rules. Rules 
may be enforced unevenly. 

4. Rules and consequences are generally clear, al­
though consequences may be negotiable. 

5. Members understand progra~ rules and the conse­
quences for breaking them. Everyone knows who's 
in charge and what's going on. (This is not meant 
to imply excessive rigidity in applying rules.) 

Staff Control; The extent to which staff use punish- .30 
ments or other measures to keep youths under necessary 
controls (e.g., in the formulation of roles, the 
scheduling of activities, and in relationships between 
youths and staff). 

1. There are few rules and they are not enforced. 
Staff have no sanctions to use in in controlling 
residents who do whatever they please. 

2. Some program rules exist and are generally enforced, 
but the rules do not constrain every day behavior 
very much. Rules and punishments are not a central 
focus of attention or discussion. 



205 

Scale, Definitions and Anchors 

3. Important program rules are enforced, but there 
is room for negotiation. Staff don't order. 
members around, although. they may enforce their 
requests after discussion. 

4. Staff make most program rules and punish resi­
dents who fail to follow them. 

5. Staff frequently give orders to rE\.sidents. There 
are a lot of rules and residents who break them 
or fail to follow orders are punished or trans­
ferred from the program. 

Reliability 

Role Overload: The extent to which staff members have .76 
more work than they can really do. 

1. Staff have almost nothing to do; there is plenty 
of time for reading or other personal activities. 

3. Staff have a moderate workload; they are busy most 
of the t:ime, but have opportunities to take a 
break from time to time while on duty. 

5. Staff have an incredible amount of work to do; there 
is no way they can accomplish what they are supposed 
to do in the time available. 

Role Clarity: The extent to which staff are clear about .39 
what they are expected to do on their jobs. 

1. Staff have no idea what is expected of them on their 
jobs; tasks are unpredictable and unclear. 

3. Staff have some idea of what is expected of them in 
everyday activities, but there are occasional sur­
prises and uncertainties. 

4. Events are unpredic.tab1e but job expectations are 
clear. 

5. Staff know exactly what is expected of them on their 
jobs; tasks are predictable and clearly defined. 

Role Conflict: The extent to which the different things -.29 
staff members have to do on ·their jobs conflict with 
each other, the extent to which significant peers and 
supervisors (e.g., other staff, supervisors, caseworkers, 
judges) have conflicting expectations of the staff member. 



206 

Scale, Definitions and Anchors 

1. Staff are never subject to cvnflicting demands, 
(e.g., from fellow staff members and supervisor 
or caseworker). 

3. Najor parts of the job are free from conflict, 
minor aspects of Job are subject to conflicting 
demands. 

5. People often make conflicting demands or requests 
of staff. 

Extent of Youth Participation in Youth-Youth Interac­
tions: The extent of participation among youths who 
are present in the home (or at the activity if outside 
the home) in both informal and planned activities. 

1. During youth-youth interactions, hardly any youths 
participate, 

2. During youth-youth interactions a few youths (~1/4) 
participate. Others remain isolated. 

3. During youth-youth interactions half the youths 
participate. 

4. During yout.h-youth interactions most Y01!lths (~3/4) 
participate, but some are left out. 

5. During youth-youth interactions all youths are 
involved. 

Extent of Youth Participation in Staff~Youth Interac­
tions: The extent to which youths who are present 
participate in informal and formal interaction with 
staff members. 

1. During meetings and other staff-youth interactions, 
hardly any youths participate. 

2. During meetings and other staff-youth interactions, 
a few (~1/4) participate. 

3. During meetings and other staff-youth interactions, 
half the youths participate. 

4. During meetings and other staff-youth interactions, 
most youths (~3/4) participate. 

5. During meetJi,tl,gj;s and other staff-youth interactions, 
all youths are involved. 

Reliability 

-.15 

.34 
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Scale, Definitions and Anchors 

Extent of Staff Participation in Staff-Youth Inter­
action: The extent to which staff members who are 
present participate in informal and formal interac­
tions with youths. 

l. During meetings and other staff-youth interac-
tions, hardly any staff participate. 

2. During meetings and other staff-youth interac-
tions, a few staff (rul/4) participate. 

3. During meetings and other staff-youth interac-
tions, half the staff participate. 

4. During meetings and other staff-youth interac-
tions, most staff (ru3/4) participate. 

5. During meetings and other staff-youth interac-
tions, all staff who are present are involved. 

Cohesiveness: The extent to which youths in the 
home stick together and act as a group rather than 
as individuals. 

1. This program is very fragmented--youths act as 
individuals with no concern for others. 

2. Youths do things together only when group ac­
tivities are planned. Youths may do informal 
things in pairs, but rarely in larger groups. 

3. This program is about average--half the time 
rQ§iaents do things together and half the time 
they act as individuals. 

4. Residents frequently do things in groups with 
most or all other residents. 

5. This program is very cohesive--youths do almost 
everything together and always think of them­
selves as a group. 

Reliability 

.42 

.22 

Interaction Affect (Youth-Staff): The extent to which .39 
staff-youth interactions are warm and friendly. 

1. Youth-staff interactions are generally very hostile­
frequent negative comments or biting sarcasm. 
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Scale, Definitions and Anchors 

2. Staff-youth interactions are generally hostile-­
unfriendly, mild sarcasm. 

3. Youth-staff interactions are generally neutral or 
neither predominantly hostile or positive. 

4. Youth-staff interactions are generally positive-­
friendly; some teasing or friendly sarcasm. 

5. Youth-staff interactions are generally very posi­
tive--extremely warm and supportive. 

Reliability 

Interaction Affect (Youth-Youth): The extent to which .31 
the youth-youth interactions are warm and friendly. 

1. Youth-youth interactions are generally very 
hostile--frequent negative comments or biting 
sarcasm. 

2. Youth-youth interactions are generally hostile-­
unfriendly, mild sarcasm. 

3. Youth-youth interactions are neutral or neither 
predominantly hostile nor positive. 

4. Youth-youth interactions are generally positive-­
friendly; some teasing or friendly sarcasm. 

5. Youth-youth interactions are very positive-­
extremely warm and supportive. 

Interaction Affect (Staff-Staff): The extent to which 
staff-staff interactions are warm and friendly. 

1. Staff-staff interactions are generally very 
hostile--frequent negative comments or biting 
sarcasm. 

2. Staff-staff interactions are hostile--generally 
unfriendly, mild sarcasm, or underlying tension. 

3. Staff-staff interactions are neutral or neither 
predominantly hostile nor positive. 

4. Staff-staff interactions are positive--generally 
friendly; some teasing or friendly sarcasm. 

5. Staff-staff interactions are very positive-­
extremely w:!rm and supportive, 

-.01 
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Scale, Definitions and Anchors 

Supervision: Task Structuring: The extent to which 
the supervisor keeps staff informed and makes sure 
they know what has to be done. 

1. In this program the house director never tells 
staff what is going on or what they should be 
doing. 

3. In this program the house director keeps staff 
informed of major events, lets others slide. 

5. In this program the house director keeps staff 
informed and makes sure they know exactly what 
has to be done. 

Supervision: Performance Standards: The extent to 
which the supervisor maintains high standards of per­
formance and encourages staff to give their best ef­
forts. 

1. In this program the house director has no standards 
of performance--staff can do a good or bad job. 

2. In this program the house director occasionally 
encourages staff to do a good job, but does not 
maintain consistent standards of performance. 

3. In this program the house director sometimes pushes 
staff to do their best, is sometimes rather lax. 

4. In this program, the house director generally in­
sists that staff do a good job. 

5. In this program the house director consistently 
insists on excellence--staff are pressured to per­
form extremely well. 

Reliability 

-.39 

.61 

Supervision: Staying on Top of Things: The extent to .39 
which the supervisor keeps informed about events in the 
home, how work is being done, and how well individual 
staff members are doing. 

1. In this program, the house director hasn't the 
foggiest idea what is going on. 

3. In this program, the house director generally 
knows what is going on, but is unaware of det9.ils. 

5. In this program, the hoqse director is always 
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informed about the work being done, and how well 
each staff member is doing. 

Supervision: Support/Rapport: The extent to which 
the supervisor is friendly and easy to approach and 
willing to listen to staff problems. 

1. The house director is very difficult to approach. 
Staff members do not share their problem~ with thg 
supervisor, who has little idea or concern for how 
they think and feel. 

3. The house director is somewhat approachable. He/she 
has some idea about how staff think and feel; helps 
them with major problems. 

5. The house director is very approachable. He/she 
knows how staff think and feel and helps them with 
both personal and work-related problems. 

Staff Rapport with Youth: The extent to which staff 
have good relationships, work well with youths. 

1. In this program, staff have almost no rapport with 
youth; relationships are almost always strained. 

3. In this program, staff have some rapport with youth; 
they usually ge~ along well with residents. 

5. In this program, staff have a great deal of rapport; 
they almost always get along well with residents. 

Reliability 

-.01 

.66 

Staff Coordination: The extent to which staff members -.12 
keep each other informed of events and coordinate 
their activities and expectations so as to provide a 
consistent atmosphere for youths. 

1. Staff members don't seem to know what each other 
are doing. They frequently give conflicting 
messages to residents. 

3. Staff try to keep in touch with what other staff 
are doing, but occasionally communication breaks 
down (e.g., logs are not always kept so that day 
and night staff have trouble coordinating plans). 

5. Staff are always careful to coordinate their 
activities and expectations. Youth almost always 
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find staff consistent with each other. 

Staff Participation: The extent to which staff mem­
bers participate in decisions about the home, 

1. All house decisions are made by the supervisor, 
caseworker, judge, or parent agency. Staff simply 
carry out these decisions. 

3. Staff members make day-to-day decisions. They 
have input into policy decisions and can express 
any disagreement, but the supervisor or parent 
agency has final say. 

5. Staff members make all decisions in the home 
jointly. The supervisor or parent agency may 
offer input, but the staff as a group has final 
say. 

Notes 

Reliability 

.13 

Reliabilities are Cohen's weighted kappas (Cohen, 1968) with the 

squared differences between category ranks used as weights. Under 

these weights, kappa is asymptotically equivalent to the interclass 

correlation coefficient (Fleiss & Cohen, 1973). Kappa is ordinarily 

used to assess interrater reliability where two or more observers each 

rate a number of cases. Fleiss (1971) has extended the application of 

kappa to the present situation where different observers rate different 

cases. 



APPENDIX H 

DIRECTOR1S INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 

1. Discuss confidentiality 

2. Can you tell me something about the program"': 

a. How ~ong has it been in existence? 
b. Who are your clients, and how do they get here? 
c. What do you try to do for them (treatment ideology)? 
d. How is funding provided for the organization? For individual 

clients? 
e. What is the organization structure (including relationships 

to other agencies, parent organization)? 
f. What is the nature of the community in which the program is 

located? 
g. Ask for handouts. 

3. What kind of person would be likely to apply for a staff job here? 
1.Jhat kind of person is likely to be selected? 

4. What does your job as director involve? 

5. If you were going to hire a person for a job like yours, what 
kind of person would you select? 

6. How do~s the program get new staff started? What happened when 
you first started? 

7. Are there training/educational opportunities offered to staff 
(e.g., initial, in-service)? 

8. How do you find out how well you are doing? How do other staff 
find out? 

9. What does a typical day look like (how closely are things sched­
uled)? 

10. How much contact do you have with: 

a. central organization? 
b. schools? 
c. police? 
d. parents? 
e. caseworkers? 
f. others? 
(Probe: what do they think of the program?) 

* Questions can be tailored to include name of the individual home. 

212 



213 

11. What outside groups does the program pay most attention to? 

12. What future do you see for the organization? What would you like 
to see? (Probe: what are the strengths that should be preserved, 
and things that should be changed?) 

13. Are there any foreseeable events that might affect the Youth Home 
Development Program? (Probe: are any staff members expected to 
leave in the near future?) 

14. Has the home participated in any other projects like the Youth 
Home Development Program? 

15, We have asked you a lot of questions. Are there things we left 
out? 

16. Are there any you would like to ask us? 



APPENDIX I 

NOTES ON THE PROBLEM SOLVING PROCESS - YHDP 

A. GO OVER PAST GOALS 

Don't let them sit on the shelf. Checks on performance, even self­
checks, serve to remind and motivate us. It's also encouraging to see 
where you have made progress instead of focusing only on the inevitable 
problems. 

Another reason to go over goals periodically is to see whether they 
are still appropriate. Goals are simply ways of coping with problems. 
If the problem changes, if a goal seems impossible to attain, or if 
meeting a goal isn't solving the problem, perhaps the goal should be 
changed. Ignoring out-of-date goals doesn't solve the problem, and it 
can be demoralizing. Changing goals (or even abandoning them) to fit 
new problems and priorities helps maintain a sense of purpose and con­
trol. 

B. IDENTIFY A NEH PROBLEM 

Questionnaires measuring differences between lithe way things are 
nowll and lithe way I would like them to bell are one way to do this. 
Other times problems may simply present themselves. In any case, be 
sure that: 
1) everyone understands the problem and 
2) everyone agrees it is important enough to warrant the effort of prob-

lem solving. 
Sorriet"i,mes just airing a gripe or calling attention to an issue is enough. 
More complicated prc:,lems which really matter to most participants are 
better candidates for problem solving. Voting about which of several 
problems should have priority is one way to eliminate the less pressing 
ones. 

C. WRITE DOHN INDIVIDUAL IDEAS 

When group members take five minutes to jot down their ideas pri·­
vately, they will come up with more ideas and more original ideas than 
if they all IIbrainstormll together. 

D. SHARE IDEAS 

One person should go around the room and list everyone's ideas in 
turn for all to see. Say only enough to make an idea clear, and jot it 
down in shorthand. Be brief. Repeated examples of why an idea will work 
and involved explanations waste time and take away from the group's 
momentum. Don't criticize ideas. This only makes people defensive. The 
best ideas ~vill sort themselves out in the voting. 

Writing down ideas centrally serves several purposes: 
1) it lets people know their ideas have been heard -- they don't need to 
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repeat them or argue for them to get them across; 
2) it makes all ideas from whatever source "group property." There is 

no need to repeat duplicate ideas; and 
3) good ideas don't get lost in the shuffle. Ideas you choose not to 

implement now become part of a "bag of tricks" you can draw on later. 

E. VOTE FOR THE BEST IDEA 

This is a fast way to see whether there is eonsensus around a sin­
gle idea or two. If so, go on to setting a specHic goal (Step F). If 
not, discuss the ideas which people think are the best. A second vote 
may lead to more consensus. 

Take the task of setting priorities seriously. Don't try to imple­
ment more tha.n one or two goals for any problem. You have enough else 
to do. If you spread yourselves too thin, you may not accomplish any­
thing. 

F. SET A SPECIFIC GOAL 

It's hard to work on a vague goal. Make sure everyone agrees "what 
it will look like" if the goal is attained. It may help to specify what 
it will look like if the goat is not met or only partially met as well. 
A "goal attainment scale" is useful in measuring progress towards goals. 

Sometimes in setting a specific goal, people realize they do not 
have consensus about what they want to do. Someone may bring up a good 
reason why the goal won't work or will have harmful side effects. If 
this happens, discuss the problem quickly and. go back to voting (Step E). 
If the discussion serves to redefine the problem substantially, you may 
want to return to writing down individual ideas (Step C). The situation 
has changed -- there is no reason to be bound by an old vote. 

G. PLAN TO IMPLEMENT THE GOAL 

Be specific. Who will do what and when? Does anything have to be 
done before you get to work on the ultimate goal? Even simple goals 
often require several steps. Different people may take responsibility 
for each step, but someone should coordinate the whole process. Set up 
a timetable, including times to check up on goal attainment (Step A). 

In general, try to be brief and to the point. This is an elaborate pro­
cess to deal with complex problems. It can get to be quite cumbersome 
if people stray too far from these steps. If a problem raises high emo­
tions, and many will, it may help to discuss these befo~e attempting 
problem solving. 
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