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Section I
THE HISTORY OF THE PROJECT

INTRODUCTION

[

The“Juvenile Services Administration (JSA), an agency of the
Maryland Department of Health and Mental Hygiene, serves approximately
2,000 juveniles per year, or 700 at any given time, in community-based
facilities., To insure that quality care is provided to the youth served by
this treatment approach, JSA adopted a policy to develop an evaluation and
monitoring program for these residential commusity facilities,

The Group Home Evaluation System Developmient Project was de-

signed to help implement this policy. An earlier step was taken during 1974,

with a study conducted by the National Council on Crime and Delinquency
(NCCD). The NCCD work, although not providing an evaluation base line,
offered inputs to the development of Maryland's first set of standards and
guidelines for group homes, It was not until 1975, however, with the estab-
lishment of the Department's Monitoring and Evaluation of Residential
Facilities (MERF') program that systematic review.of group homes began.
In its infancy, the MERF program focused on physical monitoring and
insuring the safety and health needs’of the residents. As the program
matured, its focus expanded and became more sophisticated, monitoring not
only the physical facilities, but also program plans, detailed budgets, “case
files, and personnel. Currently, in addition to assessing compliance with
the standards and guidelines, the MERF program is involved in licensing
homes and helping new facilities meet the established standards so that //,
they may be permitted to accept residents. S

To aid the MERF program in expandmg its monitoring and analysis.
capabilities, a proposal for the develoPment of an evaluation system was
submitted to the Maryland Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement
and the Administration of Justice in early 1976, The grant application
represented a joint effort between JSA's Division of Research and Analysis
and Community Services. It was reasoned that the combined perspective
embodied in the request was esgential to insure the development of an
evaluation system which was based on scientific principles yet was within
the framework of the MERF program. The grant application was subse—
quently approved by the Governor 5 Comm1§51on,

To insure that the resultmg System employed the most advanced
and responsive techniques available, JSA requested the assistance of outside
experts. In August 1976, following a selection process, the International

£
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Training, Research and Evaluation Council (ITREC) initiated efforts
toward the development of the proposed evaluation system to complement
JSA's ongoing monitoring program, Staff assigned to the project by
ITREC and the JSA project director and coordinator worked as a team.
for the duration of the grant, sharing responsibilities at all stages.

.‘.

While non-use of existing information may be ,typieal of many
human service organizations, JSA's desire to develop a sophisticated
evaluation system documented the agency's concern with the internal -

“dynamics of programs that serve youth under JSA's authority. More-

““over, JSA not only articulated a need for data concerning the association
' of programmatic features and program goals but maintained that such
information should be gathered and analyzed on a continual basis.

This strategy which emphasizes usable evaluation research
 wresults is an outgrowth of the 1960s’' levaluation research boom!
(Patton, 1978:14-19). Basically, the approach takes into consideration
B three sets of factors which were viewed as gritical to a viable
' ' evaluation system. TFirst and foremost, it is 1mperat1ve to develop
a system that will generate evaluation findings which are compatible
with the needs of a variety of users. These users include JSA's
- MERF team, 'adrninistrative and research staff and the staff of
Community Résidential Treatment programs. Importantly, data
would be provided to those responsible for monitoring program activity
as well as those who are providing the services and have an interest
in self 1mprovement through program modification and development.
A secend important consideration in developing the evaluation system
o \\ : is'collaboration between JSA and Community Residential Treatment
: personnel. On an ongoing basis, "JSA personnel will be responsible
for maintaining the evaluation system while program staff will be
responsible for providing accurate data. In turn, the collaborative
-efforts of all the parties are needed to produce usable evaluation v/
results.  Third, users' awareness and understanding of the evaluation
methods and procedures are viewed as important factors in the
‘development of the evaluation system. It is assumed that users' basic
understanding of how the system functions is associated with commitment
to the maintenance and use of its results, The general frame in which
these factors have been addressed is mghhghted thr ougmat this report,
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- THE TWO YEARS IN CAPSULE

- Efforts during the project's first year were focused on collectmn of data
from group home administrations, staff and residents; data analysis; and,
the dissemination of project findings.1/ This phase of the project served
to demonstrate the usefulness of results which stem from a social environ-
ment focused evaluation. During this process, JSA program personnel and
community treatment staff played key roles in the project by identifying
data elements to be included in the evaluation system. For example, infor-
mation to be considered for inclusion in the system was pin-pointed through
a series of site visits to many of Maryland's group homes by two members
of ITREC staff and by the JSA ProjectDirector. Notably, during these visits,
inputs to the evaluation system were aggregated and the need for cooperative
relationships between all users of the system was stressed, Additionally,
the first year efforts helped increase decision makers' awareness and
understanding of process evaluation and the utility of its results. : s

i

A number of methods of disseminating the evaluation results of
the first year were utilized. They included the development of a detailed
evaluation report and an executive summary document. Additionally, the
ITREC team appeared at a number of briefing presentations and conferences,
i, e. annual vendors conference.

During the second year of the project, data were collected from
additional community-based residential programs during two differeut time
periods. This information was gathered using instruments which were '
derivations of those developed during the first year. The intent during the

second year was to enhance the scientific status of the evaluation system
by establishing reliability and validity of the instruments. Unlike the first
year, the emphasis was not on uncovering results, hence discussion of
second year findings is minimal in this report. ' '

S i .
A series of orientation workshops also was held during the second

year of the project. These workshops were designed to familiarize group
home personnel and administrators with the system's ongoing operation

and with their anticipated roles. It also provided opportunities for the
MERF team to become familiar with the system they w111 be called upon
to maintain., : : . :

; It is 1mportant to note that the evaluation approach ernployed in the
development of JSA's ongoing system was tailored to user needs and trans-
ferable to other states. This report has been prepared to facilitate the ef-
forts of others who may have an interest 1n incorporating such a system into
their commumty-based treatment program. The remaining sections provide -
1nformat10n on how the Group Home Evaluation System was developed. Followmg

a discussion of project year one efforts, mcludmg the data generatmn,
analyses, and important results, - . ‘ R

}_/ See Johnson, Rusinko and ‘Girardv (1977&;‘ l~9‘7‘7ib). :

O
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Sectmn I

DESIGN AND H\/IPLEMENTATION OF FIRST YEAR
PROCESS FOCUSED EVALUATION

INTRQDUCTION

' d1mens1ons wh1ch, it was assumed, could change over time.

The principal concern in the first stage of the Maryland Group
Home Evaluation project was to identify and develop measures of primary
program objectives as well as elements of the various treatment programs
that were representative of the majority of homes from which JSA purchases
care as well as state-operated homes. In the terminology of a process
iocused evaluation throughout this report, these primary objectives of
group homes such as responsible behavior of residents are referred to
as "outcomes', which are comparable to dependent variables. The elements
or components of the treatment program which are expected to affect the
outcome, such as use of positive reinforcernents, are referred to as en-
vironmental measures, comparable to independent variables. Other aspects
of group home programs, which may be related to the outcomes but are not
elements of the treatment process per se were also examined. These in~
cluded such measures as size of facility, location and recreational fa.cxhtxes,
and are discussed as “"structural'' measures throughout this report.

To maximize the likelihood that the product would be useful to all
group home operators, a sample of programs reflecting the broad range
of facilities operating in the stafe was drawn. Detailed instruments were
then designed to provide in-depth descriptions of the facilities and programs.
During this process, care was taken to word items so their meaning was
consistent across all homes and to include measures of program elements
which group home operators considered important. Data were then collected
from group home administrators, staff and residents, The procedures
that were used to obtain data minimized disruption of group home routines.

The remaining aspects of the work concerned data a.nalys1s. ‘

" Factor analysis procedures were used to reduce redundancy in the data

and to provide measures which were both valid and reliable. 1/ Finally,

the analysis provided information and evidence as to relat1onsh1ps between
organizational, structural and programmatm elements and important
objectives of group homes as applicable to both residents and staff. To date,
Moos (1975) has done the most comprehensive research in conceptuahzmg and
operationalizing treatment environments, Whereas Moos assumed that treat- }
ment dimensions identified in the validation process were important cons1dera— :

" tions, the development of JSA's evaluation system includes goal attainment

criteria to assist in decisions about the relative rmport=nce of env1ronmenta1

1/ TFactor analysis-is a technique used to identify groups or clusters

of items w‘mch are measurmg the same ba.m.c concept. 4



' DATA GENERATION

This section details the steps taken in generating data for the
first phase of the.evaluation project. ~The various procedures described
were adopted to insure that the data gathered was reliable as well as valid.
In addition, they were utilized to enhance the potential for collaboration
- between JSA and group home operators which would thereby maximize the
bpotentlal of the findings being seriously considered by those who operate
Maryland community-based treatment programs.

S'électio,n of the First Year Sample

The criteria for sample selection were developed jointly by ITREC

and JSA program and research staff. Homes were eliminated from con-
sideration if they served a special or restricted category of clientele,
prov&ded adult-oriented services, were institutional in nature or were
foster homes. Community Treatment Facilities and Structured Shelter
Care were homes not included since they fit into the above category.
Remaining for selection were:

Youth Group Homes, and Community Residences: o

Homes from both of these categories were included in the sample
and the ongoing system was designed to evaluate essentially all of the
facilities covered. In essence, they span the continuum of JSA's com-
munity-based residential treatment program when special purpose or short
term facilities are eliminated. It was reasoned that the latter programs
would require individual evaluations. Throughout the report, the terms
Mgroup homes' and ""community-based residential facilities' are used
interchangeably and refer to the two categories described.

‘Based on these factors, a total of twenty three (23) group home
facilities from fifteen (15) parent organizations were selected for partici-
pation in the first year of the study. These homes were located throughout
the state; utilized varymg ‘treatment modalities; and, employed differing
staffmg patterns. :

Evaluation, Ins‘t‘ruments ’

‘Numerous sources were consulted in relation to the design of the

- evaluation instruments. For example, an exhaustive literature search
pertammg to commumty-based treatment was conducted and a number

of 1mportant Ytreatrient elements! were identified; ITREC and JSA staff

- attended several meetings of the Maryland Association of Residential
Facilities for Youth (MARFY) to gain inputs from practitioners; and; a

‘ survey instrument was distributed to operators to develop 1nformat10n '
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) rege,fdipg the obJectlves of the group homes as well as important aspects of -

the content of their programs. This latter data set was'augmented by JSA
staff, parficularly the MERF team, vis-a-vis the identification of add1t10nal
policy~relevant variables. Finally, each of the fifteen participating group
home operators wae/visited by ITREC and JSA staff in October and November,
1976. While an important objective of these visits was to provide adminis-~
trators with an understanding of the project, the research team used the
opportunity to obtain considerable information regarding elements and <
objectives of the participating programs pertaining to both residents and staff, '

Six evaluation instruments were developed as a result of this pro-
cess, Three of these were designed to elicit information from group home
residents. The Residents' Psychological Inventory contained ninety-five
(95) items purporting to measure seven psychological outcomes pertaining
to youth, These included responsibility, insight, 1ndependence, self-
respect, goal orientation, effective communication, and value of education.
The majority of these items were selected from established psychological
instruments based on face validity; the remainder were developed by the
research team. The Residents' Behavioral Checklist contained forty-five
(45) behavioral outcome items. These items were demgnnd to determine
the frequency of the youths' involvement in various types’ of responsible
and rebellious behavior in the group home and the community over a two
month period. These items in the main were drawn from an instrument
utilized by the Oregon Research Instute in congunctlon with the evaluation
of the Teaching Parent Model. 1/ The third instrument administered to
residents was the Resident Interview. . This instrument was used to docu-
ment residents' appraisals of environmental processes and program dy-— :
namics, The instrument's forty-three {(43) items focused on elements of
the major treatment modalities being implemented in various combinations
at the group homes. These included Positive Peer Culture, Guided Group
Interaction, Reality Therapy, Behavior Modification, Teaching Parent Model,
Traditional Casework and the Family Model.

2y

Two of thesix instrumentsv uéed during the first year were com-
pleted by staff. One of these was a Staff Questionnaire, which was com-
pleted anonymously by all staff. It contained items designed to measure
the outcomes of Job Satisfaction and Burn-Out. 2/ In addition, this instrument

,l/ Informatlon concerning that research is available from M J. Howard
‘Oregon Research Institute, Eugene, Oregon.

2/ Job satisfaction items were drawn from a scale prov1ded in Locke, Edwm A. R

VThe Nature and Causes of Job Satisfaction', Handbook of Industrial and

- Organizational Psychology (New York: Rand McNally, 1976), pp. 77-89 and -
passim. Burn-out items were developed by the Internatmnal ’.I‘rammg,
Research and Evaluation Counc11
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was used to document various aspects of the organization of the group homes,
programs and working conditions (e.g., staff discretion, decision-making,
etc, ) pertaining to staff; and, the backgrounds and personal characteristics
of those who were involved in the treatment programs.’i/ The second,
entitled the Staff/Youth Specific Questionnaire, was also completed by group
home staff, but pertained to individual residents. That is, the staff mem-

* ber most familiar with eachsresident completing the instruments described

above completed a Staff/ Y’out-’?iSpecific Questionnaire about these youths.
As a result, the staff provided inputs on the same behaviors self-reported

by residents on the above referenced Behavioral Checklist. This served as
‘a validity check concerning the information provided by the residents and

also provided a measure of disparity, i.e. the difference reported by a
youth and staff member on the same item. This instrument was also used
to document background and personal characteristics of the youths as

well as the types and frequency of positive reinforcements and negative

- sanctions that were utiliz‘ed with the various residents,

The final instrument was an Adrﬁinistrative Questionnaire, It was

'cornpléted by group home administrators and/or house directors, The in-

formation obtained through this instrument pertained to characteristics of
the programs, facilities, staff, residents and communities in which the
group homes are located,

The final phase concerning instrument development involved pre-

‘test'i.ng and revision. During December 1976 and January 1977, the instru-
‘ments were pretested in six group homes. Four administrators, 12 staff
and 46 residents participated in these tests. Revisions were made and the

instruments finalized-as a result of these tests,

i Data Collection _Procedures

Data collection commenced Februé.ry 2, 1977 and was completed

i .. on April 16, 1977. Procedures were designed to minimize disruption of

regular group home activities and elicit the cooperation of group home per-
sonnel, For sxample, in most instances, preliminary visits to the facilities
were made by members of JSA staff to explain procedures to personnel,
select appropriate locations for data collection within the homes, set an

“optimum time for administering the resident instruments and deliver the
" three instruments to be completed by program personnel (e.g., Staff Ques-

1/ Many of the items perté.ining to organizations were drawn from the Work,

' Family, Career Questionnaire developed by B. Schneider and H. Peter
. Dachler, Department of Psychology, University of Maryland,

_ ~ - .
— - _V\
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tionnaire, Staff/Youth Specific Quest10nna1re and Administrative Ques-
tionnaire). l/ Where a preliminary visit was not feasible due to distance, ¢
« these steps were accomplished by mail and phone. Additionally, exch of
‘the 23 group home directors/administrators was contacted by phone at least
two weeks prior to the data collection visit. At that time they were advised
of the exact date of the site visit and asked to prepare a list of code numbers
for participating residents., The code numbers insured residents' anonymity,
yet permitted the Research Tsam to match the various instruments pertaining
to individuals. The ResearchTzam at that time was composed of JSA's
ject Coordinator, ITREC's Research Coordinator, and a student placed with JSA

The majority of data collection visits were conducted upon the
residents' return from school in the late afternoon., As a first step, youths
reported individually to a private location where they were interviewed in
turn by a member of the research team. After completing the ten-minute
interview, an individual youth would proceed to another private location to
listen to a ten-minute tape of the Behavioral Checklist and respond on a
specially designed answer sheet, Simultaneously, another youth would be
completing the interview phase of the data collection. This process was
-continued until ail participating residents had completed both phases. Finally,
the Residents' Psychological Inventory was administered on tape in a group
setting. In some cases, more than one administration of the Inventory was -
necessitated by the large number of participating residents and the Research
Team's desire to enhance control by conducting the sessions in small groups.
‘Again, residents responded on specially designed answer sheets, These
sessgions ran for approximately twenty minutes. As referenced above, code’
numbers were used instead of names, During this visit, Staff, Staff/Youth
and Adxnlmstratwe Questionnaires were collected by the ResearchTeam.

As a result of these procedures, coupled with the cooperation of
group home personnel and residents, data were generated from one-hundred
and fifty-one (151) residents and ope-hundred eight (108) staff persons. ;
Eighty-seven percent (87%) of the re51dents were between the ages of fourteen
and seventeen inclusive. SlXtY-'-SIX percent (66%) were shite; thlrty—four per-
cent (34%) were non-white., Seventy-two percent (72%) were males. Eighty-
four percent (84%) of the youths had resided at the participating group homes
no more than one year, forty-three percent (43%) no more than six months.
Only one percent had spent over two years at the partu:ular group home. . ‘
Ninety-one percent (91%) of the youths had had at least one court appearance
prior to their referral to the group home; fifty-seven percent (57%) had
prev1ous group home stayso :

l/ Staff were provided with envelopes in which they could seal the1r completed
questionnaires before giving them to house d1rectors to hold for collectwn :

by the research team.
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Seventy-three percent (73%) of the group home staff sampled were
30 years of age or younger; thirty-six percent (36%) were 25 or less. This
finding is consistent with the entry level nature of the majority of group '
‘home positions. Forty—six percent (46%) were non-white, In terms of sdu-
cational level, sixty-one perceit (61%) held college or advanced degrees,
and only fifteen percent (15%) had had no college experience. Fifty-four
percent (54%) of the sample had counselor-type positions; fifteen percent
(15%) were house parents and twenty-three percent (23%) were house directors.
The remaining staff were volunteers, teachers and social workers, Salaries
were generally low, with sixty-six percent (66%) of the staff surveyed earning
less than $10, 000 annually. In terms of length of employment, twenty-five
percent (25%) of the respondents were in their first six months with the
organization; fifty-four percent (54%) in the first year; and seventy-one per-
cent (71%) had been employed less than two year. Only ten percent (10%)
reported over four years of service, These results are indicative of the

‘high turnover rates which have plagued group homes.

ANALYSIS STRATEGY

"~ As noted above, the six 1nstruments were used to generate two
major categories of information, env> onmental data and outcome data. The
initial step in the analysis strategy was to obtain reliable and valid measures
of the various aspects of group home treatment programs (elements of the
environment) and the goals or objectives of the programs (outcomes), This
was. accomplished by combining individual questionnaire items which were
statistically determined to be measuring the same underiying phenomenon,
Wheg._:her a treatment element (e.g., Intensity of Group Meetings) or an out-

come (e.g., Responsible Behavior), This grouping of individual items to

provide measures composed of several . indicators serves the purpose

of reducing redundancy in the data, as well as providing confidence that the

resulting process and outcome scores are measuring the actual concept or
element of interest.

These data were then analyzed to pl‘OVlde two types of findings,
descrlptlve findings and process evaluation flndlngs.

4 Descrlptlve F1nd1ngso Fmdmgs which describe the s;ttuatwns in
group homes ‘were obtained. This involved selecting va.r1a.bles that relate
to group home policies (e.g.; résidents' length of stay; extent of use of
remforcements etc. ) and developing detailed descriptive information re-

garding these various. aspects of program operation. First, JSA research
-.and program staff were presented with detailed lists of variables available
- for apalysis., They selected the variables felt to be most pohcy relevant:
: for 1ntens1ve analysmo ’

-
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Process Focused Evaluation Findings, Findings regarding relation-
ships between environmental variables (e.g., positive reinforcements) and

outcome variables (e.g., responsible behaviory were:obtained through the
use of a "'process focused evaluation'' strategy.

The process focused evaluation approach is not intended to produce )
evidence of success or failure of the group homes under study, but rather ﬂk
to provide insights as to aspects of group home operations (treatment elements) 7
which are related to the attainment of certain goals and objectives (outcomes). =

These relationships were exarnined through the use of appropriate statistical
techniques. 1/

An example of this type of finding is as follows. It was found
that residents who reported frequent involvement in helping and leading
activities with their peers also reported high levels of responsible behavior.
Such a finding suggests that group home staff develop program features
which permit residents to help and lead their peers in various areas.

o

1/ Chief among these were Analysis of Variance/Covariance and
~ Multiple. Classification Analysis, which is equlvalent to Mult1ple
Reégression usmg dummy rarlables

10
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Section III . i

A SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS AND IMPLICATIONS
FROM THE FIRST YEAR

 INTRODUCTION

This section presents a summary of important findings which
emerged from the analysis of resident and staff data during the first year,
Further details regarding the various findings and implications can be found
in The Group Home Evaluation System Development Project: Phase I Report.

RESIDEN'T DATA

Separate sets of findings related to each of four outcome measures
or group home objectives studied during project year one are detailed, These
included Responsible Behavior, Rebellious Group Home Behavior, Self Respect
and Two-Way Communication. These four were selected by JSA staff as being
of primary interest for extensive data analysis in the first year. The environ-
mental variables or aspects of group home programs discussed in terms of
their relationships with the objectives are those that emerged as most impor-
tant after analysis of all the program elements identified as having relevance
for program development and modification. :

Responsible Behavior P o

i

For purposes of the research, “respons1ble behavior' was considered
to be made up of commendable activities that group home residents reported
being involved in, in the two months prior to testing. These activities included
such things as helping a friend; teaching someone §omething; talking another
youth out of doing something dangerous or illegal; etc. When the information
provided by the resideats was compiled, two things became evident. First,
some residents in all of the homes are involved in activities considered to
reflect Responsible Behavior. Second, although the promotion of Responsible
Behavior is a major goal at the group home facilities, it was found that most
residents reported little participation in activities considered by the study to

“be responsible.

AIn analyzing the data, it was found that four of the treatment prac-
tices 1dt=/ﬂt1f1ed were related to Responsible Behavior: Leadership Roles,
Vocational Training, Positive Remforcement and Negatwe Sanctmns, 1/

;
/

O

1/ Nega.tlve Sanctlons should not be confused with Negatwe Remforcements,
which is the removal of an aversive stimulus or punishment. Negative
Sanctions refers to the actual punishment techniques.

11
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Sfudy findings indicated that the majority of residents are not
often involved in helping or leading other youth in the group homes sampled,
When the data concerning Leadership Roles were analyzed in terms of their

‘relationship with Responsible Behavior, it was found that this program

aspect was directly associated with behaving responsibly. That is, those
residents who reported higher levels of leadership involvement also said
that they behaved more responsibly. These findings suggest that youth be
given as many opportunities as possibly to exercise leadership and to do
things which will involve them in helping fellow residents solve problems.

A way in which group home’ staff can increase opportunities for
regidents to become involved in leadership activities involves Vocational
Training. The various house directors and administrators reported that
the majority of youth sampled have no access to vocational training in the
homes, - However, when Vocational Training was analyzed in terms of its

- relationship with Responsible Behavior, it was found that the provision of one

or more types of vocational training is associated with higher involvement in
Responsible Behavior. While this relationship was not strong, it may be that
the availability of vocational training provides opportunities for residents to
assume Leadership Roles by helping other engaged in the activity, etc,

Another way group home stafi may consider expanding opportunities
for residents' involvement in Leadership Roles relates to conditions where
particular youth need support or assistance in certain areas (i.e., school;
hobbies, drug-usage, etc.). Study findings suggest that staff might call on
residents who are good at such things to Yhelp" their peers.

Group home staff reported that they are using Positive Reinforce-
ments (i.e,, allowances, later curfews, etc.) to varying degrees in all of the
facilities studied. When the use of such reinforcements was analyzed in terms
of its relationship with Responsible Behavior, a number of interesting findings
resulted. On the one hand, it was found that residents who received medium
amounts of Positive Reinforcement also reported high Responsible Behavior, 1/
On the othexr hand, in cases where staff reported that they had used this tech-
nique very little or a great deal, youth were not becoming involved in activities
that were considered as indicative of Responsible Behavior.

Q

In summary, study findings y*ndlcate that although there is a relation-

ship between Positive Reinforcement and Responsible Behavior, there is an

opt1ma1 level at which this technique can be applied if it is to be effective.

In attemptmg to reach this optimal level, group home staff rn1ght consider

R}

1/ Medlum amounts of Positive Reinforcements were considered those which
‘were scored as 8 through 10.0on a scale of 1 through 18,

12
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carefully planning the use of Positive Reinforcement. Apparently, too little
reinforcement will not strengthen desired behavior. However, too much
reinforcement does not appear to be effective either, so consideration might
be given to not rewarding the youth on every occasion of Responsible Beha-
vior, but rather at frequent, but varying intervals, and over a period of
time, rewards for the same type of Responsible Behavior might be gradually
reduced. If this approach is used, the youth may adopt the responsible ac-
tivities as part of their life styles as opposed to just doing certam things
knowing or expecting to be rewarded. '

Staff also reported that they are using Negative Sanctions {i. e. re-
duction in allowance, restriction, etc.) to varying degrees in all of the homes
studied. The use of Negative Sanctions appeared to be related to Responsible
Behavior, although its overall effects were not as strong. That is, residents
who received a small amount of Negative Sanctions tended to report high
Responsible Behavior. As Negative Sanctions (or punishment) was increased
beyond a moderate degree, the Responsible Behavicr of residents dropped,
indicating that while some punishment may be profitable in terms of behavioral
change, large amounts of it may be counterproductive. Reasons for this are
obvious; constant punishment arouses feelings of angér and hostility or even
submissiveness, rather than a desire to assume responsibility, The findings
suggest that while judicious use of Negative Sanctions can be very effective,
the application of such techniques should be carefully planned.

Rebellious Group Home Behavior . 0

For purposes of the research, "rebellious group home behavior' was
defined as recent activities that residents reported being involved in which
reflected a lack of adjustment, These activities included such things as
talking back to staff; picking on or threatening other residents; failing to do
chores; damaging group home property; etc.  The major finding which emerged
concerning Rebellious Group Home Behavior was that most of the residents
were not frequently involved in these, types of aetivities. Not surprisingly,

a majority indicated that they had been involved in various types of rebellious
activities in the past.

In analyzing the data, it was found that the four treatment practices
were related to Rebellious Group Home Behavior: Negative Sanctions, the
use of Physical Restraint, Disparity-Staff Tone of Authority, and Experience
with Staff Concern. :

» i

As previously noted, study fmdmgs indicated that the use of Negative
Sanctions, as reported by staff, varies considerably across the group homes
studied. When Negative Sanctions was analyzed in terms of its relationship”
with Rebellious Group Home Behavior, a number of interesting findings
emerged., First, the data indicated that Rebellious Group Home Behavior

did not increase or decrease steadily as the use of Negative Sanctions changed.

13
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' Second, it was found that the lowest occurrence of Rebellious Group Home
' Behavior was among residents who had seldom been punished. Thizd,

_bellious Group Home Behavior, it was found that those residents who had

| * Rebellious Group Home ‘Behavior than those who had not.

frequently and seriously.  While this is a 1og1cal a.rgument, the argument can

" related to residents’ ‘Experience with Staff Concern., Specifically, when

Behavior tended to be. Although this relationship was not a strong one, this
" finding suggests that residents who feel that staff are available and caring
, "--'-,‘are less likely to develop a sense of injustice which might lead to greater
‘J.nvolvement in Rebelhous Group Home Behav1or,

KIS

residents who had received a moderately low level of punishment were found
to be the most rebellious., Lastly, Rebellious Group Home Behavior proved
high among residents who had received punishment very frequently.

- While the pattern of relationship between Negative Sanctions and
Rebellious Group Home Behavior differs somewhat from its pattern of
relationship with Responsible Behavior, the same implication can be drawn.
The findings suggest that punishment myst be utilized carefully in order to
be a useful technique. It may be beneficial for group home staff to examine
their policies and practices with regard to applying punishments. Following
such a review, staff may wish to experiment and develop a system for the
use of Negative Sanctions. Such techniques as immediately applying the
punishment upon occurrence of the behavior; designing negative sanctions
to ''fit" the undesired behavior; and, tolerance of certain types and amounts
of Rebellious Group Home Behavior are examples of the various system ap-
proaches that group home staff might investigate.

Staff reported that oniy 19 percent of the residents have ever had

to be physically restrained, and none of these more than ''once or twice!'’.
When Physical Restraint was a.nalyzed in terms of its relationship with Re-
been physically restramed reported significantly higher involvement in

This finding can be explained from the sta.ndpomt that physical re-
straint has to be used with certain residents due to the fact that they "act out'"
be made that needless use of force may stimulate more youth to act rebelliously.
Residents' sense of injustice may be a primary consideration in a.ttemptmg '

to foster certain types of behavior and control.other types.,

Support for th1s pos1t10n was ev1denced in terms of study findings

‘Experiencé with Staff Concern was analyzed in terms of its relationship with
Rebellious Group Home Behavior, it was found that the more such experience
residents have had, the lower their involvement in Rebellious Group Home
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During the study, staff were asked how often they used a 'tone
of authority" in everyday interaction with residents. Similarly, the youth
were asked how often they had felt "bossed around' by staff. It was reasoned
that the difference between those two points of view would shedlight on the
relationship between what staff thought they were doing in terms of using
authority as a treatment approach and what residents perceived was °
happening to them. 1/ When the differences in responses were compiled,
it was found that the majority of the residents reported less staff use of
Tone of Authority than group home personnel say they are trymg to employ.
When this difference was analyzed in terms of its relationship with Rebellious
Group Home Behavior, on the one hand it was found that rebelliousness was
lowest among the majority of residents who reported that staff were using
less of an authoritative tone than staff reported using. On the other hand,
residents who felt that staff were bossing them around, while staff main~
tained that they were not, were youth who had reported being involved in
frequent rebelhous activities.

These fmdmgs suggest that group home staff cannot assume that
their actions are being accurately perceived by the residents, In fact, the
data indicates that it is not what the staff say they are doing that is related
to Rebellious Group Home Behavior, rather it is what the residents "think"
in terms of the use of authoritarian tones that is important. Consequently,
group home personnel may want to consider the same sort of development of
feedback mechanisms which will help them determine whether their interactions’
are actually being realized by the youth, In order for staff to affect resident
behavior, they need to be aware of how the approaches and techniques they
are using are ''"coming across'’ to the residents. '

Self Respect

"Self respect’ was considered to be made up of various self attitudes
reflecting confidence and self acceptance. These included such statements as
M have a number of good qualities'; "I usually have good judgement'’; and,

" do what is right most of the time''. The data which were obtained revealed

‘that most of the residents had generally high levels of Self Respect. It ap-

pears that staff may be overestimating the extent of this partlcular problem ‘
among the you’ch with whom they work. :

1/ Dlsparlty scores were created for numerous treatment elements to’ :
measure the difference between the average score per home. for staff's -
use of" certaln treatment techniques and res1den1:s reports of their ex-

" periences with the same techniques. : ‘

o



Four treatment practices were related to Self Respect: Experience’
with Staff Authority, Disparity - Conditions for Success, Disparity - Staff

Tonesof Authorlty and Staff Average Education.

Study findings indicated that the majority of residents stated that
staff did not use authority frequently. When the data concerning Experience
with Staff Authority were analyzed in terms of their relationship with Self

‘Respect, several important findings emerged. A tendency was observed for

Self Respect of Residents to decrease as their Experience with Staff authority
increased., However, those residénts with extremely low Experience with
Staff Authority reported less Self Respect than did residents with slightly
higher experience with Staff Authority.

While these findings suggest that a high level of Staff Authority

imay have detrimental effects on self respect of residents, they also indi-

cate that some degree of staff authority is necessary to illustrate to the
youths that group home personnel are concerned and care about them.

“Although the study did not uncover why this occurs, it may be that the

higher levels of staff authority are seen by youth as degrading, which lowers
their levels of self respect. In short, the findings suggest that group home
pers onnel should bear in mind that there is probably an optimal level of
authority, optimal in the sense that the levels of authority which are utilized
be such that youth do not feel that staff is apathetic or unconcerned about
them or that group home personnel are attacking residents' self concepts.

Reaching such a level will be a matter for experimentation among staff

and residents.

Creation of Conditions for Success was also strongly related to
Self Respect., In particular, efforts were madg to determine the difference
or disparity between what staff felt was happer ing and what youth said was -

© going on. In developing this measure, staff wére asked how often they 'set up"

conditions for the residents to experience success, and the residents were
asked how often this actually oecu’rred in the hemes. Findings revealed

that ‘thema:jority of residents experienced less success than fhe staff reported
trying to stimulate. When this information was examined as it related to

' Self Respect of residents, a noteworthy pattern emerged. On the one hand,

Self Respect was low where the staff reported setting up conditions for suc-
cess but the residents were not experiencing a high level of success.  This -
most 11kely occurred due to the residents' perceived 1nab111ty to- accomphsh
things when opportun1t1es are being provided. On the other hand, Self
Respect was also low where the staff reported not setting up condltlons for

. success,’ and the the residents said they were exper1enc1ng success, Apparently,
- the mere experience of success is not sufficient to guarantee hlgh Self
"'Respect, rather, success must be recogmzed by others if 1t 1; to unpact

- onthe Self Respect of youth co

16

o



l
|
I

S SR s e A W B SN S G GG SN MmO e s

One way to achieve such recognition may be to insure that successful
experiences of residents are acknowledged by ''significant others' (i.e.,
staff). Such an approach is consistent with much of the self esteem/self
concept literature which maintains that a person's actions develop meaning
through the reactions of others. Hence, findings suggest that if group home
staff provide opportunities for success, which all residents are capable
of experiencing, = and c1ear1y show the youth that they have been successful,
Self Respect armmong the remdents may be brought to higher 1evels than
currently exist,

As previously noted, Disparity - Staff Tone of Authority conéerns»
the difference between the levels of staff authority that residents and staff
report. It is not surpr1smg, in the light of the above discussion, that Self .

-Respect tends to be lower among residents who reported that the staff used

a tone of authority to a greater degree than the staff indicated. It may be
that these residents are '"focusing in' on staff's every use of authority
because it supports their low self concepts which developed prior to their

~arrival at the facility., Moreover, these findings suggest that staff consider

not only how and when they use authorzty, but how its usage is bemg percewed,
by the re51dents.

Average Education of Staff, while not found to be strongly related
to Self Respect, did in fact produce some interesting findings. It was found
that the majority of residents sampled are in group homes staffed by indi-
viduals with college educations. When this program aspect was considered
in terms of its relationship with Self Respect, it was found that as the average
educational background of staff in a pafiicular facility rose, the belf Respect
of residents in such homes rose,

In light of the above discussion of staff authority, it appears likely
that this finding relates to the techniques or methods of authority used by
staff, That is, staff with advanced educations may be more effective.in
achieving that optimal level of authority which is sufficient to maintain
control yet.not degrading to the residents. These staffs may base their
authority on collaboration rather than conflict. The reader will recall that

a sirmilar implication was presented with regard to preventing the development'

os a !'sense of injustice! which might contribute to Rebelhous Group Home
Behavior. ' It appears of primary importance for group home staff to closely

‘examine their methods of establishing and maintaining authority, with atten-
tion to alternative techniques which rely on collaboration and prov1de justifi- -

ca.tlon to the residents for sta.if's use of authorlty when 1t is necessary.

ki

P

a7



W

Way Communication that existed.

- in helping roles, they have increased opportunities to develop appreciation

~ to exercise helpmg and 1ead1ng behaviors with peers.

Two-Way Communication

The concept of ''two-way communication' was made up of resident
behavior and attitudes which reflect a capability of using communication as
a problem-solving device (i.e., listening to other peoples' points of view,
talking freely to counselors and teachers, etc.).

. In analyzing the data it was found that six treatment practices were
related in varying degrees to Two-Way Communication: Experience with
Staff Concern, Leadership Roles, Staff Average Education, Staffing Pattern;
Contentment with the Home Environment and Discussion of Past Delinquency
during group meetings. The majority of residents sampled experienced fairly
high levels of Staff Concern., Also, as youth's Experiences with Staff Concern
increased, reported levels of Two-Way Communication rose. ‘

This finding suggests that Two-Way Communication may be
stimulated by outward displays of support and concern from group home staff,
This approach toward stimulating Two-Way Communication is supported by
results pertaining to residents’ attitudes as to Contentment with the Home
Environment. More specifically, although most residents reported moderate
contentment, when analyzed in relation to Two-Way Communication, it was
found that the higher the level of contentment, the greater the degree of Two-

It appears that in order for residents to feel confident and assured in
Mopening up' to staff, they must believe that staff is concerned about them

and have a sense of personal relationships with group home personnel. Thus,

study findings reinforced the idea that trust is an important ingredient in
effective two-way communicationo

As noted within the discussion on Responsible Behavior, most

residents had infrequent involvement in leadership and helping roles. However,

as was the case with Responsible Behavior, Leadership Roles was found to be
directly associated with Two-Way Communication, That is, residents who

indicated they were very involved in Leadershlp Roles also reported high levels

of Two-Way Commumcatmn.
Apparently, those types of helping roles, as well as stlmulatmg
Responsiblel Behavior, may provide opportunities for residents to practice

two-way communication, That is, through the use of Two-Way Communication

for its utility in working out problems. It is logical to conclude that group
‘homes may enhance program efforts by developing opportun1t1es for residents

18
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Staff Average Education was also found to have a significant
relationship with Two-Way Communication. In fact, the more educated
the group home staff, the more the residents of the home tended to use-

two-way communication to solve problems.

This finding may have emerged in that staff with advanced educations
may be more inclined than less educated personnel to utilize two-way '
communication as a problem-solving method, Importantly, when educational
attainment findings are considered in combination with the possible tendency
for highly educated staff to base their authority on a collaborative model as
discussed above, it appears that group home directors would be well advised
to provide added training in counseling skills to personnel that have not had
an opportunity to do college work in these areas.

Sixty percent of the residents sampled live in homes that utilize a
Counseling Model. The remaining youth reside in facilities that employ the
House Parent or '"ma and pa'' approach. Importantly, when Staffing Pattern
was analyzed in terms of its relationship with Two-Way Communication,
findings revealed that residents of homes that use the counseling model scored
significantly higher on Two-Way Communication than those who live in homes
with house parent programs. This finding suggests that staff with counseling
backgrounds may have more highly developed skills related to influencing
residents to utilize two-way communication and to see it as a source of
assistance with problems than personnel who have not received training in
various counseling methodologies. Moreover, providing training in this area
may well be an avenue that administrators of House Parent homes may wish
to pursue, ' :

J During the study, one additional method of stimulating Two-Way
‘Communication was documented. More specifically, it was found that the
majority of residents sampled rarely discuss their past delinquency during
group nieetings., Yet, when Discussion of Past Delinquency During Meetings
was analyzed in relation to Two-Way Communication, it was found that
residents who frequently discussed their past delinquency during such meetings
tended also to be two-way communicators. Although the relationship was weak,
the discussion of past delinquency during group meetings may be one way for
staff to stimulate Two-Way Communication, Other methods may be tried by
those staff whe are oriented toward Reality-Therapy and would direct
residents' attention away from the past. ' ERE

The Treatment Elements Analyzed in Relation
To All Group Homes Objectives

Additional treatrhént elements were ‘analyzed in relation to all four
objectives in Responsible and Rebellious G;'Oup Home Behavior, Self-ReS,pect «
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STAFF DATA

- inputs of group home personnel, JSA staff and relevant literature.

and Two-Way Communication. These included: Staffing Pattern. (i.e., 2
measure of the number of group homes that use the House Parent or ''ma
and pa'' versus the Counseling Model); and, Length of Stay. (i,e. a measure
of the iength of residents' stays in group homes at the time of data collection
in terms of calendar months).

As previously discussed, Staffing Pattern proved to be an important
program element with regard to Two-Way Communication. However, it was

found that Staffing Pattern was not strongly related to Responsible and Rebellious

Group Home Behavior or Self Respect of residents. This suggests that there
is not a significant difference in quality of care between House Parent and
Counseling Homes.

Interestingly, analysis revealed that Length of Stay also was not
related to any of the objectives studies in the project. Nonetheless, a trend
was noted for Responsible Behavior, Two-Way Communication and Self Respect
to increase as Length of Stay increased., Unfortunately, these relationships
were of insufficient magnitude to warrant conclusions. Analysis also showed
that there does not appear to be an optimal length of stay in terms of promoting
the various program objectives.

A variety of measures of prominent group treatment modalities also
proved to be unassociated with the four outcomes examined during the study.
In particular, information about the type and frequency of meetings were
analyzed. In addition, residents' experiences and perceptions of the meetings
(e. g., extent of anxiety generated in meetings, cohesiveness of residents,
staff involvement in meetings, and resident group decision-making) were
examined. These analyses suggested that no relationships, positive or
negative, exist betweén these program processes and the outcome measures.
Importantly, measures that were found to be strongly associated with one

or more of the outcomes (e. g., Leadership Roles, Reinforcements, Sanctions, .

Staff Concern, etc,) focused on the individual., This is not to say that group
methods are not effective. In fact, they may relate to program objectives
other than the four examined during the project,

This section presents a summary of important findings which emerged
from the analysis of the staff data. The objectives were identified through
discussions with group home personnel and JSA staff, The environmental
variables, or aspects of groyp home jobs, discussed in terms of their
relationships with the objectives are those which emerged as most
important after.analysis of a wide variety of job aspects identified through the
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. Job Satisfaction

Job Satisfaction is often associated with goal attainment. For
purposes of the research '"job satisfaction'' was made up of the enjoyment
of the job and a preference for the present group home assignment over others,
To gather information in these areas, staff were requested to provide the '
extent of their agreeement with a series of questionnaire statements
pertaining to their jobs (i.e., I am being paid for a job I enjoy doing; This .
job gives me more satisfaction than jobs I have had in the past, etc. ).

Four program aspects proved to have some relationship with Job
Satisfaction: Self Determination, Communication, Use of Volunteers
and Knowledge of Impact.

The majority of staff members sampled reported medium to high
levels of Self Determination in their jobs., Notably, when the data concerning
Self Determination were analyzed in terms of their relationship with Job
Satisfaction, a direct association was found, That is, those staff members who
reported high levels of Self Determination also indicated more satisfaction
with their jobs., '

Another program aspect which may affect staff's exercise of self
determination is the use of volunteers in the group home programs, Study
findings indicated that one third of the staff members sampled had access to
less than ten hours of volunteer assistance per week, When Use of Volunteers
was analyzed regarding its relationship with Job Satisfaction, findings
suggested that greater use of volunteers contributes to higher Job Satisfaction,
It may be that the provision of an effective volunteer system in the group
homes helps to free staff from various routine tasks and allows them more
time to exercise discretion and become personally involved in treatment,
Importantly, a moderately low use of volunteers (i, e., eleven to seventeen
hours per week) seemed to have more detrimental effects on Job Satisfaction
than little or no use (i.e., ten or less hours per week). It may be that token

~attempts at a volunteer system constitute more of a burden than 2 help to
~staff, in that they are required to coordinate and direct volunteer activities,

but get little in return. This implies that, in order to be of true assistance
and to be worthwhile, group. home volunteer systems must be well organized
and fairly extensive, i.e., at least twenty hours of volunteer hours per week
should be considered, ' >

The ma;orlty of group home personnel sarnpled reported hlgh 1evels

of communication between one another and with administrators. When
analyzed in relation to Job Satisfaction, Communication was found to be

a1



: directly associated with Job Satisfaction, Staff who reported higher levels
of communication in terms of being informed of developments and having
~channels of communication available were more satisfied with their jobs.

One area of communication which was studied involved whether:
~or not staff was provided feedback as to progress and impact they were
having on the youth. The majority reported having moderate knowledge of
* their impact on the residents. When Knowledge of Impact was analyzed
in terms of its relationship with Job Satisfaction, only those staff who
reported extensive Knowledge of Impact were found to be highly satisfied
- with their jobs. Those who reported moderate to high Knowledge of Impact
were not any more satisfied than those who reported little knowledge, This
suggests that increased staff knowledge of success or failure of the youth
with whom they are working may not necessarily lead to greater Job
Satisfaction. In order for Knowledge of Impact to positively affect Job
Satisfaction, it must be very extensive, and not provided to merely a moderate
or high extent, Only the most extensive knowledge is related to high Job
Satisfaction, As such the development of formalized procedures for
channeling feedback to staff on the progress and success of youth after
‘discharge might be considered as a way to improve opportunities for Job
Satisfaction.

These findings support the idea that the provision for specific channels
‘of communication is an important element of the group home management.
Hence, group home managers may wish to increase the use of such vehicles
‘as staff meetings, informative bulletins and opportunities for decision making,
These techniques may result in higher levels of Job Satisfaction due to the
increased communications they stimulate,

Staffing Pattern was analyzed and found not to be related to Job
Satisfaction. Seventy percent of the staff work in homes using the Counseling
Model and the remainder are in homes which rely on the House Parent
‘approach, When comparisons for relationships between Staffing Pattern and
Job Satisfaction were made,no important associations appeared. Based on
these findings, it may be concluded that the utilization of the House Parent
- versus the Counseling Model makes no difference in terms of the Job
~ Satisfaction of Staff,

‘Burn-Out

: - One of the concerns with regard to staff that was frequently mentioned
by group home directors involved the phenomemon of Burn-Out, Burn-Out
refers to the emotional wearing down of staff due to the high levels of
‘commitment required in the type of work and the demands on their personal
lives, Most directors agreed that their staff personnel cannot afford to
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make strong emotional investments in the successful adjustment of all
residents. To gather information in this area, staff were requested to
provide the extent of their agreement with a series of questionnaire
statements pertaining to their jobs (i.e., The longer I am in this job, the
more often I feel emotionally drained at the end of the working day; The

longer I am in this job, the more pressure there is to neglect my personal
1ife, etc. )o l/

Only one aspect of the working environment proved related to
Burn-QOut. Most staff reported working an average of over forty hours per
week; it was found that as staff-reported hours increased, the Burn-Out
levels increased, The average weekly hours may reflect the amount of
time that staff are expected to be 'on call', supportive and responsive to
the problems of residents,

Interestingly, salary levels were not related to Burn-Out; high
salaried staff were as likely as low salaried staff to indicate Burn-Qut,
Also, Staffing Pattern was not associated with the problem; Burn-Out levels
were comparable in Counselor and House Parent staffed programs.

As noted above, the bulk of the findings were generated in the
project's first year, Part II of this report, to follow, provides information
concerning the overall process of validation, revision and refinement of
instruments for the evaluation system.,

SCE

1/ Burn-Out items were developed by Internatlonal Trammg, Research and

Evaluation Council with reference to the conceptual work of Freudenberger
(1975 1977) and Maslach (1976)
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Section IV

INTRODUCTION TO THE SECOND YEAR

Establishing an ongoing evaluation system for any service program
is a complex and lengthy process. In a program offering services as
diverse as that comprised of JSA's group homes, it was an even greater
challenge. The goal in this effort was to assess all aspects of the
program, which required information from administrators and staff as
well as from residents.

The two basic tasks facing the researchers during the two years
of this project were to develop instruments for collecting the necessary
data and to establish the fact that they were valid and reliable.

Part I outlined the manner in which the instruments were developed,
pretested and administered during the first year of the project and
what findings resulted. Part II of the report deals primarily with
determining the reliability and validity of these instruments. The
reliability of a test refers to the consistency of scores obtained by
the same individuals on different occasions or ‘with different sets of
equivalent items. Validity refers to the degree to which the test actually
measures what it is intended to measure.

Establishing reliability and validity was vital to the decision-
making process which led to the final battery of evaluation instruments
and data collection procedures. As was the case in project year one, the
JSA project director and coordinator, and ITREC staff werked together
closely on all phases of the second year. This cooperative working
relationship insured results which are policy relevant and methodologically
sound and which can be useful to:

‘- JSA Administrators;
7 - MERF Team members;
- Research staff; and,
- Community-based treatment program operators.

Data used to make these decisions were collected at three time
periods, the spring of project year one (1977), the fall of project year two
(1977), and the spring of project year two (1978). For comparative
purposes, we refer to each of these data collection periods as Validation
Stages 1, 2 and 3 respectively. Chart 2-1 presents an overview of project
activities. ' :
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Chart 2-1 7
Overview of Project Activities

~ Year One Year Two
Sept. Dec. Mar, June Sept. Dec. Mar. June

Phase One
Preliminary activities and de-
velopment of Stage 1l instruments —
Pretests -

Stage 1| Data Collection _
Stage 1| Analysis ‘ _
Writing and dissemination of , —
Stage 1l reports; presentations ‘ , o 1
Phase Two

Revision of Stage 1 instruments

52

Stage 2 Data Collection

Stage 2 Analysis

Orientation Workshops

- Revision of Stage 2 instruments . § |

.:vétage 2 Data Collection

Stage 2 Analysis

Writing and dissemination of

final reports; presentations
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Recognizing that ''validity is a matter of degree, rather than an
all-or-none process! (Nunnally and Durham, 1975: 290), several factors
were considered in selecting the items to be included in the system. First,
outcomes, measures of the goals or objectives of group home programs,
were examined in terms of construct validity across validation stages.
Construct validity means that several items relating to the same general
type of behavior are correlated and can be used to form a valid measure of"
the behavior., Items were selected for final outcome measures if they
appeared in factors measuring the same underlying phenomenon in two
validation stages. Factor analysis was used to produce these clusters of
items, . :

Second, content validity was a concern with respect to both out-
come and environmental measures (measures of various elements of the
treatment and working environments). Content validity is established
by determining how well the items describe the subject matter that one is
attempting to measure. This was accomplished through successive reviews
of items by JSA research and program staif and ITREC staff and advisors.

Face validity was a third consideration with regard to all measures.
This refers to the extent to which respondents can see that items are
measuring what is intended. Assurances of this type of validity were
obtained through site visits, pre-tests, the actual data generation,
the orientation workshops and numerous informal reviews by group home
staffs.

Fourth, alpha reliability coefficients were generated to determine
the internal consistency of measures developed. 1/

With regard to selecting environmental measures, factor analysis
was used to identify potentially important elements of the treatment
environment. For example, in Stage 1, the three items with which
residents indicated the extent to which they felt "bossed around' by
staff, had seen staff persons get angry, and had had staff refuse to
listen to their reasons for irresponsible behavior, formed a factor.

This indicated that residents who responded in a certain way to one of
these items tended to respond the same way to the other two. Hence, an
element of the treatment env1ronment relating to staff tone of authority
was identified.

The elements of the treatment and working env1rpnments 1dent1f1ed

in the three validation stages were subJected to mult1ple classﬁlcatmn

‘.\

1/ Alpha is based on the magmtude of 1ntercorrela.t10ns among 1tems in
a measure as well as the total number of items in a measure.
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‘analysis to obtain some indication of their 1mportance in relating to

scores on outcome measures. 1/

This is seen as a significant departure from the work of Moos (1975)
who, by developing standardized scales for measuring various treatment
environments, assumed the dimensions of the environment to be static, as
well as important with respect to treatment objectives., The ongoing use of
factor analysis in JSA's evaluation system presupposes the treatment and
wo’rking'environments to be dynamic, and the use of multiple classification
analysis is a check on the importance of measuring the various environmental
elements. :

Section V describes the process of developing final measures
for 'the‘ evaluation system, and Section VI presents a discussion of
orientation workshops which included staff from 33 community-based
treatment organizations located in Maryland, Pennsylvania, Virginia,
and West Virginia. Section VII presents an overview of highlights
and limitations of the project, as well as a discussion of plans for
implementation and maintenance of the evaluation system;,

A/ Multiple classification analy51s is equivalent to multiple regression

using durnmy variables. vIt provides evidence of relationships
between environmental measures and outcome measures while
~adjusting for the effects of other measures.
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Section V

OVERVIEW OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF JSA's EVALUATION SYSTEM.

INTRODUCTION

Establishing the reliability and validity of the instruments to be
used in the evaluation system was complicated by a number of practical
considerations, Some of these included the need for brevity and for
simplification and clarlflcatlon of the instruments and procedures for use
on an ongoing basis.

The first major activity of the project's second year involved revising
the Stage | instruments and modifying related procedures of collecting data
from residents, staff and group home directors. This activity continued
throughout the year as additional information from each data collection
stage influenced final decisions,

The Administrative Questionnaire was revised, based on the
experience of the first year and on input from the MERF team regarding
duplication of information already obtained through standard monitoring
procedures and additional information that may be useful to include. Upon
actual implementation of the system, this questionnaire, designed to
complement MERF activities, will be returned to the JSA central office
prior to the monitoring or licensing visit, This will allow MERF members
to peruse the information provided and identify particular areas of concern.

Resident and staff instruments administered during the first
year were revised repeatedly during the second year and most of this
section will be devoted to describing this process. The procedures for
administering the instruments required streamlining, especially in the
case of the resident inventories. During Stage 1, three people formed the
research team and it was possible to administer two parts of the resident
inventory individually; one by means of a personal interview and the other
with the use of a taped questionnaire in individual settings with a researcher
present to explain unclear items. On an ongoing basis, sufficient
personnel will not be available for such a procedure and all parts of the
inventory must be administered by means of a recording in a supervised
small group setting. This latter procedure was used during the second
year of the project and while other testing procedures were carefully

maintained, thls chang;e was certaln to affect ‘reliability and validity to

The necessity of shortening the inst‘ruments‘alsb'h‘adr" its impact )
on their reliability. Theoretically, !'the primary way to make tests more

reliable is to make them longer" (Nunnally, 1967:223). On the other hand,
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the attention span of the youth and the availability of testing time in the
schedule of the group home (between the residents' return from school
and the often early dinner hour) had to be considered. The time of day
was another factor; the youth may be fatigued at the end of a school
day and possibly hungry These factors were overriding and therefore,
the instruments were reduced in length in order to retain ''"optimum.
effective a.ttentlon spans'',

Much research effort was devoted during the second year to
clarifying items and making them easy to answer. There are always
problems with self response inventories, although 'tin most cases, such
inventories apparently are more valid than the measures provided by
other approaches' (Nunnally, 1967:483). The tendency for subjects to
respond in terms of socially desirable answers had to be dealt with.
Situational factors were mentioned in the preceding paragraph, response
sets may also be present but the biggest obstacle is that ''such inventories
are beset with severe semantic problems, which occur both in communicating
the meaning of items to subjects and in communicating the results of
studies to recearchers. This type of problem can be illustrated with
the following item: 'Do you usually lead the discussion in group situations?'

First, the individual must decide what is meant by 'group situations.' Does

this pertain to family settings as well as to groups found outside the home?
Does it pertain only to formal groups, such as clubs and business groups,
or does it'also apply to informal group situations? Second, the subject
must decide what is meant by 'lead.' Does this mean to speak the most,
make the best points, or to have the last say. Third, the subject must

" decide what is meant by 'usually.' Does that mean nearly all the time,

most of the time, or at least half the time" (Nunnally, 1967:481).

,This is true of both staff and resident inventories. Staff of most
homes assisted in helping to clarify items and response categories during

the orientation visits which will be described in Section VI. It was more

~difficult to obtain resident input but in addition to observation of
resident reactions in the testing sessions, responses were reviewed in an

- effort fo augment subjective judgement in item revision. Considerable

time was devoted to item wrltmg since "a good test is one composed of

- well written items' (Westman, 1976:81)., Westman further states, "Those
~ who have not tried to write objective test items to meet exacting standards
m‘m“??-*—%:::arqudnrrsomeumes faiito appreciate how difficulta task it is.” The”
’ amount of time that competent persons deVOte to the task provides one

indication of its Qiffi culty.

Finding’,‘t’hemost'apprbpriafe response categories was also
difficult and several types of multiple point items were experimented with

as well as simple true/false responses. Agreement was not always
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universal among the researchers or among staff who were asked to

comment but the resulting 1nstruments profited by the efforts to arrive
at clarification.

While changes made in the instruments and procedures along the
way made the establishment of reliability and validity more difficult, it
was a necessary process. '"Measurement error is reduced by writing
items clearly, making test instructions easily understood, and adhering
closely to the prescribed conditions for administering an mstrument”
(Nunnally and Durham, 1975:289).

The three original resident inventories containing 188 items were
reduced to one instrument composed of 95 items. Staff questionnaires

were similarly reduced,

RESIDENT EVALUATION FRAMEWORK

Chart 2-2 presents an overview of the evaluation system, as related
specifically to residents of community based residential programs. It
illustrates that the treatment environment leads to achievement of the
desired outcomes through its effects on the residents. This structure
takes into account the fact that certain treatment elements may affect
youth differently depending on their age, sex, race, and other characterisitics
and that these resident characteristics are important variables-influencing -
the achievement of program objectives or outcomes. Within this framework,
three sets of components of the treatment environment (i. e., program
- components, staff components and organizational components) are viewed
as impacting on behavioral and psychological outcome criteria, Resident
characteristics such as the above mentioned age, sex, race, etc., however,
can greatly influence these associations between components of the
environment and the outcome criteria. The development of the evalua‘clon
system is d1scussed in terms of th1s framework

Chart 2-3 .is an overview of the development of measures at each
Vs
validation stage. Details concerning the pro of validation in the

three stages summarized above are L.;fesem.cu i.u. the Group Home Evaluation
‘System Development Project:, Final Report. Some items were added to the
final core items which are those emergmg from Stages 1, 2 and 3 and

qncluded in fmal 1nstruments.

_,:,Ql;tggmogrner.la;;,.,,,,eb.awo_ al.. df- sychoYogical T T T T

- This aspect of the system reﬂects ‘the obJectwes or goals of
'treatment programs. Whereas the tnea.tment environment is subject to
ongoing mod1f1cat10n as-hew treatrnent techniques are applled, program goa.ls




Chart 2-2: Framework for Resident Section of the Evaluation System

Qutcome Criteria

Behavioral Psychological

/N

Resident Characteristics

/i

Treatment Environment for Reside'nts
Program Components Staff Components __Organizational Components

Staff/Resident Relationship| Staff Composition
x, | Behavioral Techniques Treatment Orientation Internal
-7 | Treatment Atmosphers Disparity
‘ Resident Role

External
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Chart 2~3

Qverview of Validation Process:

Resident Evaluation Framework

. Stage 1

Stage 2

Stage 3

VW‘ B .. . 7‘ : P ". ) V T )
.

Development of Measures

Core Content of
Final Instruments

Responsible Behavior

Responsible Behavior

Responsible Behavior

Responsible Behavior

Positive Reinforcements
(Staff Reported)
Negative Sanctions
(Staff Reported)
Leadership Roles
Manager Roles
'Cohesiveness of
Residents ‘
Intensity of Meetings
Contentment with Home
Environment
Decision-Making Power

Environmental Meéasures

Posgitive Reinforcements

(Staff Reported)
Negative Sanctions
(Staff Reported)

Involvement

Expressiveness

Manager Roles

Staff Order

Spirit

Rulé Clarity

Decision-Making Time

Decision-Making
Other Areas

Posgitive Reinforce-
ments (Resident
Reported)

Negative Sanctions
(Resident Reported)

Custodial Atmosphere

Structure

Friends

Program Planning

v} Rebellious Group Rebellious Group Rebellious Behavior Rebellious Group Home
2]7 Home Behavior Home Behavior Behavior
§ Rebellious Community Rebellious Community Rebellious Community
o] Behavior Behavior Behavior
2| Self Respect Self Respect Independence Self Reliance*
:9’ Two-Way Communication Two-Way Communication Future Orientation Self Confidence in
9 Goal Orientation Communication Communications
Y| Submissiveness* '
Ol Value of Education*
(Intrinsic & Extrinsic)
Staff Concern Staff Concern Staff Concern Staff Concern
Staff Authority Staff Authority Staff/Resident Trust Staff Authority

Staff/Resident Trust
Positive Reinforcements
(Staff & Resident Reported)
Negative Sanctions
(Staff & Resident Reported)
Involvement
Expressiveness
Aversive Atmosphere

* These outcomes were eliminated from consideration in the analysis at that t1me as a result of

policy decision,

%% These outcomes were developed from items included in Independence, Future Or1entaf10n, & Commumcatmn in

Stage 3.

=
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and objectives are expected to remain relatively stable wver time. Hence,
items were selected on the basis of their consistency of contribution to
outcormrie measures across validation stages.

During the first year of the project, several behavioral and
psychological outcome measures were generated. They were:

- Responsible Behavior;

- Rebellious Group Home Behavior;

- Rebellious Behavior in the Community;
- Two-Way Communication;

- Self Respect;

- Extrinsic Value of Education;

- Intrinsic Value of Education;

- Future Confidence; and,

- Submissiveness.

In order to insure manageability, JSA staff members selected five
from this list for further analysis, as they appeared at that time to be
most policy relevant. They were: Responsible Behavior, Rebellious Group
Home Behavior, Self Respect, Two-Way Communication, and Extrinsic
Value of Education. Initial analysis with the Extrinsic Value of Education
revealed that the skewness of that measure severely limited the scope of
potential explanation and this outcome measure was excluded from
further analysis. 1/ Elements of the environments of treatment programs
which seem to be related to these outcomes were then uncovered by
analytical procedures.

Two of the ocutcome measures to be considered at Stage 1 were
behavioral and two were psychological. Since these types of measures

reacted differently across validation stages, with behavioral measures remaining

more stable over time, the two types of outcomes will be discussed
separately.

Behavioral Qutcome Measures. In Stages 1l and 2, the behavioral
outcome measures, Responsible Behavior, Rebellious Group Home
Behavior and Rebellious Community Behavior, emerged with largely the
same factor structures., In Stage 3, additional items purporting to measure
these types of behavior were added but the factor structure changed. It was
felt that this change could have been caused by a change in response
alternatives from never/once or twice/several times/many times to not
at all like me/a little like me/quite a bit like me/very much like me. "In

l/ Skewness refers to the extent to which résponses are disproportionately
distributed in one direction or another,
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retrospect, the former alternatives (a frequency of occurrence scale) seem to
be more applicable to the behavioral items. For instance, a youth might
respond that it is "like me'' to skip school, although he has not done it
because he has not had the opportunity. For this reason, the final

decision as to which behavioral items to include in the system was based

on consistency or construct validity in Stages 1 and 2.

Responsible Behavior is an important outcome to be included in
the system because many of the prominent treatment modalities in group
homes are directed primarily at stimul ating this type of behavior (Reality
Therapy, Behavior Mod., etc.). In some programs, the focus is on
promoting responsible types of behavior almost to the exclusion of
eliminating negative behaviors. It is generally accepted that youths who
exhibit these types of behavior will be more adjusted to school and the
community.

Rebellious Group Home Behavior is considered important to
measure in the ongoing system because it constitutes an immediate
response to the treatment environment. Residents' failure to adjust to
group home living is seen as an indicator of potential problems in
adjusting to the community, Rebellious Community Behavior is considered
important as it includes activities reflecting traditional delinquency, the
elimination of which is a primary goal of group home programs.

The items composing these measures are listed below:

Responsible Behavior

In the past two or three months, how often have you:

Done a job without being asked or told?

Helped someone with schoolwork?

Talked someone out of doing something dangerous or illegal?

Helped someone complete a job or solve a problem?

Reported a kid for doing something seriously wrong?

Talked someone out of running away from the group home"

Talked freely about your problems in the home? .

Been the leader of a group activity? !
Tried to break up a fight in the home?
Done extra school work?

34



Rebellious Group Home Behatior

~In the past two or three months, how often have you:

Had a fist-fight with someone in the home?

Talked back to staff? o

Bullied or threatened other klds el ihe home?

Ridiculed or made fun of other kids in the home?

Kept on talking after you were supposed to be quiet in the home?
Stopped working on a chore when you thought you wouldn't be caught?
Failed to do assigned chores? '

Damaged furniture or other group home property?

Rebellious Community Behavior

In the past two or three months, how often have you:

*Shoplifted?

Swiped something from another kid?

Skipped school?

Been suspended from school?

Cheated on a test at school?

Had a fist-fight with someone in the community?
Damaged or destroyed property in the community?

Psychological Qutcome Measures. A different criterion was used
in selecting '"Self Reliance'' and "'Self Confidence in Communicating'' as the
final psychological outcome measures. Stages 1 and 2 did not provide an

. adequate base for decisibns on final measures since the psychological
outcomes developed in the first year, Self Respect and Two-Way

Communication, were not replicated in Stage 2. This may have been due
to the use of True/False response alternatives with these items, since
such dichotomous response scales are less likely than scales with multiple
alternatives to produce successful factor analyses. Regardless, Stage 3
was a fresh start with a return to several of the outcome measures which
were established in Stage 1 but not chosen for further analysis at that time.
Two of them were renamed: Goal Orientation became Future Orientation
for purposes of clarification, and Submissiveness was reversed to become
Independence, a more positive approach. The response alternatives were

- not at all like me/a, little like me/quite a b.it like me/very much like me.

Independence was considered important to measure since one

of the problems that group homes frequently have to deal with is that residents
~are easily 1nfluenced by peers and led into undesirable behaviors. Hence,

an 1mportant.,ob3,ect1ve is to develop a sense of self reliance and independence

. . kN
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among youth. Correspondingly, most group home programs have as a major
objective the development of a "future orientation'' among youth. That is,

it is felt that youth should be making general plans for leaving the group
home, that the future should not be faced with a sense of hopelessness and
despair and that youth should not be strictly present-oriented. ’

It was also considered important to measure communication as
an outcome even though the earlier psychological outcome of Two-Way
Communication was not replicated in Stage 2. The principal means of problem
solving in group homes is communication among and between residents
and staff; it is important for residents to perceive that communication is
a vehicle that they can use in general to solve many problems. Stimulating
self confidence in communicating is a major goal of many group home
programs.

Factor analysis established that the Independence items and
Future Oriéntation items were measuring largely the same thing, constltutlng
present and future dimensions of Self Reliance. Hence, two measures, Self
Reliance and Self Confidence in Communicating, were created. These were
included in the developing system based on their construct validity and
satisfactory reliabilities in Stage 3, as well as content validity. These two
psychological measures were found to be correlated, and could have been
""boiled down'' to one measure. However, this would have provided a
general index of adjustment, whereas more specific outcome measures
allow group home operators to tailor their treatment environments to
impact on objectives of specific concern to them. For examnle, a group
home operator may be specifically interested in imprecving communication
skills of his residents and would find results pertaining specifically
to that area more uszfil than those pertaining to general psychological ad-

justment. Cronbach (1971:469) supports this decision, maintaining that even though
two constructs are correlated, one may want to separate them according

to their utility for different purposes.

A third psychological outcome factor was developed in Stage 3
from items which were added to the questionnaire in the hopes that they
would contribute to the Responsible Behavior outcome measure. However,
these items proved to be independent, and unlike the original Responsible
Behavior items, seemed to be appropriately matched with the alternatives

. of not at all like me/a little like me/quite a bit like me/very much like me.

Hence, a measure called Dependability was r‘e“tained in the system. Items
included in the final psychological outcomes are as follows:

o
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Dependability

1 take good care of my own and others! property.

I am an honest person.

I have trouble getting places on time.

I can be trusted to do what I say I will do.

I stick to a job or task until I finish it.

I go ahead to the next job or assignment without needmg to be told.

I get started on my regular job or assignment without needing to be told.
I get my work on the job or in school done on time,

I get things done; I do a lot of work in a given time.

Se].f_Reliance

Other people can talk me into things. I tend to go along with what
they say.

I have too many problems right now to think about what I'll be doing
when I leave the home.

With things going the way they are, it's pretty hard to keep up
hoping to amount to anything.

I will cheat on a test when everyone else does.

It's very hard for me to go against what the crowd is doing.

I like to think about what will happen when I leave the home.

There's no point in making plans for the future because I wouldn't
follow them anyway.

I get talked into doing things that I should not do.

Most of the time it doesn't pay to try hard because things don't
turn out right anyway.

I can make up my own mind and stick to it.

Self Confidence in Communicating

I am afraid of saying the wrong things when I talk to adults.

I would be afraid to talk in front of a group of people.

I'm nervous when I talk to people.

I don't know what to say when I first meet someone,

-1 don't know what to say when I disagree with other people.

I won't express my opinion in a group if I think others will
disagree with me.

. I'm too shy and self-conscicuas.

' It is hard for me to win arguments.

People have difficulty understanding what I say because I
mumble, get mixed up, or don't talk clearly.

- When I am talking with someone, I am able to look them dlrectly

in the eyes.
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Resident Characteristics

This category of data elements in the evaluation system involves
resident characteristics. These data elements concern background and :
personal information regarding residents, such as Age, Race, Sex, and Length
of Stay in the Program. This information is provided by staff on the Staff/
Youth SpecificQuestionnaire. These data elements are important to
include in the evaluation system not only for descriptive purposes but to
examine their influence on relatlonshlps between environmental measures
and outcome criteria.

Resident Treatment Environment

As shown in the framework for the resident section of the evaluation
system, the components of the treatment environment are viewed as the
stimuli which impact on the.residents, affecting ‘tcores on the outcome
criteria. Environmental measures were compared on the same dlmensmns as
outcomes and repetition of this procedure on an ongoing basis, adding
items as programs change will provide the system with a degree of
flexibility in measuring components of the treatment programs. Treatment
environments are considerably less consistent across programs and across
time than are the objectives of the programs.

Three sets of components are representative of the shifting internal
dynamics of group home treatment. As can be seen in Chart 2-2, they '
are Program Components, Staff Components, and Organizational Components
and were selected on the basis of results in the three validation stages.
Chart 2-3 shows their development over the various stages. ‘

Program Components. This set of components is mede ’up of data

elements relative to the dimensions of staff/resident relationships, reward/

sanction system, treatment atmosphere and resident roles. The pr1mary
factor used to select the elements of each dimension was evidence of
importance in associating with the outcome criteria. Chart 2-4 presents
the items included in the evaluation system which w111 measure Program
Components, :

Staff Components. The second set of 'co'rnponents of the treatment
environment consists of data elements which are based upon. information
prov1ded by staff concerning themselves, rather than the residents. Such.

measures were originally created by calculating for each facility ‘the

average staff response to particular items and assigning the resulting -
score to each resident in the corresponding facilities. Staff composition
and Treatment Orientation Disparity are the two dimensions of these
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Dirnension

 Items Included in

Data Element

Chart 2-4

"Resi‘dent Program Components

Ttems

Staff/Resident Relationships

Staff Concern -

Staff/Resident Trust -

“Btaff Author ity -

I feel that staff care about me and what happens
after I leave the group home,

There is someone on the staff who is more like
a good friend than a staff person.

Staff notice and tell me when I've done a good
job at something.

There is someone on the staff I can go to when
I have a hig problem.

For thé most part, the staff here trust me,
For the most part, I trust the staff here.

The staff are open and honest in what they te11
me and in answering my questions,

" The staff listens to my reasons for negative

behavior.

I often feel like staff members are bossing
me around, ‘

1 have often seen a staff member lose his/her
temper when a resident has done something

wrong,

Reward/Sanction System

Positive Reinforcement -~

‘ Negative Sanction -

Received cash for good behavior.

Received store items for good behavior,

Been allowed to attemd group outings for good
behavior,

Been permitted later curfews for good behavior.
Been verbally praised for good behavior,

Been moved to a higher pr1v11ege status for good

behavior,

Been restricted for negative behavior.
Had allowance reduced for negative behavior.

~Been excluded frorn group outings for negat1ve

behavior,

Been given addltmnal chores for nega’clve hehavior.
Been verbally scolded for negative behavmr. '
Been moved to a lower privilege status for

: negatwe behavmr.
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Data Element Items : : " | o

s

Treatment Atmosphere

Involvernent - Very few residents have any responsfmh‘ty
' for the program here.
- Residents are expected to take leadership
here, » v
- Residents can wear whatever they want here.

Expressiveness - Residents are encouraged to express them-
' selves freely here.
- Personal problems are talked about openly
here.
- Residents are encouraged to talk about their
past.
= Residents are encouraged to express

2 £
anger here.

s By
TLEIT

Aversive Atmosphere - A lot of residents just seem to be passing
time here.
-  Residents often cut down or joke about the staff.
- Ifeel like I am in a regular bome and family.

Program Planning * - Residents are expectfed to make plans
for the future.
- There is a lot of discussion about what residents
will be doing when they leave the home.
- Staff here think it's :.mporta.nt to make plans for
leaving the home.

Dimension

Rgéident Roles

SN GE SR 0N AN B AN Sn G BN Gy Gy BN SN SN G5 G G 0N

- Have you acted like 2 big brother/sister to new
kids coming into the program?

- Have you cooked a2 meal or washed the dishes
in the home?

- Have you been m charge of a2 group meeting?
- Have you done some of the cleaning in the home?
- Have you repaired any-l:hing in tbe,h’omé:?

-  Have you helped plan outside act:.vxtzes for
all the kids in the home"

Friends ¥ "= 1play on teams or belong to c:lubs outside the home.
-  For the most part, I feel I can trust the kids
in the home,
- 1 often hang around with kids who live outside the home.
- My best friends are the kids living in the ‘nome, o

¥ Tho..e measures were retained due to pohcy relevance and not evidence

of association with outcomes,
* Items in th:.s dimension were adapted from Moos (1974)
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‘ Chart 2-5

Framework for Staff Section of the Evaluation System

Outcome Criteria

Staff Characteristics

AN

Working Environment
Program Components QOrganizational Components
Working Conditions 7 Internal
Treatment Orientation )
Job Conditions and Intensity External
%
41




S BE DR O GE NS AN S0 OGN OF DU Gy B0 BN OGN G em aa e

components. 1/ Selection was based on policy relevance and Stage | results.

Qrganizational Components. The third set of components of the

treatment environment consists of information provided by program

administrators regarding various internal and external organizational
elements. This information concerning policies and structure of the
organization can be applied to individual residents for searching for
relationships with resident outcomes. Selection was based on policy
relevance and Stage 1 results.

STAFF EVALUATION FRAMEWORK

Although providing appropriate care to residents was the primary
focus of the evaluation system's development, the concerns of staff working
in the group homes were given high priority. Hence, a separate evaluation
framework, outlined in Chart 2-5, was developed in the three validation
stages. As depicted in the chart, two sets of components of the staff working.
environment, program components and organization components, are viewed
as impacting on certain outcome criteria, while associations are influenced
by staff characteristics. Each category on the chart is discussed in terms
of specific content below.

Qutcome Criteria: Job Satisfaction and Bu;-n-Out

This aspect of the systemn contains two objectives identified by
program personnel as important concerns of group home staff; Job
Satisfaction and Burn-Qut. Items were selected on the basis of consistency
of contribution to outcome measures across Validation Stages l and 2. g/
Chart 2-6 presents an overview of the validation process.

Job Satisfaction. Job satisfaction was considered important to measure
because it is an immediate concern of any employee as well as an adrmmstratwe
concern in terms of the effective and efficient functioning of group home
organizations., Items rneasuring this area of concern are as follows:

I am doing work that I enjoy.

I don't mind working more hours than expected of me.

This job gives me more satisfaction than others I have had.

I would recommend this job to a friend with the same interest
and education as mine.

If I were starting over in my working career, I would lean
toward taking the same type of job as I haVe now,

I would like to find a different type of job.

1/ See Part], Section II1 for details regardmg Treatment Orzentatmn

. Disparity Scores.
2/ Due to the limited number of staff partlc:.patmg in Stage 3, analyses
in that stage was limited to identifying additional items w1th potenﬁal

to contribute to measures,”through correlatmna.l ana.lyses. ,
T :
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When I wake up in the morning, I offen feel reluctant to go to work.

I would not hesitate to leave this job for a substantial increase
in salary in a different type of work,

I feel like walking out on this job for good.

When I am at work, I usually wish I were somewhere else.

This job is rewarding in many ways other than financial.

This job contributes to my self esteem.

When I'm working, I feel like taking a rest or coffee break
more often than I should,

When I have some time off, I look forward to getting back tc work.

This job is better than many because it provides an opportunity
to help others.

Burn-Qut, Burn-Out was considered important to measure because
group home administrators identified this phenomenon as a possible inhibitor
of the effectiveness of group home staff and a factor in the high staff
turnover rates which are prevalent among the group homes. Burn-Out refers
to the emotional wearing down of staff due to the high levels of personal
investment and commitment required in the job. Burn-Out is viewed as a
stage in which one's personal life becomes entangled with the working
environment. The eventual withdrawal that this may precipitate is seen
as a serious threat to staff members' effectiveness.

Items measuring the outcome reflecting this area of
concern to group home administrators and staff are: :

This job requires too much personal investment.

This job is emotionally draining.

This job causes me to neglect my personal life.

This job requires too much personal and emotional commitment.

Providing understanding to a number of troubled youth is
certainly a monumental task.

I have to '"psych myself up'' to face the pressures in this job.

You can't leave this job behind you when the work day is over,

You have to put a lot of your feelings and hopes on the line in
this job.

The stress from this job affects my relationships outside the job.
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Chart 2-6
Development of Staff Measures

Core Content of

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3% Final Instruments
Job Satisfaction/ Job Satisfaction/ Job Satisfaction/
Burn-Qut Burn-Qut Burn-Qut
Communication Communication Availability of Communication

Self~-Determination

Knowledge of Impact

Personal Relationships

Encouragement of
Cohesiveness

Encouragement of
Confrontation

Career Relationship

Administrative Decision-
Making

Program Decision-
Making

Self-Determination Relief
Knowledge of Impact Potential for
Orpganizational Advancement
Control Staff/Administra-
Organizational tion
Impediments Relationships
Resident Support
Qrientation
Resident Deviance
Orientation

Self-Determination

Knowledge of Impact

Resident & Support Orientation
Resident Deviance Orientation

* Small sample size in Stage 3 limited to the extent of analysis of staff data.
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You have to find some forms of '"escape'' from this job, even
while you are working. | :

I have sometimes felt physical effects from this job, such as
headaches, backpains, or insomnia.

Sometimes I want to get as far away as possible from children
and child-related activities.

On thkis job, you sometimes have to laugh at things that are
not really funny, just to preserve your sanity.

When I'm not working, I often find myself thinking about
particular residents or incidents at work.

I don't talk about things that happened at work to my friends
and associates outside the job.

Staff Characteristics

This category of data elements in the staff section of the evaluation
system concerns staff background and personal characteristics, such as
Age, Education and Position in the Program, which are provided by the
staff members. These characteristics may influence relationships between
the above discussed outcome criteria and the elements of the working
environment to be discussed below.

Staff Working Environment

As depicted in Chart 2-5, the components of the working environment
are viewed as the stimuli which impact on staff, affecting scores on
Job Satisfaction and Burn-Qut. Two sets of these components are included
in the evaluation system. Program components are representative of the
internal dynamics associated with working in a group home; organizational
components are more stable.

Program Components. This set of components is made up of
data elements relative to the dimensions of Working Conditions, [reatment
Orientation and Job Conditions and Intensity. The primary factor used
in selecting elements of each dimension was evidence of importance in
associating with outcome criteria in Stages 1 and 2. The items included
in the evaluation system which will measure program components are
shown in Chart 2-7.

 Organization Components. As in the Resident Framework, this
category consists of information generated from program administrators
which can be applied to individual staff members. One dimension has data
elements which are internal to the program effort such as use of volunteers; the
other has external data elements such as contacts with public school teachers.
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Dimension

Data Element

Chart 2-7

0

Items Included in Staff Program Components

Item

Working Conditions

Communi cation

-

Self Determination

Knowledge of Impact

Availability of Training

Availability of Relief

There is an effort made in this home to get full
and accurate information on staff problems.
Staff at all levels are informed about what is
going on. )

This home provides channels of communication
between and among staff and administrators,
Open communication is encouraged in this home.
Information is easily obtained from other staff

members.

I set my own work goals, ' .

I have the discretion to specify goals for the

rasidents to achieve.

I can decide what I will be working at, at any particular time,
I can determine the procedures for geiting the work done.

I can schedule my own work day.

By the time a youth leaves the horae, I know if I
have had a successful impact on hxm/her or not.
I always receive feedback about youths who have
been discharged from the program.

I can always find reliable indicators of the progress
of the youths with whom I work.

I am never really certain whenl 2m having an
impact on a youth,

This home provides training in interpersonal sk:lls.
This home provides training in spec:i':.c.

treatment techniques.

Staff in this homne are encouraged to further their
educations,

Staff here are not given the opportunity to ge!:

" gpecial training to help them do their jobs.

This home provides opportunities for front-line

staff to do work other than workmg directly

with residents, o
This home provides a varmty of Job tasks for a
each worker. o
Staff in this home share responsibilities.

-



Data Element

Chart 2-7 (Cont:)

Item

Potential for
Advancement

Staff/Administration
Relations hiE,

Working Conditions

This home provides opportunities for staff
advancement,

This is more or less a '"dead end" job.
This home rewards good work with more
responsible positions.

Administrative policies of the home make it
difficult for staff to get their jobs done. "
Administrators and staff frequently have
conflicting goals 2iid objectives.

This home enforces staff rules and regulations.

Resident Support
QOrientation

Dimension

Resident Deviance
Orientation_

Treatmeuni Orientation

Additiona.l Items

I always notice and praise residents for
responsible behavior,

I attempt to give residents a sense of being in a
family environment.

I attempt to set up conditions which allow resnients
to feel a sense of accomplishment.

I am completely honest wﬂ:h residents in every-
day mteractmn.

-I use a tone of authority in communicating

with residents in everyday transactions.

I lose my temper as a result of the 17:respons1b1e
behavior of residents.

I encourage remdext s to talk about their past
deviance,

I refuse to listen to residents' excuses for
irresponsible behavior,

I »ncourage residents to come to me anytime they
have a problem,

For the most part, I trust the residents here.

T assure resgidents that I care about them and what
happens to them when they leave the group home.

1 attempt to be a personal friend to the residents,.

I conscibusly act as 2 role model for residents.

i
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~Section VI

ORIENTATION WORKSHOPS

INTRODUCTION

One of the primary activities of the second year involved
orientation workshops for staff of each of the group homes that will be
participating in the ongoing evaluation system. While the workshops

- contributed to the data collection process, they are discussed

g

separately because they are felt to be essential to the successful
implementation of the project.

In Section I of Part I, it was emphasized that ''users' awarenesis
and understanding of the evaluation methods and procedures is viewed ag
an important factor in the development of the evaluation system. It is
assumed that users' basic understanding of how the system functions is
associated with the commitment to the maintenance and use of its results."
It was further pointed out that "Havelock (1973) has found that the relation-
ship between resource personnel, such as evaluators, and decision makers
is one key factor regarding whether resaarch findings are utilized,'" Other
authorities have discussed this problem, and since this system is the
first ongoing evaluation attempted by JSA, it was deemed of utmost
importance to develop a spirit of cooperat:on between group home staff-
and JSA personnel responsible for the system's continuancg.

Although the focus was on developing a productive relationship,
the purpose of the workshops was three-fold. First, group home staff S
members at all levels were familiarized with project objectives and Stage 1
activities. The results of the Stage 1 analysis were presented as ‘
representative of the types of findings which could be provided vis-a-vis

- tHe ongoing évaluation system. Second, participating staff member‘

provided valuable input regarding specific content of the Staff and Staff/
Youth Specific Questionnaires. In addition to being of practical worth
to the Research Team,this activity served to reinforce the foundations of
collaboration and cooperation between JSA and thé group home .operator
Finally, group home staffs were informed of the ongoing procedures of
the data collection system and the nature of involvement reque sted of
them. The following pages describe the act1v1t1es related ', ‘

to this aspect of the pro;ect ‘

i
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" Results, and Procedures for the Ongoing System. In addition, the
~ various research instruments described above were included as an appendix

~Training Agenda was developed W1th estimated time periods for completing
the orlentatlon activities.

. of participating staff.

. workshops were conducted by the JSA, Project Coordinator, the ITREC
Research Coordinator and either the ITREC Research Director or Project

one workshop, In this way, personnel from all areas who will be

PLANNING FOR THE WORKSHOPS

Development of the training workshops began on January 12, 1978,
The initial activity was the revision of project instruments which would
be reviewed by group home staff, Revisions to the Staff, Staff/Youth
Specific and Resident instruments were based on feedback obtained during
‘the Stage 2 data collection. Changes that were made concerned the
rewording of specific items to clarify meaning; the basic structure of the
instruments remained unchanged. The second activity involved the develop-
ment of a handbook for use by ITREC and JSA staff during training. The
purpose of the handbook was to assure consistency in terms of workshop
presentations. ; <

The handbook itself consisted of three mago*‘ sections, the
H1story of the Project, Summary of Project Year One Activities and

to the handbook, along with forris used by the Research Team to record
inputs offered during the workshops by group home staffs, Lastly, a

SUMMARY OF WORKSHOPS

Between February 16, 1978 and June 6, 1978, ITREC and
JSA staff conducted workshops at all group home organizations
having at least three JSA-referred youths. Table 2-1 lists 32
workshops which w4re conducted, as well as dates and numbers

: Group Home Operators were ‘contacted by JSA staff and requested
to select a date and time when all or most of their staffs would be
accessible for approximately two hours, In many organizations, the
workshop coincided with the regularly scheduled staff meeting. The

Manager. Importantly, all MERF team members assisted with at least

involved in the ongmng evaluatmm system were introduced to the procedures.

Y
S e
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Table 2-1

Orientation Workshops

- 09

, o Stages
Date : No, of Staff - No. of Facilities Organization Participated In
, = :
February 16 9 2 Boys' Group Homes, Baltunore, Md 1
February 21 -5 1 Girls' Group Home, Baltimore, Md. 1
February 21 5 1 Campfire Girls, Baltimore, Md. 1
February 22 5 1 Tri-County, Chaptico, Md, 1, 3
March 2 8 A Bethel Home, Westminister, Md. 1, 3
March 9 8 3 Youth Sanctuary, Severna Park, Md. 1,3
March 10 8 4 Boys and Girls Home of Montgomery- 1, 3
‘ County, Bethesda, Md,
March 16 7 1 Kiva, Millersville, Md. 2
March 20 7 1 Oak Hill, Hagerstown, Md, 1, 3
March 21 7 3 Long Stretch, Frostburg, Md. 1
March 21 5 1 Cumberland Home, Cumberland, Md.
Mazrch 22 6 1 rlienalssance House, Bow1e, Md. 1
March 22 2 1 gleF Home, Laurel, Md, ~
March 28 7 3 Family Homes, Cheverly, Md. 1, 3
March 28 4 "1 Hoffman House, Gettysburg, Pa, :
March 31 6 2 Karma Academy, Rockville, Md. 1
April 4 10 1 New Dominion, New Dominion, Va,
April 5 10 1 Cedar Ridge, Hagerstown, Md,
April 5 10 1 - YMCA-YDC, Baltimore, Md. &
April 7 .5 1 Boys' Town Home, Baltimore, Md.‘ 1
April 25 4 1 Teen Challenge, Rehobeth, Md, 3 ‘
April 27 4. 1 Beth Shur, Charlestown, West Va. 2, 3
May 1. 4 2 Heritage Lane, Fallston, Md. 2, 3
May 8 10 1. "FLOC Wilderness, Strasburg, Va. B, 3
May 9 3 1 - Jesuit Boys, Glenn Dale, Md. 2, 3
May 10 - 10 3 Bethany Home, Cordova, Md 2,3
May 11 3 1  Kent Youth, Clestertown, Md. 2, 3
May 17 6 3 Maple Shade, . Pocomioke City, Md,’ 2, 3
May 23 3 1 - Frederick County, Frederick, kkMd 2,3
May 31 6 1 Kinderheim, Upper Marlboro, Md. 2,3
"June 1 2 1 Boys' Home Society, Baltimore, Md. 2
~June 6 5 1 Bowling Brook, Middlesburg, Md.
194 50 - o ‘ . ,

% Both homes partlcipated in one workshop
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Sessions commenced withs a description of the project and
an explanation of the purpose of the orientation works: Sps. Nexu,
a summary of Phase One activities and results was presented,
with group home staffs invited to comment and/or question. Staffs
were then brought up to date on the second year's activities and/or how these
activities continued the process of system development. At this point in the
workshops, Staff and Staff/Youth Specific instruments were distributed
and group home staff members were requested to fill them out, making
note of items which seemed irrelevant, ambiguous, poorly worded,
confusing or otherwise problematic. Subsequently, the questionnaires
were reviewed and all staff participated in the discussions regarding
specific problems with questionnaire content.: Comments and suggested
rewordings were recorded by the Research Team. These critiques
served as the basis for an interim revision of the Staff and Staff/Youth
Specific Questionnaires on March 10. These revised questionnaires
were used in the remaining workshops. The workshops were concluded
with an illustration of the types of items to which residents would be
responding, and a description of the procedures to be followed in

maintaining the eventual system,

It was considered of paramount importance that variations in
responses to items correspond to actual variations in experience and
orientation, and not be the result of different interpretations of the
meaning of items, As indicative of the types of changes made to the
instruments based on group home staff input, the following examples
are offered.

: One item in the Staff Questionnaire was originally stated as
follows at the -outset of Stage 2:

= Making an error in the performance of my tasks
-has serious consequences.

Numerous staff members pointed out that the item was vague in terms of -
the nature of '"error! referred to as well as what '"consequences! were
“involved. Based on workshop input the item was revised to read:

- Making an error in working with a resident can have
serious consequences in terms of his/her adjustment.

This change clarifies the fact that the Research Team was not interested
-in such things as administrative errors and consequences. Further,

it insured that the item was clearly focused on the Research Team's chief
interest -- resident adjustment. Another Stage 2 item was read as

follows prior to the workshops:

5,



-~ In this job, I set my own work goals,

Staff questioned whether the item referred to salary goals, career goals,
or goals pertaining to residents. As a result of the March 10 revision,
the item was changed to:

- In this job, I set my own goals in working with
the residents.,

An item which proved particularly troublesome to workshop attendees was:

- How often have you attempted to develop personal
relationships with residents?

Whereas some staff thought this denoted emotional involvement, others
felt that the mere staff/resident relationship constituted a personal
relationship. Following the March 10 revision, this item became:

- How often have you developed close personal re-
lationships with residents?

Many staff saw this as inferring intimacy, which was not the intention
of the research team. As a result, the item was rephrased as a -
statcment:

- I attempt to be a personal friend to residents.

Considerable attention was also focused on the response alter-
natives provided for answering to the items., During Stage 1 and Stage 2,
items in the Orientation Staff Questionnaire were to be answered with
either "Not at all accurate, ! "Somewhat accurate, ! "Generally accurate, "

or ""Very accurate.' Many staff members found it difficult to distinguish berg:weén

"somewhat!' and "generally,! Thus, on March 10, !'"Generally accurate! was
eliminated, leaving three alternatives. It was later determined that

the majority of staff preferred four alternatives, and some viewed
"accuracy'' as an all or nothing quality, not a matter of degree. In an

effort to alleviate this dilemma, the Research Team experimented

- with the traditional ''Strongly agree/Agree/Disagree/Strongly disagree'

scale, which introduced new problems. In orientation workshops,.
participants did not feel these alternatives applied to the items which were

‘phrased as statements of fact, not calhng for agreement or disagreement.

Also, they did not provide a middle range. From the Research Team's
perspective, this was not necessary in that a neutral category was

deemed inappropriate, as limited information is provided by such a response.
A subsequent return to the fourpoint ”accuracy” scale, with the subst1tut10n
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of "Slightly accurate'’ for '?Sbmewhat accurate' finally was judged by
participants as acceptable.
The Research Team recognized that no one wording of an’ item or
one set of alternatives would satisfy everyone. However, the process
of revisions conducted in conjunction with the workshops was far from an
exercise in futility, The team succeeded in obtaining input which
unquestionably improved much of the questionnaire contznt and increased
..applicability and, consequently, utility.

One of the most rewarding aspects of the orientation for members
- of the Research Team was the participation and reactions of group home
_ personnel. Although the workshops were conducted in a variety of
settings, one thing remained constant. 1/ This was an atmosphere of
constructive involvement and thought- provmkmg discussion. In some programs,
 the research team = initially encountered a measure 6f apathy; in others a lack
of awareness and exposure to the research; and in others, apprehension
bordering on cynicism. However, these attitudes wera overcome
by the Research Team's approach., That is, after preliminary presentations,
the workshops took the form of group discussions
with everyone's input welcomed. Varying staff types were in attendance and
in some cases the group home personnel had participated in staff meetings
lasting several hours before the workshops were conducted, yet they became
~actively involved, raised stimulating questions and offered constructive
criticism. The Research Team was impressed by the free flow of information
between group home staff and administrators that emerged during
the workshops. The warmth and hospitality received ° in the majority
of programs combined with the valuable suggestions and comments of
the staff to make the orientation workshops one of the most satisfying
and rewarding phases of the project, JSA and ITREC staff both felt
that the extensive amount of time spent on these presentations and the
distances travelled were well worth the effort. The cooperative atmosphere
engendered will cartainly contribute to the success of the evaluation
system. ‘

1/ For exa.mple, Workshops were conduc»ed in offices, fa.mlly rooms,
. dining halls and trailers, Staff attending the workshops included
- counselors, houseparents, d1rectors, social workers, teachers,
‘volunteers, etc. :




Section VII

THE GROUP HOME EVALUATION SYSTEM
DEVELOPMENT PROJECT:
LOOKING BACK AND BEYOND By

INTRODUCTION

: This section presents a retrospective discussion of some of
the methodological, procedural and substantive highlights of the two
year project. Limitations and difficulties encountered in conducting the
project are also discussed. "

Patton (1978: 289) states that "utilization-focused evaluation brings
together evaluators, decision-makers and information users in an active-
reactive-adaptive process where all participants share responsibility for
creatively shaping and rigorously implementing an evaluation that is both
useful and high-quality.'' The current project represents an attempt to
build an evaluation system which fulfills this directive. In some cases,
more questions were raised than answered, as the project touched on
issues that merit scientific inquiry in and of themselves. However, the
focus never deviated from designing a system which would provide benefits
to decision-makers and information users. Considered of utmost
importance was the use of approaches which enhanced the compatibility
of the evaluation results and the various programs, fostered collaborative
arrangements between evaluators and program personnel, and increased

~awareness of the utility of evaluation among group home practitioners.

Also presented is a perspective on implementation of the Group
Home Evaluation System. The scope of system participation, implications
for community-based treatment in Maryland, and the things that JSA hopes
to accomplish with the system are discussed in the latter part of the(
section. : i

HIGHLIGHTS

s} R -

For purposes of- discussior-x, the following h‘ighlights discuss issues
related to the overall concept, methodology, procedures, and the

. orientation wo rkshops .

54



B

On a global scale, one of the key features of the system
is the provision for expansien. Initially, JSA will be limited by
personnel and financial shortages in the extent and types of
analyses that can be conducted. However, the system has been designed
to provide data which allow for analytical investigation of a variety
of concerns in community-based programs. The extensive use of the
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) lends itself to a system
that can either be self-contained or interfaced with an agency-wide
information system. Flexibility is another quality that is critical in
a system intended to provide information on an ongoing basis. The
system has been structured under the assumption that new data
elements must be injected as the nature of treatment provided changes
and expands. Program personnel will be instrumental in identifying
these inputs, reinforcing collaborative relationships developed during
the project and increasing compatibility of products and users. Notably,
the treatment environment is one of two overall dimensions of
concern., The system is also unique in that the working environment
of group home staff has not been neglected.

, Anpther element of the system's flexibility concerns the
format in vgfhlch results are presented to group home operators. These
results can take the form of a collective assessment of the group homes

" from which JSA purchases care, as in Stage l. . Alternately, group

home operators can be provided withprofiles of results relative to
their individual programs, which can then be compared across time

or to the norm for all other programs. Individual programs cannot

be compared with one another, for the various programs have
differing criteria of acceptance of youth and in some cases specific
problem areas are emphasized in the tre’-xt:mert approaches. However,

“program directors may find it valuable to cc\rnpare thie scores of their

residents on outcome measures such as Rebellious Community Behavior
to scores of past testing in their program or to a collective score for
residents of other programs. Program scores on such environmental
measures as Staff Concern may-also be compared to the norm.
i
The project was innovative in terms of some of the

concepts operationalized. Staff Burn-Out immediately :
comes to mind., The phenomenon of burn-out has been recognized in

the field of practice for some time; it is the progressive wearing down
"of human service workers through emotional drain and intense personal

involvement with clients. Only recently have some sporadic articles
appeared concerning this phenomenon, and some research in

Y



this area has been ¢onducted in California. _1_/ This project has
almost certainly produced the first Burn-Out measurement scale,

and ITREC and JSA researchers have already begun to pursue aspects
of the phenomenon beyond the scope of the project. 2/ Plans are
being made to investigate the effects of burn-out on client well-being
and employee turnover.

Other measures notable for their originality are Administrative
and Staff Collective Properties and Staff/Resident Disparity Scores. It
was shown that measures developed from data provided by administrators
regarding overall aspects of the operation could be associated with
individual resident and staff outcomes. For example, staff in programs
having access to twenty or more volunteer hours per week were found to
be more satisfied with their jobs than staff in other programs. It was
also shown that measures developed from data provided by staff and
averaged per home could associate with individual resident outcomes.
For example, residents in programs with high staff average educations
tended to score higher on Two-Way Communication, Finally, staff/
resident disparity scores were computed by taking the difference between
average staff scores per home on the use of certain treatment techniques
and the extent of experience with these techniques reported by residents
of the respective homes. It was found, for example, that residents
who reported numerous experiences with and observations of staff's use
of authority and who resided in progi‘ams in which staff reported little use
of authority had significantly lower self respect. Such findings
suggested a strong focus on resident perceptions of staff actions.

The project also had numerous methodological highlights. Chief
among these was the use of multiple classification analysis, a technique which
contributed several benefits, First, it provided a sound basis for making
decisions as to which elements of the treatment and working environments
should be incorporated into the system. Second, it provided a control for

spurious relationships,i, e. apparent associations between two variables which are

actually attributable to another variable. Third, it allowed for

investigation of ~urvilinear relationships., For example, an optimal

1/ 'See Freudenberger (1975; 1977); Shubin (1978) and Maslach (1976‘).
/ See Johnson et. al.,'Job Satisfaction and Burn~Out: A Double Edged
Threat to Human Service Workers,!* paper presented at the Academy

3

- of Criminal Justice Sciences Meeting, New Orleans, 1978.
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~ category to answer basmally the same way by dropping

level of both Positive Reinforcement and Negative Sanctions was found
with regard to the Responsible and Rebellious Behavior of group home
youth., - Conventional multiple regression would have obscured this
phenomenon. The entire project makes a strong statement questioning
the aderuacy and appropriateness of linear techniques in investigating
social science problems. The use of one method based on the linear
model, factor analysis, as an exploratory technique in determining the
shifting structure of treatment and working environments was also
somewhat unique.

Various means of validating self-reported delinquency data
have been reported in the literature, including official records, verifi-
cation by associates, and polygraph examinations. In this project,
instruments were structured so that resident-reported behavior could
be compared with staff estimates of the behavior of each individual
resident. Results supported those of other studies in this area--~self-
report is a valid means of collecting data on illegal and rebellious
activities of youth.

Several additional methodological techniques are noteworthy, one
of which was the method used to fill in missing data on outcome
measures. Rather than simply assigning the sample mean score
for each measure to the missing case, scores were assigned to missing
items composing the measure based upon the individual's average score on
completed items in the measure. In cases where half or more of the individual
items were missing, the missing outcome score was maintained. This
strategy provides scores that are closer approximations of ''true'
scores, rather than scores which are neutralized while aliowing for
inclusion of additional cases. It was also determined that it is unneces-
sary to weight the scores of individual items composing a measure by
their factor loadings. Although this weighting procedure allows items
to contribute to scores on measures according to their contribution
~to factors, it was found that weighted measures correlated with
unweighted measures in excess of .99, Use of unweighted measures
will reduce the time and complexity of analyses to be performed by JSA
research staff.

One aspect of the multipoint scale used to collect data from
residents deserves mention. The scale of Not at all like me/Somewhat
like me/Quite a bit like me/Very much like me was used with negatively
worded psychological items to help neutralize contamination related to
social desirability. Whereas there is little if any meaningful difference
- between ''quite a bit'"" and ""very much't, providing both alternatives
allows residents who may be reluctant to select the extreme

‘back a category. The two categories can then be c;ollapsed

s
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at the analysis stage, based on their similarity of meaning, as well as
the finding that measures developed with the original categories and those
with categories collapsed were highly correlated. Finally, the previcusly
described methods of generating collective properties and dlsparlty
scores also deserve mention as methodological highlights.

Procedures of data collection was an additional area in Wthh
interesting techniques were utilized. The Staff/Youth Specific Ques-
tionnaire was completed by group home personnel relative to each
individual resident. One of the novel aspects of this procedure was that
in some cases a team approach was employed. That is, different staff
members completed different parts of the instrument for each youth,
depending upon their familiarity with a particular aspect of the youth's
behavior. For example, in homes with in-board schools, the teacher might
complete items pertaining to school behavior, while a social worker
might complete items pertaining to behavior in group meetings, and a
personal counselor might complete remaining items. Correspondingly,
the Staff/Youth Specific instrument has utility as a diagnostic device with
which staff members can formulate treatment plans through the case
study approach. '

With respect to data collection from the residents themselves,
cassette tapes were used to eliminate contamination resulting from
differences in reading level. It was found that adolescents can select
from as many as four alternative responses in the space of several seconds
between the reading of items. It was also discovered that taped
administrations could be conducted in group setttings, although keeping
the groups to six or fewer residents enhanced sithational control.

‘The orientation workshops conducted with the staffs of 50 group
homes, discussed in detail in Section VI, rate as one of the highlights of
the project. The workshops directly impacted on the three conditions assumed

- to be necessary for utilization of research. First, the comments,

criticisms and suggestions provided by group home personnel clearly
increased the potential for compatibility between products and users,
Second, the interest expressed by J5A in obtaining the input of group home
personnel and explaining the goals of the project served to reinforce
collaborative relationships between the agenl y maintaining the ongoing
system and the program personnel. Flnally, the workshaops increased
awareness and understanding of program evaluation and its utility among
the group home staff. Notably, the provocative discussions generated
in the workshops demonstrated the potential utility of the Staff Questionnaire
as a training device to be used to influence staff to consider and dls\ciuss
important issues relative to their jobs. T
/‘\\m e
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DIFFICULTIES ENCOUNTERED

Most of the project's difficulties stemmed from its complexity.
Issues emerged which could notbe adequately addressed within the
scope of the project. For example, analysis results in Stage 1 revealed
a significant amount of interaction effects in the staff data, which could
not be explored completely within the time frame. Also, some of the
data elements created in Stage 1, collective properties and disparity
scores, cannot reahst:cally be utilized in the system at the present
time.

Other areas were neglected which may have been fruitful to
examine, Sources of data in the project were internal to the programs,
whereas such external agents as probation counselors, teachers and
natural parents play significant roles that impact on the treatment
environment. Another area which was not addressed concerns the
screenihg and referral process, Little data were provided which can
assist in the differential placement of youths in group homes. It would

also have been extremely helpful to obtain follow-up data on residents and
staff to assgist in validating measures of' in-program adjustment. Eventually,
such data will be available through the efforts of JSA's research division.

Certain problems exi ,>ted with regard to procedures of data
collection. Although residents could be guaranteed confidentiality,

they could not be guaranteed anonymity, as JSA staff can match datav
collection ccde numbers to names provided by program directors.
Staff were guaranteed anonymity, although procedures of obtaining

~ completed questionnaires were not wholly satisfactory. Staff were

instructed to seal their questionnaires in envelopes and give them to

the program director to hold for the Research Team. Ideally, question-
naires would go directly from respondent to researcher. This was not

possible in that staff work a variety of shifts and many were not available
" at the time of the data collection visit, In Stage 3, the Research Team

, 'expenmented with having staff return questionnaires directly by mail,
‘;:;]Awlthough the response rate was acceptable, the cost of using this

procedure on an ongoing basis would be prohibitive. Also, staff who
had not mailed in their questionnaires could not be identified and conx
‘tacted. With the other method, program directors know who has not

: \‘completed hlS/ her questlonnalre and can remind them.

. A

Another prohlem encountered resulted from numerous revisions made
to the inst uments throughout the second year of the project. Those

changes in wording and- response alternatives limited the value 0f com-

: par1sons across vahdatmn stages.  Whether differences in results were

due to unreliable measures or changes made in items.could not always
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be determined. This limitation had a posifiVe side, in that the revis. .1s
resulted in numerous improvements in the instruments along the way.

PLANS FOR IMPLEMENTATION

Scope of Participation

The goal of the Juvenile Services Administration is "to plan
for each placed youth so that he can be returned to his own home or a
setting approximating a normal family setting as soon as is appropriate, "
The placements available for accomplishing this goal are extremely
varied, each unique in regard to some element of the setting or
treatment approach, or both. JSA views this diversity as extremely
functional, as it provides a rich base for the differential placement of
problem youths. Hence, the evaluation system has been designed to
focus on elements of various treatment approaches rather than identify
any one standardto which all programs should adhere.

The thrust of most of the group home programs is to create a
treatment atmosphere in a community setting similar to that to which
the youth will return. Following this logic, there are seven homes
located in Baltimore City. Five of these facilities are located in residen-
tial areas; two of them are in central downtown. The location of these
programs enables juvenile workers to place youth near their natural
home but in a healthy environment. ‘

Qther homes are located in varied geographic regions to
serve primarily the youth in those areas. One is located in St. Mary's
County and serves Charles, Calvert and St. Mary s areas. The location
permits nome visits almost crary weekend. . ' J

Homes on the Eastern Shore focus their admissions on youth
from that area, although several invite referrals from the remainder of
the state. Some facility directors believe that local support depends a
great deal upon the community's perception that the homes serve the
local area.

In the Prince Georges, Ann Arundel_, and Mcntgomery County
areas, there are 17 homes thatprovide a variety oﬁjservice'sg; Four have
in-house school programs that provide intensive ingtruction to those

youth who are not ready for public school programs. ~All of the programs :

are located in residential areas typical of the greater communities.
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 Facilities in the western part of the state are located in or
near the population centers of Westminster, Frederick, Hagérstown
and Cumberland. Two of these programs have an agricultural focus.
l.ocated in rural areas, animal husbandry is an important element in
the total program. The directors of these programs believe caring for
the livestock provides a very important treatment component. Both
urban and rural youth seem to relate to this aspect of the programs and
learn to take increasing amounts of responsibility.

Two of the programs in Virginia are based on a completely
different philosophy-~-a youth must be totally removed from his home
community. These programs feature a wilderness experience as the
treatment mode. The program plan calls for groups of ten boys to
live in a small tent community with two counselors. Each facility
maintains three or four groups at a time. Though there 1s some inter-
action between groups, the main locus of treatment takes place within
the primary group, with each group sleeping, eating, play1ng, working,
and travelling together.

i

NG

This wide variation of homes, from those on small lots on city -
streets to others isolatéd and surrounded by many acres, provides
numerous environments in which to place youth. , Treatment programs
in the homes reflect similar heterogeneity. This is appropriate,

- however, since delinquency is found in all socio-economic groups, and

while treatment settings and strategies may vary widely, the goal
remains the same--~to prevent its recurrence., Accordingly, JSA's
evaluation system should be uniform across homes, assessing the
attainment of the same objectives by different methods.

Procedures for Ongoing Oper ations

‘The final set of instruments developed during the two years of
the project will be administered annually at 45 to 50 facilities,
with approximately 450 residents at any given time. These will include
all of the youth group homes as defined by JSA and most of the communlty

v re51dences.‘ The policy established in the evaluatlon project is to evaluate
‘-'a’ll homes in the two categories that care for at least three JSA referrals

and are within 200 miles of Ba1t1more. Some home in ne1ghbor1ng states

~which meet these crltena. w111 also be assessed, .

z The goal of the evaluatmn system is to prov1de staff 1n the homes

‘and JSA with a continuous source of information on the ;
v functlomng of the purcha,se of residential care program. To make the
product of th1s effort valuable to the 1nd1V1dual vendors, fmdmgs w111
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provide the homes with data relating program elements to objectives
considered to be important by group home operators (e.g. providing
residents with opportunities to become-involved in activities promoting
Responsible Behavior). In this way, staff will be able to strengthen
their programs.

This objective will be achieved through implementation of
several overall strategies, some of which are completed or underway.
During the development phase, great care has been taken to simplify the
evaluation process so that it will impose a minimum of disruption to the
home programs and inconwnience to staff and residents.

The Group Home Evaluation System will be begin to be 1ntegrated 1nto
Juvenile Services' ongoing Monitoring System by September, 1978. To
prepare the group home administrators and staff members for this develop-
ment, the Juvenile Services Administration, in collaboration with the
International Training, Research and Evaluation Council, arranged a
series of meetings with group home personnel to familiarize everyone
with the new procedures.

Juvenile Services will report results to the group homes annually,
. There will be awritten summary of findings relating to the purchase of
care program generally and a discussion of policyissues.
] :
The specific procedur\es to be followed will incorporate- evalu- \
ation data gathering as part of )\he annual momtormg visit. Approx1mately
four weeks prior to the visit of the Monitoring Team, an evaluation
package will be mailed to the facility d1rector. It will contain three
: mstrumentst ‘
: _ ‘ , Q
- An Administrative Questionnaire, to be filled out ‘
by the director or administrator;

S Staff Quéstiénnaires,, one to be filled out 'bybea.-chk o
. _staff person who has contact with the residents; and
e Staff/Yoﬁth Specific Questionnaires, one for each
resident to be filled out by the staff member(s)
' most fam111ar with the res1dent. - : :

To assure the sta.ff that their responses will be kept confidential, an ,
_ envelope will be enclosed for each completed quest1onna1re. The instru-
/ ments will be returned to J‘uverule Services' Central Office at 1east ten
L days prmr to the scheduled v1s1t of the Momtormg Team. At or nea.r -

,,,,,,,,,
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the time of the on-site monitoring visit, a JSA staff member will
administer a questionnaire to the residents in the facility placed there by
JSA. This instrument will be tape recorded and will take no longer

than thirty minutes. The scheduling of this visit will be done so as to
minimize any disruption of normal activities. The completed instruments
will be analyzed by the research section of JSA.

This evaluation system will be the first of its kind in Maryland.
Its success will depend upon a close working relationship between the
research section and program staff to collect and analyze data, and to
present the results to group home operators. When the Maryland
Automated Juvenile Information System is operational, other data relating
to group. home residents will be readily available such as prior records,
school grade averages and test scores, as well as considerable socio-
economic information. If resources permit, some of this data can be
incorporated into the evaluation systérn to add another dimension.

Pbtentially, the system could be adapted to other programs,

~ with modifications. It is designed to assess all facets of an operation

from the treatment and structural elements themselves to the resident

and staff's perceptions of and feelings about the program. Frequently,

one or more of these aspects is ignored; JSA feels that all are equally
(“#nportant. :
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