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' B . ABSTRACT - -

1

Al

“ The study was descriptive in nature designed to examine the social atmosphere of Mapleridge, a e

_residential tfeatment centre for emotionally and.behaviourally distﬁrbpd children. The concept of

-,.'social climate, as measured by the Real and Ideal forms of the Community-Oriented Programs

)

Environment Scale (COPES), was errlployed to look for Real and Ideal differences as related to the

research questions. ’ ' : . o
o :

Differences. among the four se.ttings."in both Real and Ideal social climate measures, were

found: Differences among five institutional groups were also found, particularly as they related to .

v

the Real social climate as only the resident group generally held suBstantia}ly different perc?ptions of

an Ideal social climate which related to degree of preferred environmental press rather than the

dlrcctron of emphasrs

" The rcsrdents were gcnerally more negamge in their evaluations of both current and ideal social

M -

Climates than were any.of the cottage staff or other adult groups. This finding is consistent with

existing research literature with one.notable exception: The residents perceived more current

eemphasis on Autonomy than all adult groups and would prefer more emphasis on this domain'ideally

" as would the treatment services group. -

The treatment services group p;rovided the second lowest evaluation of the real social climate,

particularly on-the Relationship-and System Maintenance dimensions. Generally there was close

agreement afnqng all groups in the evaluation of the type of tréatment that the program offers. The;

<«

of the four settings sates as a composite entity, revealed differences among programs which were

moderate to very substantial. This group would requ.iré substantial changes in order to attain their

ideal milieu which raises issues related to their goal—orientations.

iy

partlcularly on the Relatxonshlp dlmenswns They were also the only group toprefer an mcrease of

. .
Staff Control'in.an ideal social climate This raises questlons about the nature of perceptrons of

o

“ treatment services group evaluations of the four individual cottages, as compared to their evaluation '

The program specrahsts provrded the most positive evaluatlon of the Real social climate,

program specrahsts as they were the er( ly group who are not directly involved with the resrdents wrthm .

their living mrlleu. :



.
’

While there was general consensus concerning the current strong emphasis on open expression
q

of Anger and Aggression, Substantial differences were found on the ideal ratings. This raises
. N .

“questions as to the value orientations of the groups as to whether or not they feel that the bpen

expression of anger is therapeutic. : ‘ o,

The Real Mapleridge profile, from the perspective of all groups, showed marked agreerrrent on

.

the type of treatment that the program offers which inclurjes low emphasis on Autonomy and strong

emphasis on Anger and Aggression. There was'considerable variability on the Relationship and

v

System Maintenance dimensions.

The results of the study are supportive of the existing research in the area of social climate. The

-use of the Community-Oriented Programs Environment Scale proved to be:a convenient way of

‘

examining the social cllmatc at Maplendge as well as providing a method of examining the ideal

preferences of the groups mvolved in the study. The results are of potentlal benefit to the institution,

°

particularly in terms of changes that all groups would like to effect in order to attain an ideal social

climate.

vi
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

\

Significance of the Study

‘The potential that behavidural and attitudinal impacts of different environmeqts has upon

-

“‘_in‘divi‘dU‘al‘fun“Cti‘ohing“is‘receivin‘g‘in'c:’réaSed‘a'ttenti’o_n"by‘fesear‘ch’e‘rs‘as‘it“relate?t(ft‘t‘field‘of
. evaluating treatment institutions for disturbed children, Mo_os posits that such knowledge of the
social climate is at least as central an issue for remedial intervention as is knowledge about tra&

i‘mal
4
personality theory, psychotherapy and a‘ther treatment modalities (Moos, 1975). Contempotary

/

treatment progréms for disturbed children are generally designed around the ’cénceptf of milie
.therapy as it has evolved during the past forty years. Nineteenth century programs for disturbed
children stresseci ‘moral conversion but there was,y even then, a: recognition of. the total living -
environment. as a potent force in‘changing children’s attitudes and behaviour (Whittaker, 1979, p.
263). | N |
The study focuses on the significance tﬁat social environment has lonv‘hu>man functioning as it
relatesto the treatment milieu for tihe' disturbed child. Six major waysin _which human environments
~ have beerr‘related to indice‘s_of hu han functioning have recently been idé'ntified (Moos, 1973). One
dimension 1s related to the social/climate and psychosoéial cﬁaracteristics of gnvironm.ents.- Thé
social,climate perspective assumés that ‘environn.lénts have -“personélities" just like people tMoos,'
1975, p. 4).

. When evaluating helpi.ngl gnvifonments, the arena for research and intervention is the natural
environmeﬁt in which the individual resides (Whittaker, 1979, p- 189). Tﬁis sfudy was underiakén .
lb’ecause of thé importantneed to evaluate the social c_limate ofa comrﬁurijty-based treatment c;ent.re
for erﬁotioﬁally and behavi.ourally. disturbed cAh‘ildren. Inherent.i'n thé prégram, v;hich uses the
'conccpt of milieu therapy, is the heavy emphasis placed ﬁpon individual and group treatment
programs which are designed, implemented and evaluated by proféssionals from.varyi-r.lg perspéctive_s

and 'cap_ac;ipiesf Recognizing that all endeavours occur within a social milieu which has a powerful
\.. . . S ‘

influence on treatment outcome, the author chose to examine Mapleridge, an open, community-
‘based treatment centre for emotionally and Behaviourally disturbed children. ' This was undertal_(én

1



Purpose-of the Study

2

using the concept of social climate as measured by one of the Social Climate Scales authorcd by
Rudolph Moos (Moos, 1974b). Tt is postulated that the resulting information has important cducational

implications for the institution in terms of the short-range objective of accountability and the

long-range objective of knowledge development.

The study is primarily descriptive in nature, focusing on information obtained through the use

of an instrument designed to measure social climate. The instrument used was the Community-

_strategies.” For example The development of a substantlve relatlonship between achildanda - -

Oriented Programs Environment Scale (Moos, 1974b). The scale was developed to assess the social

environments of community-bascd treatment programs (Moos, ll")74a. 1974b). A recent study in this
locality (Bentz, 1982) examined the social climate of an institutional facility for disturbed children
utilizing the Correctional Institution Environment Scale which was developed to assess the social
clima‘tes of correctional programs.(Moos, 1974c¢).

‘The primary ‘purpose was to examine the residential facility_which purports to have a clearly
defined treatment philosophy, program objectives and clinical practices \i/hich are communicate_d to '

all treatment personnel.

“The children reside in four physically separated cottages of identical physical design. The.
) _ ' , , ‘ .
question arises: to what extent do the cottage social settings vary? One could anticipate a fair

degree of umformity if the treatment philosophy recelved uniform appllcation of the various treatment

cottage staff mer'hber is given considerable emphasis at Mapleridge. The Social Climate Scale

-

utilized in this study includes relationship dimensions which Moos purports to be conceptually

“analogous oRogers (1957) d1mensnonsofempathy warmthandgenumeness(1974 pp 169 170) The

~
author was articularly 1nteres‘ted in asses(sﬂ!ng each cottage looking for emphasrs given to this area

and dlfferences which may exist among cottages.

Five groups were mvolved in the evaluation of the socral chmate at Mapleridge, - They were the

re51dents cottage staff, treatment servrces group program specxahsts and practlcum students They

provided their perceptions of the actual- socxal climate and how they would prefer it to be ideally.

The residents. cottage s'taff and treatment services group evaluated the individual settings. The .



.r 3 .
program specialists, practicum students and the treatment services group provided their evaluations

of the four cottages considered as a composite-whole.

The first intent was to discover whether there were important differences among programs in . ' .

staff and resident ratings of the current social climate and what would constitute an ideal social
. climate._Thiswas considered important because program evaluation, which isunder constantreview_____ .

by treatment personnel, could examine the indiVidual or unit differences which may exist from a

. |

social environment perspective. Moos’ experience in both treatment and correctional institutions

.
-

" has led him to state:

There may be.large variations of presumably srmn]ar treatment programs .
even when they are using the “same” overall treatment strategy . . . previ-
ous work in this area has indicated that the individual program,vnot the
overall institution is the appropriate unit of analysis. Variations among
programs within one institution are often as large as variations among'
programs in different mstxtutlons (1975, p. 153). .

. The second intent was to ascertain what degree of consensus existed between residents and staff

\ ‘members'in their perception of both their present/social setting and what an ideal social setting"would
constitute. “The results from the Commumty -Oriented Programs Environment Scale normatrve _
sample 1ndlcated that itwas to be expected that staff members perceive their units conslderably more
positively than do residents in the same units. Moos further stated that “staff are considerably more
posmve abaut ideal programs thanare residents” (Moos, 1975, p. 66). He found such differences were
sub'stantlal and concluded’that there are fundamental differences in the way in Wthh resrdents and
staff vxew both real and ideal correctlonal mllleus (Moos 1975)

The thlrd purpose was to aecertam what degree of consensus exrsted among Treatment Servrces

‘.Group members in their perceptions of the real social milieu of each settlng and the real and ideal
social milieu of the four settings evaluated as awhole or homogeneous entlty The author postulates

thar large drfferences in perceptrons of the socral env1ronment among this group would have- o

.. 'impli ations m the areas of commumdatlon and settmg of expectatlons with respect to the treatment
2

v

The fourth intent was to explore what degree of concensus existed amorng residents, cottage
staff, treatment services group members, program specialists and practicum students ‘as to what

jonstitutes-both the current and -an ideal social environment at Mapleridge when the program is
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eonsidered as a homogenous setting. ; : ’ 4 o
o e .

‘ J i . b - Ll

“This mformatlon cbuld have 1mportant lmp’llcauons for the treatment program at Mapleridge as

t

% o

all groups of mdlvlduals are difectly and mdlreotly involved in formulalmg r and evaluating programs
» 1

and pohcres Significant dlscrepanmes in perceptlons of thé real and ideal social climate would have

“implications” for attaining the stlpulated"treatment Ob_]CCllVCS Moos has suggested thatthe use-of

Social Climate Scales could be utilized effeptively in‘promoting social change in the direction of

achieving treatment objectives. = - o

Signiﬁcance for the Field of Child Care

. 4
(%

It is postulated Ehat assessment of the social milieu, in Wthh emotionally and behavrourally

disturbed children resrde “;111 mcrease staff and resident awareness of programs as presently percelved
and how they might prefer them to be. Thevdimensions which are measured by the Social Climate
Scale could provide a standardized method of des'cribing a program and prov’tde d-converrient method -
for periodic re-esfaluatiOn. Thelscale used in this study eyaluates three basic dimertsions: ‘relationship,
_treatment program and system rnaintenance dimensions. In desngmng, 1mplementmg and eva]uatmg
he]pmg env1ronments for troub]ed.chlldren increased awareness of the social milieu from a three
dlmensmnal perspective could result in more standardized mefﬁods of vxeuvxng aud eva]uatmg the
social climate. /I\Zoos posits that “the information resulting from this type of assessment could be used
for botb short and iong-r‘ange staff and program developmer\t and for ongoing efforts to change z;nd
improve the program’s lisfing’ and working emtironment" (1975, p. 3?)). ’
'[)élimrtations | |

Maplendge is an open community- based resrdentlal centre As such the results of this’ study
have im;.criant xmplrcatlons for Map]erldge but may have restrrcted value Ato the general freld\ of
i_nstitutiona -are for disturbed children. - The children are representative of most childrenwvh‘o come
into care bu' s Mapleridge.is an open setting, without closed faci]ities,‘childrer_r who‘ require

" preventive exter.»! control are not generally referred.
Secondly, th= Advisory Board members and community school teachers were not included in
this study as they do not have direct contact with the residents within their living environment.

Thirdly, it was not a primary objective to explore the reasons for differences existing.in



" perceptions of social climate, ndr was ‘it intended to com are Mapleridge with the sample of
P p , 3 p 1Y g mp

institutions used to establish norms for the Community-Oriented Prbgﬁms Environment Scale.

N

The prlmary purpose of this study was to describe dlfferences in perceptjons of socjal climate

v

\

and to consider what implications these differences may have for community- based treatment %

i

LT

) drfferences in ratings of socral settings and among groups at Maplerldge

programs for drsturbed children. Theé use of Social"Climate™ Scales as-an-effective-and- practrcalm—

N bl

+

instrument in evaluatmg a treatment milieu is exammed relevant to exrstmg research I

‘

Limitation ' S

A limitation of the study warrants acknowledgement. <The-possib‘iity of-fesearcher bias

(Rosenthal, 1966) is a factor to be considered in view of the researchers professional mvolvement

With the institution which was exammed in the study ‘While a possrble hmltatron the same factor..

proved to be a major strength of the study whrch was reflected in the very high response rate from

" potential subjects.

Overview.of the Study

‘

While the purpose of the present mvestlgatlon has been brlefly mtroduced in this chapter the

remamder of the presentatron contams more detalled mformatron concerning Maplerrdge and the :
. g, .

. , -

: theoretrcal and research aspects of the study D .

- Chapter II consists of adescription of the Maplendge program mcludmg the resident populatlon

staffmg and physical envrronment
" Chapter III is a revrew of the relevant research hterature as it relates to the concept of milieu

therapy and the socral clrmate perspectlve asan evaluanve and. facilitator of socral change techmque

The particular methodology and design utilized for the collection of data is,-_presented in
Chapter Iv: - ' _ o S

Chapter V contams a presentatron of the fmdmgs and conclusrons of the study. It reportsf‘

W N

Chapter VI consists of a discussion of the fmdmgs conclusmns drawn, implications’ for Maplendge

and potential for further research. \)

..

’

’



CHAPTERII
THE MAPLERIDGE PROGRAM

Overview

Mapleridge is a 40 bed residential treatment centre for emotionally and behaviourally disturbed

¢

children.10is a community-based Toper settifig Tocated omarspacious campusin Edmontor; Alberta;
Canada. ‘Mapleridge is owned and operated by the Sisters of Our Lady of Charity whoee work.with
children in need of care dates back to 1912. Originally conceived asan industrial training school for
girls of all demOninations, both the facilities‘and nature of the program evolved during the ensuing
fifty-two yearé' to the year 1964 when the residential Lreatment centre known as Mapleridge was
established. The first lay staff was employed at this time. In 1980, the first.boys were adm"itted to
Maplerldge and the age requlrements were expanded to include children from 6 to 16 years of age.

“There are four cottages, each designed to accommodate up to 10 children who are grouped

according to age and individual requirements. - As the treatment philosophy focuses on normalization

in all aspects :of the child’s development, the children are enrolled in community school programs
whlch are best suited to thelr individual needs. Focal aspects of the program include meeting the
child’s physical, educational spiritual, emotional and social needs utill;ing' tlie concept of nlilieu
' therapy The pr1nc1ples of normallzauon and re-integration mto the- community are reflected bothin

1nd|v1dual and group programmmg and the physncal environment.

-

Physical Envrronment :

‘The cottages in which the childre“'n reside are of eonlemporary, split-level .design. They are
spaciougly set on,a large; well treed and landscaped campus and are harmoniou,s with the community

g i

' envi’ronmenlt:'.i'." Each is a Self—contained‘ living unijt fealuring a carpeted livingroom with fireplace
large dlnlng rOom and fully equ1pped k’ltchen entrance area and smmg foom on the main floor. The
lower level mcludes alarge rumpus room bathroom laundry room, food storage and furnace rooms.
Th’e upper level-has six bedrooms: three single bedrooms, two doubles and one triple. There are
two 1/'2 lJath_room's, a staff office and ‘two storage‘ areas. The cottageé are designed tovpr’ovide a

home-like atmosphere and the residents are encouraged to add personal touches to their bedrooms in

the form of :posters, stuffed animals or belongings of personal significance. Each cottage has two

) -

’



equipped patios for seasonal use.

_In addition to the four cottages, the Mapleridge Centre ébntains an administration builaing with
a reception area, administréii\.fe, medical and counseling staff offices and meeting rooms. Also
located in the administration building is a large gymnasium and indoor swimming pool with a sun
p‘a‘ti6‘f6r‘s‘ix“r’i1‘mé'r“use._The‘overail;a'rchit’ecture’blendsin,to-thecommun_ity'with-theAadministration—————~
building often being mistaken for a school. The abundance of trees, wélvl manicured lawns, and
spaciousness lends a park-like environment to the actual li?ing area of the residents.
Program Dimensions ‘ : . ‘ g

Education : .

The pursuit of educational goals is a primary treatment concept for the residents at Mapleridge.

[t

Provision of éppropriate programming is assessed and determined in collaboration with school
pers_onnel. The childrén atte‘nd‘ ¢ither publ‘icvor separate comml;nityl schools according to their
needs and abilities. In addition, Mapleridge contracts a small adaptationA c_lassroom, through the.
Edmonton Separate.School Board, for those children who require a small s;:fialized program prior
to re-enfry into larger community school classrooms. : At the'-_tirrie of the study,.'""4 resihen;s wére
enrolled in‘thiys program. The reméihing_ residents attended 24 different schools and many wére
transported in Mapleridgé}?éhicles by staff. The children who are more responsible and stabilized
with ‘respe‘ct to school attendance use ‘public transportation fa;:ilitie's.' :

Religious Practices | | | :
Iy Chr_istian practices are fostered within the grbup li;fing programs with the residents attehding
the church of their réligious affiliation. Residents of the iloman Catholic faith generally attend Mass
at the campus chapel. - _ g : : |
‘ » Recreation'“‘ |

Recreation programming is an integral conceplt from both individual and group treatment
objectives. It is a focus within group living guidelir{es and is aungnted By specifically designed
programs providéa by the tl;erapeutic recreational co-ordinator. Residents participate in such -

activities as Brownies, Cubs, Boy Scouts, hockey, soccer, baseball and swimming lessons.. Many of

the adolescents pursue areas of personal strength and interest such as music lessons, modelling



" on medication.
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" classes, gymnastics and ceramic classes. Social and physical recreational opportunities are provided

from both individual and group perspectives. . ;

The Residents

All referrals to Mapleridge ‘are ‘made by the Alberta Department of Social Services and

'_‘Community‘He'zilth.—Child ‘Welfar’e‘jBran’ch’:"*A‘ct‘t‘fai‘na'més‘zfre‘snb"m'it't‘éd‘,throﬂgh”tﬁé"Ré‘gionél_

Institutional Placements Committees.
The residents at Mapleridge comprise a group of children aged 7 to 16 years. The children have

all experienced difficulty in critical areas of their lives such as relate to their families, school and the

"~ community within which they live. The children have such histories as school failure and truancy,

running away from home, poor interpersonal skills and attendant low self-esteem. ‘Some children are

perceived as a danger to themselves and others in that they have been involved in shoplifting,

physically aggressive behaviours and chemical abuse. As Mapleridge is an open setting, children

~ who pose a serious threat to themselves or others would more likely be referred to an institution with

provision for external control in the form of closed facilities. The children are generally of low to

high average i'nte'lligenc_e‘and generally do not require highly specialized medical or psychiatric care

for more severe physical oremotional illnesses. Many have been diagnosed as hyperkinetic and are

q
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" All the residents have been desrgnated as wards of the Provmcral government except in a very
few cases where the parents voluntarrly have agreed to grant temporary custody to the government
which is calledeustody by Agreement. In this instance, acknowledgement is made by the parents or
guérdians of their inability to actively nsSume a parenting role vfor the child. ‘There are three types of

wardship status. “A child may be a temporary ward under the Chilq Welfare Act of Alberta., the

. Juvenile Delinquerits Act(a federal statute) vor‘s(he) may be ‘a permanent yvnrd.

~ 'Families: Background Characteristics

The majority of reeidents_come from dristreissed and often dysfun_ctional family.backgrounds.

" Often the child’s parents are divorced, separated or are experiencing marital discord. It is not

infrequent that the ’child who is placed in care has been identified as “bad” and held responsible for a

multitude of family problems. Some parents lack the parenting skills and are unable or unwilling to
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cope with the child’s problem behaviours. Some families have very negative attitudes towards the
schools, the police and the helping professions. They have communicated their attitudes to the child
who continues to act irresponsibly in the community or the school. Some children have experienced

several father (or mother) figures in changing marital relationships and a few have grown upin a host

\

. more siblings in residence at the same time. In 1982 there were five srblmg groupsin resrdence. The

.

placement ot siblinggroups in one treatment facility has been promoted by Mapleridge to facilitate
healthy restructuring of the family, with a reduced number of agency and professional invoivement.
while fostermg the sibling relauonshlps in a common social mrheu "

While some families are resistant to family therapy, all (whose children will be returnmg to their
care) are encouraged to become involved in their child’s t_reatment program at Mapleridge. ,
Staffing |

Each of the 4 cottages has a program co-ordinator, one houseparent.and 6 youth workers

Y . ’ ;

(generally 3female and 3male).” The'll p.m.to7 a.m: night shift is staffed by one adult with a total of _
6 ni'ght staff employed ona part time basis for the four cottages. The night staff are not 'included’in :
thiAs study ds they perform a primarily security function and have limited exposure to the residents.

The program co-ordinator is responsible for providing leadership, dlrectron and supervrsron to

all cottage staff. S(he) is respon51ble for mdrvrdual and group planning for the cottage resxdents in

, accordance with treatment ob]ectlves The program co-ordinator- is responsrble for the entire

m\amtenance of the operatron of the cottage mcludmg management of unit funds.

The houseparent serves in a parental supportrve role to the resrdents while carrying out
responsrbrhtres whlch ificlude menu planmng, food preparatior, clothmg purchases with the resrdents
‘and malntammg a warm, attractive home The youth workers must be conversant with the individual |
treatment programs of each child. In addition to serving as healthy adult role modelsin carrying out
cta'ilyb 'activ.ities, the youth worker must demonstrate competencies in.behaviour manag'ement and
retationship ‘skill’s with the residents. The youth worker is assigned the responsibrli'ty of being‘v

relationship staff for up to 2 residents in their setting. The substantive relationship role is emphasized

as being instrumental in achieving the treatment objectives for each resident and as such receives

)
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considerable emphasis at M\apleridge: “Itis _stand‘ing \policy that development of substantive relationships
are a vital part of our trear‘\men't program. Itis man\d\ah)ry that this not be broughtto the residents_‘.'
attention through such terms-as key worker or relationship staff .. .™ (Mapleridge Care Manual, p'.

8). Theyouth worker may be assigned “career opportunity” additional roles, such as cottage school

~—————representative;recreation-representative, or-supervising students doing a field placement at Mapleridge
" There are four caseworkers each of whom serves as the primary caseworker to one cottage
although carrying out the v responsibilities with a smaller number of residents in one other cottage.

The caseworker serves as the child’s personal advocate to ensure that the rlghts of the child are
¥

: respected S(he conducts mdmdual group and famlly therapy sessrons with residents for whom
s(he) serves as primary therapist. As primary caseworker with one cottage, the caseworker is closely
involved‘with all cottage staff with particular focus on liaison with the program co-ordinator and
relationship staff. S(he) is‘ responsible for liaison vvith the school liai,son co-ordinator, Mapleridge

"'nurse, consultant psychiatrist and psychologist as warranted by the child's individual nee.ds. ~The.
prirnary caseworker and cottage program co-ordinatbr hold weekly group therapy sessions with the

" cottage 'residents. ‘ D . ; ' ' .

Mapleridge had recently introduced the sub-group‘ concept within each cottage: The large
group is structured into 2.sub-groups of 5 each with three yo"uth workers specifically designated to
‘work with each group accordmg to their schedule One youth worker generally serves as shift leader
wrth each of the other two focusing on thelr small group The group therapy sessions augment this.
concept by being held i in_ accordance with the sub-group structure.

Inall there are 24 youth workers. 4 houseparents and 4 program co-ordinators who have dlrect

involvement in the cottages as related to the basic and remedlal care of the residents. Although the

' program co-ordinators also serve as semor admmlstratlve pensonnel they were mcluded as cottage
\; .
staffing in the'study as their direct involvement in.their own setting is consistent and extensive. ' o

Adjunctive Staffing _— : . . - . .
g Treatment Services Group
. - ) 3 \ A ) N . 5 ’ . .
The administrative and clinical concerns are reviewed weekly by the treatment services group -

“members who number 14 and include the following: Director of Treatment Services (chairperson),
N . . . g . . .

W
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the Assistant to the Director of Treatment Services, the Staff Training and Development.Co-

a

ordinator, 4 Caseworkers, 4 Program Co-ordinators, School Liaison Co-ordinator, Therapeutic

Recreation Co-ordinator and Mapleridge Nurse. Program evaluation and proposcd changes are

* x

reviewed by .this group with each member responsible to the Director for exercising his (her)‘“

individual‘reSponsibilities.—nAll-treatmeanerxice's.gro}ﬂmembers_are directly involved with the

residents in their living environment as an integral part of exercising their professional responsibilities.

o
\

. Program Specialists *

Although not directly involved with the residents within their social milieu, several professionals

. \ 3

are actively involved in the children’s treatment programs.

Mapleridge has two external consultants who are non-salaried professional personnel who
provide their services on a contractual basis. These include a psychologist and psychiatrist who are

‘involved prrmarlly in consultation with respect to treatment programmlng and casework as appropri-

ate to the individual child. “At times they provide inservice training semmars to Chlld care staff on

such toprcs as psychological assessments and chemotherapy in modern medicine.

— Maplerldge employs a part time registered nurse who sees the resrdents on a regular basis

o

according to ~thelr individual needs. A family physician sees the children at the centre, or in the

-

-

offtce and makes referrals to medical specialists when warranted

An educatronal consultant and an educatxonal support worker are mvolved in a direct and
P

-

' mdtrect manner with. re51dents in the classroom and within thelr socral mrheu

Wte

Practlcum Students

" Over'the years there have usually been three to six college students in attendance durmg any
one term. They are expected to fulfill their field placement responsibilities in accordance with th'err
program ob]ectrves and Maplerldge policies. They are supervxsed by the staff training and development
co-ordinator and a cottage youth worker who is responsible for direction, organization and evaluation
of the students in fulfilling their placement responsrblhttes.

Advisory Board

The advisory board was re-established in 1978 in an a"étive.capacity. Itis composed of eleven

T %y

’
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'members of the community (a‘.lawyer. psychiatrist, psychologist, pharmacist, separate school board -

trustee, accountant, free lance journalist, three business men and a United Church minister), as well
0 : :

-as the members okhe Sisters Council and the Executive Director of Catholic Social Services.. The

Management Committee members are ex-officio members of the Board, unless otherwise appointed.

__.____;_’I:heir,_function‘js_to‘pr_oyide_c,o,uns,el‘and_ad,\_{icAe_,tp  the Sisters Council consistent with the changing
“needs of the community and with business practices which are both progressive and indigenous to the

.operation of Mapleridge as'a social service agency. The members were not included in the study as

they are not involved with the residents within their living environment.
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" CHAPTER III
RELATED LITERATURE AND RESEARCH

Historical Review Related to Milieu Therapy

Although the concept of milieu therapy is not new as a psychotherapeutic technique, defining

_what,Acons,titutes_a_ther_apeutic_milie,uahas,been‘difficult,,,_EolskyA(1962)_positscthat_onc_.of,the_most

significant developments among agencies devoted to the treatment of personality and behavioural

" disorders has been the increasing emphasis on what is generally referred to as “milieu‘;therapy". He

.cfontinues by writing that “unfortunately for clear communication, as well as for experimental
operations and sound evaluations, milieu therapy means many things to mz: people” (Polsky, 1962,
p- 5).

“Milieu'"is defined as “a medium environment, ‘surroundings' " (Oxford English Dictionary

1970,6,p.437). The objective of manv contemporary treatment programs for disturbed childrenis to »

burld what Bloom (1964) has called “powerful environments.”
The major point to be made about such environments is their pervasiveness, .
‘that is, the individual is completely engulfed in a situation which presses
- him from every angle toward a partlcular type of development or outcome

(p 212).
: The power of the environment is noted in the defimtion of milieu therapy as “the modiflcatlon

of the env1ronmental part of the patient- envrronment process with a view to facrlitatmg more

'satisfactory patterns of mteraction” (RlOCh and Stanton, 1951).

Nineteenth century programs for disturbed children stressed moral conversion, but there was,

even thenv, 'a recognition of the total living enyironment as a potent fo--e in changing children’s -

" attitudes and behaviours.(cited from Whittaker 1979). In the"1920’s, August Aichhom deyeloped the

concept of the planned use of the miheu as a therapeutic tool. (Aichhom 1935) Trieschman

Whittaker and Brendtro pos1t that 1t has been smce then that chlldren s institutions have been able to

~

' claim that they provrdea therapeutic milreu for children (Tneschman et al, 1969, p. 3). A more

“precise understanding of what a therapeutic milieu—or helping’environment— actually means may,

result from confluence of ecological theory and child treatment theory” (Whittaker 1979 p-3). “A

therapeutic mllleu isa. spec1ally desrgned envrronment in which the events of daily living are- used as

formats for teachmg competence in basrc life skills The llvmg environment becomes both a means

13
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. and a context ‘for growth and change, informed by a culture that stresses learning through living“
(Whittaker, 1979, p. 36). N |

The influence, of the people who cornpose the environment is noted'in a.paper oresented by

Jerome Goldsmith to the New York Academy of Science in 1962. He stated:

When we_,t,alkAabout milieu we are really discussing the ‘psychological

geography’ of the environment, a most intangible element that is difficult

T to achieve, difficult to describe, and yet—so much of our real substance —
the only phrase that describes effectively what we mean by milieu .. .. In

essence, the milieu is the sum of all the people who work with the Chlld

_and constitutes the psychological atmosphere in which the child lives,

reacts, learns and develops (p. 94). ' ‘

. The significance of the interpersonal dimension is emphasized' by Phelan (1962): . “The the.rapeinic
.milieu, therefore, is the totality of interper§onal relation_ships among all children and all staff withig
the physical setting” (p. 160). |

The group that \yas to have the most profound and lasting influen‘ce on the development of
h milieu treatment included a large numvber of refngees from Naii persecution ' who came to the United
States from Germany and Austria in the late 1930's and early 1940’ ’l’hey were strongly'influenced

\

by psychoanalysrs and by the power of group association. Their collectq/e contribution literally was™

- Te

| the liter:;ture on milleu treatment for children from the 1940’s through the 1960‘ (Whittaker 1979). .

Of this group, two mdivrduals——Bruno Bettelheim and Fritz Redl—stand preeminent. Their work S

" spans the contmuum of childhood disturbance from the solrpsrstic retreat of the autistic child
(Bettelheim) to the acting out of the pre adolescent delmquent (Redl) L ‘ o
From 1944 to 1973 Bettelheim was director of the Universny of éhicago s Soma Shankman .
Or_thogenic School for emotionally disturbed children. The most'concis_e statement of what Bettelheim -
' and Sylv_ester (1948, 1949) conceivea therapeutic.milieui to be 'ap'pea'rs as- follows:

" In‘a thergpeutic milieu .- . the child’s development towards increasing
- mastery must be facilitated. - Training in skills and achievements, special- .

ized programs and-activities, are of peripheral importance only. They
are therapeutically justified solely if they originate from the central issue
“of the therapeutic milieu.- A therapeutic milieu is characterized by its
“—inner cohesiveness which alone permits the child to develop a consistent
' <frame of reference. This cohesiveness is experienced by the child as he
becomes part of a well defined hierarchy of meaningful interpersonal
relationships. Emphasis on spontaneity and flexibility—not to be misconstrued
“as license or chaos—makes questions of schedule or routine subservient

~ to the relevance of highly individualized -and spontaneous mterpersonal o
relationships.- Such conditions permit the emergence and development
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of psychological instances, the internalization of controls, and the eventual
integration of the child’s personality. It may be assumed that these
milieu factors, which determine the child's rehabilitation in the therapeutic
milieu, have validity for the institutional care of children in general (1948,
p. 192).

The attempts to describe what elements comprise a therapeutic milieu for children have been found

lacking, at least by Fritz Redl ('1966). When discussing the impact of the‘physical arrangements, the

routines, the “atmosphere” that pervades a place where children live, Redl discusses the importance '
of “A House that smiles Props which invite and Space which allows” (1952, p. '42) Ina paper entitled

The Concept of a “Therapeutic Milieu ,which was presented at the Annual Meetmg of the American

Orthopsychiatric Assomation in 1966, Redl concluded

How does some of that “environment™ you talk about come into being,
after all% Couldn’t we severse the story just as well and ask: “what do
your child patients do to their. milieus?"—not only: “What does the

“milieu do to them?” .. .1, for one, would want to exi:lalm loudly what 1
didn’t dare whisper at the start of my paper, as [ would have scared you off
too soon. I would like to find out not only what milieu is and_how it

. operates but also how we can describe it, how we influence it, and by what

actions of all involved it is, in turn, created or molded. At the moment]
am convinced of only one thing for sure—we all have quite a way to go to
achieve either of those tasks (cited from Weber and Haberlein, 1972 pp
147-148). ‘

Wh1ttaker (1979) views Redls work as having contributed s1gn1ficantly to' the theoretical

) development of milieu treatment in two 1mportant ways His wps the” first and most sophlsticated

v attempt to provide a taxonomy of aggressive behaviour in children. Secondly, thls model stood

nearly alone for many years as a testimony to the belief that success in milieu treatment is directly

rrelated to the ability. of programs to mcorporate child care workers as the primary agents of therapy:

“Redl built a model of treatment around them" (Whittaker 1979 p- 51) This concept is elaborated

upon by Trieschman Whittaker and Brendtro (1969 ina text of 235 pages which along w1th the work

-of Redi and Wmeman (1951, 1952) have become the basrc references for many chrld care mstitutions o
" andtraining programs. - The therapeutic milieu is concerv_ed of as a“living and learning” envtronment

where the events of group living—"the‘r'ules ‘routines activities, and behavioural interchanges—

become formats for managmg disruptive troublesome, and maladaptive behavrour as well as for .
teachmg prosocral alternatives (Trieschman Whittaker and Brendtro 1969)

What Trieschman et al do not provide isany clearly ar_t_lculated procedures for eva_luation of the’ i
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total program. ';The evaluati;/e component is criti:cal to any approach iovmilieu treatment today, not
only becaubse it is the only wap in which we will_ ultimately arriv,e at a theory of changing children’s
‘behaviour but also because itmay be necessary for the very survjval of the program” (Whittaker, 1979,

p. 82). Recent focus upon evaluating the social environments of treatment facilities has been

fostered by the work of Rrudolph Moos through the use of his Social-Climate Scales designed to

i

_ measure the social-environment of a varrety of institutional semngs (Moos 1974a, 1974b and l974c)

Presented in a three dimensional method which “describe's .the-social climate of a child care milieu,

P
-

uses a common termmology and approach and Wthh can be usedin systemanc program descrrptlons,

comparlsons and evaluations” (Moos, 1974b p. 16).
The Social Chma(e Perspective

“'(’he measurement of sOc_i\al climate'is one of the principal' means of characterizing human N '
‘environments” (Moos, 1975, p 3). Dr. Rudolph H. Moos and his colleagues in rhe Social :Ec’olo'gy

Laboratory of Stanford University have endeavoured to develop measures of social environments by

. asking people individually abont‘the usual patterns of behaviour in their environments. “The basic.
< -logic of this approach is that'the'consensus of.individuals characterizing their environment constitutes
a measure of the env1ronment or socnal clrmate" (Moos 1974d , p- 4)

“The socral cllmate perspecnve assumes that envrronments have umque personalmes just like

? <

people” (Moos 1975 p 4), Moos goes-on to state:

. Methods have been developed to descnbe aspectsof a person 's personalrty,

‘e.g., the Rorschach, the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory,

the Strong Vocational Interest Blank. These methods assess personality

traits or needs and provide some 1nformatlon about the characteristic

~ ways in which people .behave. Social environments can be similarly.
portrayed with a great deal of accuracy-and detail. Some people are

more supportive than others; likewise, some social. environments are

_ " more supportive than others. Some people feel a strong need to control
C = others; similarly some social envrronments are extremely rlgrd autocratic

. and controlling (p 4).
It_is on this 'ass_umption that the development of the nine Social Climate Scales to assess the:

socialenvironirnents of selected institutions, in the three major categories of environments (treatment,

total institutions and educational environments), has been based.

s L . . 0

R

Theor’éﬁcal Origins of Environmental Press

‘,T'he construction and use of social climate scales for the purpose of_systematiéall\y assessing .
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differences among social environments has mushroomed over the past twenty years. Conceptually
. these instruments stem from Murray's {1938) need-press theory in which behaviour is viéwed as a joint
function of individual needs and environmental forces gratifying or frustrating those needs.

Murray selected the term press'to designate a directional tendency in an object or situation

which facilitates or impedes. the efforts of an individual to attain a particular goal. He concluded

1

that:

One can profitably analyze an environment, a social group or an institution

‘from the point of view of what press it applies or offers to the individuals

. thatlive within or belongtoit . . . furthermore human beings in general or

“in partlcular can be studied from the standpoint of what beneficial press

are available to them and what harmful press they customarily encounter
(Murray, 1938 p. 120)

l-le.differentlated between two types of environmental pr'ess:' Alpha press (which is the press
that actually exists, as far as scrent1f1c mqutry can determme) and beta press (the mdrvrdual’s own

mterpretatton of the phenomena that he perce1ves)
Stem Stein and Bloom (1956) expanded Murrays contrlbutrons AT hey demonStrated that

behavrour could be predrcted much better when the settmg in whlch the behav1our occurred was

clearly defined to include the social demands of the situation. They portray. beta pressir in two forms.

.

"Private beta press”.refers fo “highly selective percepts of the environment which are a function of
the 1dxosyncrat1c propertles of the mdrvrdual ? and “Common beta press representmg the perceptlons
' and meanings which are shared by a glven group of individuals™ (Stern et al, 1956, p. 37) )
| “Stern (1970) 1dent1f1ed two factorrally derlved dxmensrons as characterlzmg envrronments He .
: called the frrst class of press (Murray 1938) anabolrc by Wl’llCl‘l he meant s1tuattbonalelements whrch -
“are po-tenttally conducrve to growth and self-enhancement He labeled the second catabolrc whlch
referred to the characterlstxcs desrgned to mamtam order and stablhty in the envrronment and whrch
'Stern saw as antlthetrcal to personal growth” (Kohn Jeger and Koretsky, 1979 p- 482) )
Common, or consensual beta press is the env1ronmental press whrch the Social Climate Scales »
seelt to measure. A set of press approprlate for descrxbmg tréatment envrronments was selected from -
'.Murray ’s (1938) and_Stem s (1970) cat_egoncs. Moo_s defines envrronmental press as ' the charactenstlc v

. demands or featufesof the e‘nvironment asseen by those who live in that environment" (Moos, 1_975. p.



o

o
Personality Characteristics and Environmental Press

Personality theory, and research has been largely concerned ‘with person variables or traits.
Social learnmg theory suggests that behaviour can be explamed in terms of reciprocal interaction

between personal and envxronmental determinants. People are influenced by environmental forces

. but they also choose how to behave. Moos posits that * ‘behaviour is some interactive function of

N

individual needs and environmental press” (Moos and Hoots, 1968).

¢ , ' - . : o
The-issue of ‘whether the person or situation accounts for the major source of behavioural
wvariance has aroused considerable controversy. The issue has been labeled a “pseudo question” by

Hunt (1965). He states that “behavioural variance is due primarily to neither persons nor situations . . . it

is neither the individual differences among subjects per se nor the variations among situations per se

)
[

that produce the‘vvari'ations in behaviour. It is, rather.,b the interactions among these. which are
B irnportaml” (Hunt, 1965, pp. 82, 183)'.': Endl'er »and Hunt_ (1966) found that persons,_ settings and
_person-setting interactions each contribute significantly to.behavioural variance in both anniety and
vhostility. They conevl‘ude that “the fact that such a-sub}stantiva'l portion offthe. totaf variance comes
from tnteractions confirm the suggestion that personaljty description,might be~improved by emphasizing
' \’:vhat.kvtnd‘s pf responses individuals make, with what kind of intensity in.yari‘ous k‘inds 'of_sttuations".
(1966, p. 336) (Moos, 1975, p. 9). - |
Moos conctddes “that both social settings and per'son-by-setting interactions consist“ently account
for s,ubstan-ti’all";»)ortions of the 'variance ln a wide range of individual behaviours” (19'7.5, p-9).
.Describi'ng Human .Environments - DA | | |
The development of a general organlzanonal taxonomy to descrlbe a w1de range of human. .
env1ronments was addressed by Sells (1966) He suggested eight major categorles of descrlptlon"
Objectives and goals, phllosophy and value systems, personal composmon orgamzatronal structure
' technology physrcal envxronment socral cultural env1ronment and temporal charactenstrcs (c1ted.

€
,from Moos and Hoots, 1967 p 604)
Moos posxts that' there are six maJor ways in whlch human envrronments have been related to * -
human functio_ning (Moos, 1973). He suggests that there is a need to clarrfy program descriptionsina_

- systematic fashion which 'would inciude information based upon:
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1. Ecological variables which are those related to the architectural and physical design of the

facility.
2. Some of the Hehaviour settings that frequently occur in a program such as counselling

-, sessions and community interaction.

3. . Dimensions related to organizational structure: For example, number of residents and

el

20).

staff, and resident-staff ratio. y —

4 . . . N

4. Dimensions id‘entifying the collective characteristics of the people in the setting. Moos

points out that this informati_on is always more complete ‘for residents than for staff (lVloos,
1975, p. 25~6). |

5. A functional or reinforcement analysis (the“kindsof behaviours and att_itudes that te'nd.to
-be reinforced) of the program is desirable. | - . |

6. Dimensions related to the psychosocial characteristics and social climates of the environments.

Moos and his colleag‘ues'rely most heavily on psychosocial characteristics and organizational

t

climate in defmmg environments. Moos states that, “accurate well-presented information about a

program represents one 1mportant step 1 in enhancmg the adequacy of referral decrsrons in raising

' resndent and staff morale, and p0551bly in decreasing absconding and rec1d1vism rates” (Moos, 1975, p-

259)
Dimensmns of Social Environments

The deveIOpment of the Social Clithate Scales for the nine different types of social milieu has

resulted | in common categories of dimen51ons underlymg a variety of groups and mstituttons Moos

.

posrts ‘that these d1menstons are useful in characterizmg somal and organlzational climates (1975 p-.

/)
. e I

There are three broad categories: o

E L Relationship dimens_ions which are designe'd to identify the nature_ and'intensitj{'of personal .

relationships in an environment. Inv'the‘ Community-Oriented Programs Enviroi_iment'Scale
they mclude Involvement Support and Spontaneity

2 Personal Development (Treatment) dimensmns which asgess the basrc directions along

which personal growth and self—enhancement tend to occur in an environment.v In the
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Community-Oriented Programs Environment Scale, Autonomy; Practical Orientation, Personal
T . .

Problem Orientation and Anger and Aggression are the dimensions assessed.

3. System Maintenance and System C‘hange dimensions deal with the extent to which an

enviconment is clear in its expectations; orderly, maintains control and is responsive to change.

In the Community-Oriented Programs Environment Scale the)b_include Program Clarity,

Order and Organization and Staff'C‘ontrol. J

‘Moos claims that the evidence indicates that social environments may be conveniently categorized

- . . X3 .
along the three common sets of dimensions. He posits that there is insufficient evidence to warrant

collapsing the subscales'in order-to work with a smaller number 0. iuinsions although there are’
studies which question the validity of Moos’ “rationally derived conceptual .tion” (Kohn, Jeger and

‘ Koretsky, 1979, p. 494).

There has been some concern that more global dimensions may exist. Factor analytlc tech-

Ut niques have been employed and the results of three studles although 1nconclusrve merit consideration.

Wilkinson, (1973a) 1dent1f|ed one underlying factor which he labelled a “Value Factor” because of its

‘representation of an evaluative item dimension. " This factor was found to correlate higher with each
o v : '

subscale than did the subscales themselves. Wilkinson concluded that the Social Climate(Scales may
be measuring value more than social climate judgements..” Alden (1978a) employed‘fa, factor analytic

technique with the Ward Atmosphere Scale and found one glohal dimension underlying subjects

[

ratings on eight of the ten subscales which is supportive of Wilkinson's findings; Alden concludes:
)

“It may be that the WAS functions largely as-an attitudinal measure, tapping how positively the
. . . - - . o

subjeet feels about the ward" (p. 178l. ‘Kohn, et al (1979) propose a two factor model of assessing

social'envi.'ronments. The flI‘St dlmensxon relates to opportumues for personal developm t and

,satlsfactlon as well as. env1ronmental supports to achleve these satlsfactlons (comparabje to Stern's -

(1970) anabolic dimension). The second drmen510n deals w1th norms, rules and procedures to gurde _

¢
social interaction and ensure Orderly group functioning (unlike Stern’s catabolic dimension, Kohn

. does not see this dimension as growth inhibiting). The results;of the study by Kohn et al found two‘t '

und‘erlying factors: Factor I Support-Involv‘ement versus disirlterest; Factor II: Order-Organization

\
I

l

versus disorder-disorganization. : e

.0
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1] . "L
The results of these studies appear inconclusive but merit consideration, given the present state

of the art, when investigating from a social ciimate perspective.

S
N

Defining the Treatment Milieu

L3

Moos poses the question: “Can the diversity of community programs be adeﬁa_tely character-

- 1zed by a small number of basic types"" (1975 p. 245) He has attempted to identify and descr,ib'e

major types of hospital, correctional and commumty -based programs usmg data obtained from the
Ward Atmosphere Scale, the Correctional Instltutions Envn'onment Scale and the Community-
Oriented Programs Envrronment Scale. He obtained data on the Community-Oriented Programs
' Environment Scale from members of 58 American and 20 I?;ritish Programs (Moos. 1975, Chapter 10).
The lt).r‘nembers'Community-Oriented Programs Environment Scale standard scorés for each oi the
78 programs were subjected to cluster-analysis." “Six types of community programs, which closely
resembled the types identified in institutional correctional and‘ hospital-based ps'ychiatric'programs,
 were found” (Moos 1975, p. 246). |
‘ The six ma]or types of programs and.their dimensions are:
1. Therapeutic Community Program These programs show elevatlon onall three Relation-
_ship and all four Treatment Program dlmenSions |
2. Re]ationship Oriented Programs: These programs reveal above average emphasis on all
Relationship dimensions, Order and Organization and Clanty hut do not emphasize Treat-_

-

ment Program dimensions.
’ ‘.'”;‘ . ' . v T

3.7 The Action-Oriented Program: These programs emphasize autonomy and independence

.'and,'to a lesser degree, Staff Control.

4. The Insight—Oriented Program: ,These programs emphasiie the open expression of
problems and feelmgs and the open expression of anger

5. The Control Oriented Program: These programs emphasrze Orgamzauon and Staff
Control with very httle emphasrs on Relationshlp or Treatment drmensmns S
6. The Disturbed Behavrour Program These programs emphasrze Anger and Aggressron .

and Staff Control

Moos concludes that “the three cluster analyses (i.e., one for correctional programs, one for
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hospital-based psychiatric programs and one for community-based programs) show strikingly similar
results. The three panalyses have identified six similar program types” (1975, p. 250). ' “The exact
clusters of programs derived from an analysis of this sort are to some extent arbitrary . . . however they

make excellent conceptual and empirical sense™ (p. 116).

Social Milieu and Treatment'Outcomes

The development of.measures of 'sociai climate has permit'ted researchers to attempt to relate‘
characterrstrcs of treatment programs to treatment outcomes in addluon to descrlbmg treatment
‘ milieus for the purpose’of evaluatlon feedback and plannmg sequence, as a facilitator of socral
change (Moos. 1975).

Alden (1978b) investigated the relationship between treatment environment and patient behav- ‘
iour change. Both patient’perceptions of the ward environment and the observational erivironmerital
measures displayed significant relatioriships with -behaviour change. Patie.nt perceptions of staff
. Co_ritrol and staff acceptaiice'of anger were found to‘bve important"environmental dimensions' for

patie'nt'improvement. Wards characterized by more patient-sta_ff interaction displayed more pat_iem
improvement. Further'results indicated that patients ori wards marked by high staff contro_l became . - -
. less communicatiye arid more seclusive overvtimeN. Patients ori wards noted high ori accepta'nce of.
ang‘ertended to require less care and became sigriificantly more communicative dim‘ng the course of
the study; Alden found that “wards having mor,e staff-patierit interaction'gwere perceived_as signific-
antly more supportive, spontaneous, having- greater program clarity, and having a greater emphasis
- on personal problems than wards w1thout staff-pa’tient mteraction" (p. 331) '

A .

| ‘Ina study desrgned to examine the effectiveness of a therapeutic commumty in- pauent ward
Lehman and Ritzler (1975) used the Real -and Ideal forms of the Commimity-Qriented Programs
_ Enyironment Scaleto examine the social _ci_imate_of two wards‘:v a psychatric war_d wi_th a therapeutic’
community approach to treatmerit and a m'edi'cally-orierited treatme‘nt ward_. They found greater .
member satisfaction on the commuiiity-orie‘nted psychiatric ward than on the medical ‘ward, The
commumty -oriented in- pauent ward perceived more mvolvement autonomy, emphasis on practical

orientation and a greater expressron of anger than was perceived by members of the medical model

ward. In contrast, the member* of the medical unit perceived more 'order and orgamzauon in their -
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ward atmosphere. The researchers suggest that this finding is consistent with the rationale behind a

“therapeutic milieu” orientation. A second finding was that there was no significant difference
between patients and staff members perceptions of ward atmosphere which is not consistent with
previous findings (Moos, 1973, 1974. 1975). A third finding was-that neurotics treated on the

community-oriented ward were re-admitted twice as-frequently as neurotics on the medical ward.

V]

A study in which social climate presented as a dependent variable was conducted by Wilkinson

and Reppucci (1973b). The'y assessed the difference in social climate between two token economy
. r . L . - 0 - .

bcottages.and two benevolent custody (non-token) cottages in the same juvenile correctional facility.

Both groups uséd rewards and punishments for influencing the re_sidents’ behaviour. The token

economy groups applied these contingentlv acco'r'ding. to a token (points) accounting system. ‘.The»

- benevolent custody group applied them as staff deemed appropriate in individual judgements. The

results show that the token economy cottages were srgmfxcantly more positive on measured dimen-.

sions of socxal clrmate than the benevolent custody cottages lnformal ev1dence obtained from -

» residents in the token economy group showed that they preferred thaclear'definition of goals, means

for achievement and terms of release. This was substantiated on the clarity (p 001 for staff and -

residents) and order (p«01 for staff and re'sivdents) subscales.

Ellsworth Maroney, Klett, Gordon and Gunn (1971) examined the mrlleu characterlstncs of

psychiatric treatment programs based on efftcrent (hlgh turnover) and effectlve {low return rate) .

criteria. .They _found that the most efflctentand hrghest release rate units vwere those that tended not

to promote patient autonomy. These units were viewed quite negatively by nursing staff and they =

suggest that efficient units t'end to focus on admitting and discharging patients rather than involving

patients or nursing staff in responsible roles. The most effective units, as measured by community

‘ _tenure rates, involved the patients in ward management and had nursing staff who“percelved

themselves as active partlcxpants who recelved praise. for thelr work The researchers point out that

“there were no m1l1eu characterlsncs 1dent|fymg overall successful programs that is, programs that' '

_had both hxgh release rates and hlgh commumty tenure rates” (Ellsworth et al, 1971 p 439)

Edelson and Paul ( 1976 1977) have cr1t1c1zed studles relatmg treatment outcome to measures of

social climate. '“Among the most 1mportant varlables Wthh have. been uncontrolled, in the studles



W

, 24
relating attitude and atmosphere scores to effectiveness are ward or. hospital size and chronicity of the -

patient population being treated” (1976, p. 251). Also neglected are’.‘\the theoretical and therapeutic

.

_ orientation of the treatment program and the nature of staff training. “Given the known re-

lationships between unit size and spatient chronicity with all three measures of treatment effective-

ness (time in institution, release rates and community tenure), itissurprising that most studies . . . have

" left these key: variables uncontrolled” (p. 252). The authors conclude that institutional researchers

may rely on atmosphere measures for descriptive data on personal-sogial characteristics of treatment

staff but the effectiveness of institutional programs should.not be assessed without appropriate

control of confounding variables. . ' : . , '

A study which did attertspt to?eontrol for the confounding variables was The Youth Centre
Research Project which took place at the Karl Holton and O.H. Close California Youth Authority
training schools in Stockton (Jesness, 1975). The project studied “the effectiveness of two different

treatment programs with 983 adjudicated delinquents assighed by random procedure to two institu-

tions; one whose program was based on t\rjnsactronal analysis (O.H. Close School) and the other on the .

basrs of behawour modrfxcatron (Karl olton School)” (p. 758). The results suggested that

provement on psychologlcal measures favoured the transactlonal analysrs program whereas the

, behavrour rating sllghtly favoured the behavroural program Parole follow -up showed no drfference_

m‘ the revocation rates of .th_e two'programs *(p. 758).

The Correctional Institutions Environment Scale was first administered when the schools were ’

quite new (prior to the operational phase of the two treatment strategies).. The profiles for residents

’

and staff were essentiall.y identical at this time. . Two years later, in vt‘he'oper'ational;pha_se of the
Jesness project, the CIES was again administered on all living halls at both schools. “Th_es'edata;

indicate that the riew treatmerit programs -had rneasurably chan'ged-‘the staff’s and residents’ percep-

_tions of social climates of the mstltutrons . The Close staff mcreased shghtly (but not srgmflcantly)‘

on.relationship and treatm_er‘lt dimensions, whereas scores of Holton staff‘decreased srgmfrcantly on.

these two dirhensions {p <.01i” (p. 764) Holton staff saw less emphasrs bemg piaeed on chent- :

- relatronshrps *The drfferences between posttest scores of Close and Holton staff%m relatlonshrp and

{

o treatment drr_nensrons were sngmflcant beyond the .O_I lev_el" (p._764).' - B \'5 "
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From the residents’ perspective, even greater shifts were apparent. Onthesecond testing, Close
residents had notchanged significantly but the Holton residents “had decreased significantly on the
relatto&%htp, treatment and systems maintenance dimensions (all ps « 001)" (p. 764) Essentially no

changes in soc1al climate were found at Close over this period, whereas Holton became less posmvely

-

percerved by its residents.

“The social milieu differehceswere related to differential residential ratings of staff competence

]

-however Close residents

and likeability between schools. The resident ratings were positfve by

were significantly more positive than Holton residen oth q estl)ans. Sections of the Postopin-

ion Poll Questionnaire substantiate the more positiye'milieu at O.H. Close. For example, 75% of the

Close residents described themselves as spending a Tot of time talking to staff while just over 50% of

the Holton residents said so (p «.001). “These respons §up'port.the CIES findings that Relationship

dimensions were more heavily stressed at Close, whereas Staff Control received more emphasis at

‘Holton” (Moos, 1975, p. 148).
* The resuts of the Jesness study shows the-CIES to differentiate between the social climate of .
two different treatment strategtes although mconcluswe about treatment effectiveness. This is

supportlve of the use of socral cltmate measurés to tdenttfy the tmpact on milieu of differential

treatrrt_ent.

Evaluating Social Climates as a Faeilitator of Social Change *
- The usefulness of assessing social environments to facilitate glanned charige in soeiat settings

through dis‘cussion and feedback with the participants has been well documehted (Bliss, Moos and .

\ Igromet 1975, Moos, 1973 1974b, 1975, Moos and Otto, 1972 Pterce Trickett and Moos, 1972

Vermts and Flaherty, 1978). Moos (1975) states: - CL . . ,;

Research results have been successfully used to stimulate social change
- in organizations of many types. . Standardized surveys are generally
useful because they help individuals focus on specific elements of their
‘environment, and they provide some guidelines for evaluation. When
‘'staff can concentrate their attempts to change their program on a few -
- commonly defined areas, change can take place in an orderly, structured
manner (p 95). - _ 0/} : o s

£

o Moos and Otto (1972 conducted a study in an adolescent residential centre: The residents had
- mental or emotional difficulties and ‘mg'ny had drug probléms and a history of school failure. The-

s
i
+
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Community-Oriented Programs Environment Scale was administered on two occasions, six-months

apart. On the pretest, there were‘som_e_fairly_largeAdi_sagre,e,men'_tsAb_etwee_n,,rAesid_ents,andrstaff_about____;_;m;__

characteristics of the ~program,‘particularly on'lt‘he _relationship dimensions”
'-'_: o The profiles were discussed with residents and staff and both groups showed an interest in
‘ systematically changing the program s socml structure One of the authors provided the feedback
and met with both groups over a four month period ‘Theé problem areas were defined and’ speCific
changes were instituted. . .. N o = /
| The same measures were.given' to the _residents“a_nd staff about six months _after the initial
_testing. The residents felt:,that_the treatment mil'ieu was »clo’ser to their i_deal on.the second testing.
;.The largest changes occﬁirred in th_e Relationship di‘mensions of Involyement an.d Support,jthe
L "Treat'ment Program dimension of Autonomy and the System Maintenance dimensions of Order and .
Organization and Program Clarity. The staff alsosaw. the program as closer to. their 1deal on the " -
second testing particularly on the relationship dimenSions of Involvement and Spontaneity and the
System Maintenence dimenSion of Program Clarity Both. groups felt their program was further away
from their ideal in the dimenSions of Personal Problem Orientation and Anger and AggreSSion “This ‘

response is. mainly attributable toa deClSIOI’l by residents and staff that they would ideally like less

emphaSis on these two areas’ (Moos 1972 p-35). Itis indicated that views'of ideal milieus may also

change With feedback and discuSSion sessions.” “Feedback of information must be regarded as a
dynﬁmip ongomg process that may result in. continual changes in perceptions of ideal and actual

: soc1al milieus In addition changes in conceptualization of an 1deal enVironment may follow changes

. » Fhings : : . _

in the actual enVironment" (Moos 1974 p. 261) RO o SN
A recent study m this locality (Bentz, 1982) examined the social climate ‘of a re51dential

treatment centre for disturbed children usmg the. Correctional Institutions EnVironment Scale (Moos
l974c) He found differences among two differ,ent types of settings but nOt within the'se groupings.' \'«\' )
Bentz also found substantial differences among all groups ratmg of the somal climate with speCific o
differences in how vteachers and consultants rated the envirOnment which “raise queStions regarding

- the nature ‘of SOCial climate perception for these types of groups in all correctiorial and treatment

V' 'enVironments” (Bentz 1982 p- 127)
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"A recent example of the use of a social climate scale in changing a treatment environment is

found in an article by Verinis and Flahe'rty (1978) Long term. dissatisfaction with the ward’s

* treatment philosophy prec:pitated administration of the Ward Atmosphere Scale (Moos 1974a),in a

45 bed psychiatric unit in a VeteranS'Administration Hospital to, assess how staff, patients and

~

observers viewed thé_ward and to clarify what goals staff had and what changes they wished to make”

~ (Verinis amd Flaherty, 1978, p. 238). “The staff ratings of what an ideal ward should be were widely
discrepant :fromrtheir'perceptions of the real ward except in the areas of autonomy and of anger and
aggression. ‘Thus the staff for the most part did not .‘view'their treatment environment as very

vtherapeutic". (p- 239). . In terms of the Moos _Scale, the staff Wished 'improvement‘ ini all Relationship

dimensions and in the System Mamtenance dimension of Program Clarity

The Ward Atmosphere Scale was administered a second tlme seven months later The second _

'.testing reflected a srgmficant change in ward envxronment in the six areas in whlch they had wantedt.

v improvement.- _“Changes in sco'res in four of the six areas were significant at the 05 level. The
patients and observers scores also w1th only minor exceptions reflected posmve changes in those
areas” {(p. 239). The authors state: . e

That the staff s were successful in changmg the ward atmosphere is clear. e
* How they were able to effect the desired changes is less accessible to - .-

~observation. - Staff's discussion of issues and.setting of ward policy' was - -
certainly one mechanism. “But probably more im ortant was the aware:
ness, at least by certain core personnel of the directions they would like

to see the ward move in. . Thus whena specrfic issue of policy came up for
_resolutton they could make the final decision consonant with stated

goals. . Staff attitude change was certainly an important variable also. It

- came from an increase in morale, a greater spirit of cohesiveness, and T

sometimes srmply staff members change of perspective (p. 240).. -

The authors conclude by statmg “T he Moos Scale ‘was an lnvaluable aid in the process. It.

: 'helped assess the existing state of the ward env1ronment as well as the d1rect10n staff would like to »

move the watd : And f1nally, besxdes bemg a prlmary stimulus for the changes the Moos Scale

'prov1ded a convenlent quantttatlve way of chromchng them (p. 24/0)

———

//

The prevrous studies lend credence to Moos coritention that Socral Climate Scales hal/e proved

usefulinan assessment, feedback planmng and reassessment sequence asan impetus towards desrred' o

'

‘ soc1al changes ina vanety of environments.

Pl
.



CHAPTER IV

DESIGN, METHODOLOGY AND INSTRUMENTATION

The content of Chapter IV deals with a description of the sample, the strategy and technique of
data co_llection.a'nd the procedure involved in conducting'the study.

* Sample -
- The examination of the social climate at Mapleridge was conducted according to the specific

g composition of logically derived groups which were structured'and are defined as follows: -

. o« .
“Residents: The children who have been referred to Maplerldge for treatment of emotionally

and behavrourally related dlsturbances They are grouped accordmg toage and 1nd1v1dual requirements. .
.Cottage Staff: The youth‘workers, houseparents and program:co-ordmators who work drrectly
with the residentsv in 'thelr living and learning milieu -in _accordancev with in-divld‘ual and group -
treatment objectives :‘., o . . | | | i
Treatment Servrces Group The senior, dlrect-serwce Mapleridge personnel who are respon51ble :
‘for clinjcal and admlmstratrve concerns whlle exercising their individual responsrbllmes asthey relate:'
to 1nd1v1dual and group treatment programmmg (the group mcludes the Drrector of Treatment

Servrces ‘the Assrstant to the Dlrector of Treatment Servrces the Staff Trammg and Development_ ,

A Co-ordmator four Caseworkers the School Liaison C6- ordrnator and a Therapeutlc Recreatlon

- ;"Co-ordmator)

; not generally dlrectly mvolved wrth the resrdents in therr socral milieu). -

: Program Specialists:‘ Multi-disciplinary profess-ionals associated with M‘a'pleridge"‘who 'pro'yide

* their ser_vices as'they relate to educational' ’p.sycholo'glcal 'psychiatric and medical‘ne'edsof the o

'»re'sidents (The group includes a consultant psychologlst and a consultant psychratrlst famrly' .

physrcran reglstered nurse, educatlonal consultant and educatronal support worker This.group is
Practicum St_udents. The college students who as part of the1r educatlonal programmmg,
spend a full term field placement at Maplerldge and‘are drrectly 1nvolved with the resrdents in their :
social mllieu ) | | . ' | R
The adults mvolved in thevstudy were contacted by letter to explam the purpose of the study and
| to. sohcxt‘ thelr partrcrpatron (Appendrx C) Any re51dents or staff _members who had b‘een at

28

&
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Maplendge less than thirty days were excluded from the study Tables l.through 3 provide specific

sample data.

* Resident Sample Details

Every attempt was made to mclude all re31dents and cottage staff'in the study but this was not .

possrble for the. followmg reasons:

1. There were two program vacancies for residents at the time of the study and one resident

~had been recently admitted (within.theprevious month).

2 Two of the younger resrdents were unable to complete the questlonnalre as they had o

dlfflculty attendmg to the task and comprehendmg the content .

: 3. .One resident had. recently been transferred from one cottage to another and could not
satlsfactorlly differentiate between the two to establlsh va’hdrtyT ‘One resrdent r_efused to
| '»vparti'cipate inthe study. o |
The reasons that the resrdent responses do not equa] the forty program spaces are outlmed m»
'_.:'Tablel S . ‘ S - - . ) ) h.. y
| | 4Table1 S R

Resultmg Resrdent Group Size

.Incomplete © U lInvalid - - ‘Recent - Resulting 7

Sett.i'ngr I Vacancy . TestForms =~ Results Admission - Group Size "~
‘.C‘ottag‘el. B [ B o 1 ‘_:._6 "
 Cottage 0 o ',."j,'»_'o',' o ) o ‘1'0'

’CottageII L O v I~ -" 0 ,. . ‘» ‘0 k0 - ': » A:.‘IO"‘

’Cottage-IV‘ - 4 : b*li e .j 1 o 1 o 0 | _ | :.7

Totals | 2 3 1 - 1 S



Resident and Cott#ge Staff Gfdups

- “The background characteristics of the resideﬁts and cottage staff are shown in Table 2. . |

. Table 2

Background Characteristics of the Four Cdttages

Ave.

B

~ No. of . o o : " Ave.

No.of . Res. No.of .. . . Ave.., Ave. Res. -~ Staff

" Res. on . Staff fa ba " Age Age-  Stay  Stay

Cottage Tested Meds Tested M( )° Fe( )° *Res. Staff (Mos.) .(Mos.)
T 6 6 -8 AW .24 96 285 121 113

m. 10 8 8 6@ 4@ 107 250 86 124"
W 10 40 8 13 - 95 140 307 1270 150
Vi 7 C 78 s@) .25y . 125 0 @85 03 225
32 604 1708)  107° “282% 109%- 1530

e )? Figure in brackets déndtés staff '

' * This figure is no._t representative of the average l_ength of stay on the adolescent unit. It is inflated

o by the inclusion of residents who have resided in all of the cottages over a 3 year p'eribod.. The averagé,l '

~ without is 7.1

5 b Dehotes'éverage ages and length of stay



Mapleridge Groups Involved in the Study

The size of the Mapleridge groups inyolved in the study are shown in Table 3.

Table 3
Size of Mapleridge Groups in the Stu.dy h ' - .
Group , " Group%
" Size . Pop. _of Pop.
1. Residents. | : B 40 | o 83%
2. “Cottage Swff : S m o m L a0%
3.‘,‘Treatr.nent,Services' Qroup*‘ : | - 8 .. | : .,9. | 89%
-‘ 4. Fral‘cti'cum'Students B R . _. ' 4 . o "1‘00_%
X S‘. Pro.g‘ra_m Speci'alists : B R , | 6 o _I 6 1_00%'
B o _7’94%‘“ |

"'".Fo.ur treatment-services group m'embers were included in the cottage staff group, one member was

mcluded in the program specrahsts group and there was one posmon vacant | -

.' : vData Gathenng Procedure ’ |

The exammanon of. the socral cllmate was undertaken over a ‘one month perlod begmnmg :
: February 15 1983 The prevrously defmed groups evaluated the Maplerldge socral cllmate two ways: .

: As they actually saw 1t (usmg Form R of the Commumty Orlented Programs Envrronment Scale) and

A ‘:secondly, how they would concelve it to be 1deally (usmg Form I of the Commumty Orrented'
»Programs ’Envrronment Scale) . o

Resrdents and cottage staff were asked to evaluate the settmgs in whrch they resrded or worked

Treatment servrces group members ‘were asked to rate each settmg as’ a. separate entrty and

secondly asa homogenous env1ronment Program specrahsts and practrcum students were asked to. - -

=i

evaluate the total Maplerldge socral climate. Acknowledgement was made that some of therr :
perceptlons may have resulted from famrharrty w1th only a limited part or aspect of the total -

g Maplerrdge program

All groups were then requested to provrde a ratmg of the kind of socral -chmate they. would"



'prefer to see ideally in.their program at Mapleridge. All groups completed their questionnaires by

_ March 15, 1983.

Details of Test Administration 3
Residents
~ As many of the residents were\very young, and some hadrlimited academic capacities. it was
decrded that many would be unable to read or comprehend the questions as posed ini the published
1 version of the scales. Inan attempt to remedy these concerns, the author modified and augmented a
procedure used by Bentz (1982) ‘In o'rder‘ to increase comprehonsnon and reduce confusion, a few
srmple word substituttons such as “kids" for “members” and “talk” for “discu5510ns vwere made to

some questions. The questions were administered orally andit was found necessary to proceed onan

mdrvtdual basrs with the majority. of the resrdents due to such factors as short attention ‘span. and

f 'difficulties w1th comprehenston The author admmistered both forms of the Socral Climate Scale.

Care was taken to €nsure that no question was changed in a manner that would elther change or

' .influence’ the direction of a sUbj'ect’s response. This procedure was mtended to adhere to the
mstructions for test admmistration Wthh state that “srmple clarificatlon of word meamngs may be
given upon. request but care should be taken not to mfluence the d1rection ofa sub]ect s reSponse

'(Moos‘, 1974b, p. I1). A complete derivation of the resrdents Form Ris found in Appendlx B.

.Each resident was asked to write the name of the ,cottage staff member who was “most_speci_al“ R

to him or her on the back of the reSponse form This was an attempt to ascertam the effecttveness of e

. the relationship staff role as emphasxzed in the treatment program at Maplertdge All were assured '

' that their reSponses were completely ‘private”.
- Adult Groups
- All adultrespondents were given published versions of the questionriaire with standard instructions

from the author as to how to proceed. D . Lo

Every partrcrpant in the study was assured that no one but the author would have access to,or be '

. capable of 1dent1fymg any mdrvrdual s test results (Appendix C) All responses_ were coded and -

tabulated by the author



Instrumentation
w~

The Community-Oriented' Programs Environment Scale, hereinafter referred to as the COPES,

Tt

was employed in the ‘examination of the social climate at Maplerrdge ‘The COPES is a wrdely used

mstrument and was developed to assess the socnal env1ronments of commumty -based treatment :

’ programs (Moos, l974b) The ma]onty of 1tems on the COPES were adapted from the Ward -

4
{

N Atmosphere Scale Wthll was desrgned to assess the soc1al envrronments of hosp1tal based psychtamc
' programs (Moos 1974a) The COPES was selected by the researcher over the Community Institutions
Envxronment Scale (Moos 1974c) as 1t was;udged as bemg more appllcable tothe env1ronment under :
mvestrgatlon.‘ The anger and aggressron subscale was‘ellmmated from the Community. Institutions

o Env1ronment Scale as 1t d1d not seem approprtate to. correctlonal facilities. “Whereas staff in

treatment env1ronments may strongly emphasrze the open expressnon of anger and aggressron

| -(makmg thlsarelevant dimension of the socral cllmate of psych1atrlc programs) thisisclearly not true
. of most correctronal programs aggressron is not, a basic d1mensron of envrronmental press m
- _correctlonal_programs (Moos 1975 p- 40) | |
. 'Evach of the-Social Climate Scales has tv@z forms. The Real Form (Form R) asks people how
they perceive their current,social environ'vment.‘ Th.e, full 100 item scale is given ln Appendix A. The_ '
Ideal Eorm (Form l)'» aslts peop]e hovv they conceive an- ideal social 'environment'.. Form I ‘w'as_

: “developed to measure the goals and value orrentatlon of rBSIdents and staff" (Moos 1975 p 48)

oY IR

usmﬁle future tense :

Each form of the COPES consrsts of 100 questlons presented ina true- false format. The choice

~of 1tems was gurded by the concept of env1ronmental press ‘which resulted rn the 10 subscales as .-
denved by Moos (1974b) The envrronmental press categones (subscales) Wl’llCl’l have been derlvedr

‘ for the COPES are presented in Table 4.

' The 1tems on the Ideal Form dlrectly parallel the 1tems on the Real Form except that they are stated‘ o :



. Table 4

COPES Subscales and Defmmons

“RELATIONSHIP DIMENSIONS

-1. Involve,ment
2.. Support

3. Spontaneity-

measures how active .members are in. the day- to—day functioning -of
their programs, i.e. spending time constructively, being enthusrastrc
doing things on their own initiative. ,

 fneasures the extent to which members are encouraged to be helpful
. and supportive towards other members and how supportlve the staff
s towards members : :

measures the extent to which the program encourages members to act -

__openly and. express “their feelings openly.

TREATMENT PROGRAM DIMENSIONS

4. Autonomy

5. .Practical
- Orientation -

6. " Personal Problem
Orientation

-7 . Anger and
Aggression
: o

assesses'how self,-sufficient and independent members ‘»are‘encouraged

- to be in making their.own decisions about their personal affairs (what
they wear, where they go) and in their relatronshtps with the staff.

-+ assesses the extent to whrch the member's, environment ‘orients. him -
_towards preparing himself for release from the program. Such things

as training for new kinds of jobs, looking to :lic ":ture, ‘and settmg
and' working towards goals are- consrdered

measures- the extent to Wthh members are encouraged to be con-
cerned with their personal probléms and feelmgs arrd to seek to

.understand them

';m'easures the extent to which a member is allowed and encouraged ‘
to argue with members.and staff, to- become openly angry and to
;o dlsplay other aggressive behavrour :

¢

SYSTEM MAINTENAN CE DIMENSION S

8 Order and
Orgamzatr_on

9. Program Clarity:

.10 Staff. Control ;

1y

" measures how important order and orgamzatron is in: the program, in - -
-"terms of members (how do they look), staff (what they do to encourage -

order) and the house 1tself (how well itis kept)

J

" measures the extent to which ‘the member knows what to expect in
‘the day-to-day routine of his program and how exphcrt the program
: rules and procedures are. .

assesses the extent to. whrch the staff use. measures to keep members '
under necessary controls i.e. in the formulation of rules, the schedul-

ing of activities, and in the. relatronshrps between members and staff.

. Rudolph Moos, Ph. D., Copyrtght 1974. Published by the Consulting Psychologlsts Press Inc., Palo.
Alto, CA 94306. Further réproduction is prohrbrted without publisher permission.” '
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Instrumentation: Test Statistics.

The internal consistencies of subscales of the COPES have been caleu]ated by Moos using the -

Kuder-Richardson Formula 20 (Moos, l974b,<>p. 7. ’f’he “intemal consistencies.u/ere calculated'
following"Stern (1970) using average within-program item variances. The subscales have aeceptable
fnternaf consisteney and moderate to high average item to subscale correlations" (p. 7. The internal _ ‘
consistencies are shown in Table 5 | - |

Table 5 .

o . Internal C_oFistencies for COPES Form R Subscales -
: R . . - Internal Consistencies
Subscales S : ' S Members ~- - Staff
Involvement . - . I
Support - ' . ‘ : .67 . .64
~ Spontaneity oL 63 - LS.
Autonomy . \ : - - 62 .89
Practical Orientation : . : N .64
-Personal Problem Orientation P _ a8 .84
- Anger and Aggression- ' . ‘ 82 -.86
~ Order and Organization ' ‘ .' o Lo 81 .87
‘Program Clarity =~ - - R , S ’ 6 .77

Staff Control.. . D e T 61 76

-

‘Mean . .79 .. .78
.o . ‘, '>,'

Data from Moos, R Commumty-Onented Programs Envrronment Scale Manual (l974b p. 6)..

- The average item to subscale correlatlon for the COPES obtamed from the mmal group of’ 21 '
programs was reported as varying froma hlgh of 53 on Order and Orgamzatlon in'the staff sample to :
a low of .38 on Autonomy ‘on the member sample. N
| The mtercorrelatxons of the 10 subscfale scores for the 'same prbgrams show . “the htghest
= mtercorrelatlon is 50 and the only cluster of subscales that showed even moderate mtercorrelattons

in both member and staff samples was composed of the Relanonshxp dlmensmns of Involvement

' Support and Spontaneity” (Moos 1974b, p. 7).

The average correlation among the subscales was .23 for the member sample and .24 for the
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TN staff sample. Moos concludes: “the 10 dimensions measure rather distinct although correlated -

characteristics of member and staff perceptions of community-based program treatment environments™

(1974,p.292). L
Test retest rellabrllty, profile stabrlrty, and’ relatlonshlps’of the subscales to the background‘
vanables of the respondents and to socnal desirability scales have not been calculatéd for the COPES.

' “However these factors have been analyzed for the Ward Atmosphere Scale and all were found to be
satisfactory" (Moos 1974b, p. 8) Moos positsthat the “structure of the ten COPES and the ten Ward -
Atmosphere Scale subscales are dlrectly parallel, and since patrent and staff characterlstrcs in the two
types of programs are closely comparable these results may be generaltzed as applrcable to COPES” -
(1974b p- 8) The test statlstlcs for the Ward Atmosphere Scale are. found in Moos, 1974 Chapter
Three. Rehablhty and proflle stabrllty are dlscussed here as partrcularly relevent to the study.

The test-retest rehabrhty was calculated on 42 members each of whom took the Ward Atmosphere
Scale one week apart. The rellabrlmes ranged from somewhat low on Spontanelty (.69) and Practical |
Orientation ( 68) to Involvement (.79) and Support (.78). |
“From the point of vxew of charactenzmg treatment programs a more important questlon is
- related to the stabrhty of the overall ward profile” (Moos 1974, p. 64) Table 6 shows the proflle -‘

stability based on test-retest intervals of l week to 3 years, 4 months.
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" Table 6.

Test-Retest Profile Stability

Average Profile

- . U _ ~ Number of ~_Correlations

. Test-Retest Interval : . , Wards+ Patients Staff
1week | 2 92 .91
1-2month.s B o o 7 7 85
4-7months A VR e 89
9months - e _. : | 2 70 / : .78
14-15mon’ths‘ R o = 2 a0 92
2-‘2'..5'y'ears e " S 7 76 o .83
Syearsdmonths ¢ m 8

bata from Moos R Evaluatmg Treatment Envnronments, (1974 p 64)
The results suggest that the profxle stablhty of wards that have a consxstent treatment phxlosophy -
| is extremely high over relatlvely long perlods of tlme" (Moos 1974 p- 64) ‘Moos states that ‘we canvv E
' .tentatlvely conclude that the treatment envnronment of a program does not necessarlly depe‘nd onthe
specnflc patlents in that program” (p: 65) | |
Research Questlons ' o
In thlS study, the author de51gned the foIlouVlng research questions as they relate to the socnal

‘ cllmate of a commumty based treatment facnllty for dlsturbed chlldren .

Research Questlon 1

[~

-Are there’ substant1a1 dlfferences arnong cottages in re51dent and cottage staff evaluatlons of the‘ ‘

: current social clrmate and what would constitute an ideal social cllmate" The research 1nd1cates that

varlatlons among programs within one' mstltutlon are otten as ]arge as varlat_xons among programs in

different institutions (Moos, 4197-5).'. | | |
Research Question 2

Are there substantral dlfferences betweerF@srdents and cottage staff in ratmg both the current: .

socral climate and what would constitute an 1deal socral chmate" Resident ratmgs are generally‘
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: expected to be more negauve than staff (Moos 1975)

Research Quest10n3 o : C ) A .

Are there substantial differences among treatment services group members’ perceptions of the
individual settings as compared to the settings evaluated as a composite or homogenous entity? )

Research Question' 4‘

-

Are there substantral dlfferences among all groups in thetr ratmgs of the current and tdeal social
chmate when the settmgs are evaluated as a composrte or homogenous entity?
- Evaluation_of the Data o
“The data'obtained from the study are reported in terms'of a descriptive technique. In deeiding

whether or not.a groups responses lend support or non- support to research questlons the author

\

. .chose to use the normatlve statrsttcs ‘which were derlved for the COPES and are based on mean

Ce

dlfferences. The intent was not to compare Maplcridge to the normative sample but rather to

» provrde a quantitative comparrson of results among groups in answermg the research quesuons

w

Results are dlscussed as they pertain to scores measured on the ten subscales and the three

' Relattonshlp dlmensmns four Treatment Program dunensrons and three System MamtenanCe drmenswns

—

Ideal and Real Ideal d.lfferences are dlscussed based on mean drffercnces as they relate to research :

N
-

- questlons Raw scores are reported in order that one may ]udge in @mh areas the ftve groups L
'percetved themselves to be at, below or above average on the three d1mensnons and ten subscales of o
-thc COPES. ‘ | o | | J
The results are deprcted graphrcally in the ¢ sequence and format emplqyed by Moos (1974b) -
; Results obtamed from the COPES Forrn R are deplcted in terms of subscale means based on raw“.' :
scores. Compamon ftgures based on standard scores, are in Appendlx E. Results obtamed on t‘he_
| CORES Form Teare de'plcted in terms of the subscale means ba_sed_ on raw scores. The amount of
change desrred (Real -Ideal Dlscrepancws ); Was calculated by subtracti'ng-. the.Form R subscale
means from the Form I subscale means. |

Moos re’fers' to.resident-staff differences as being of “substantial magnitude" when'referringto a

dtfference of *2 mean raw score pomts (on subscales havmg only 9 or. 10 1tems)” (1974 P- 67) The' ’

author therefore chose the’ followmg criteria for dlscussmn of the results 5

%
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‘Substantial difference: There is a mean raw score difference of 2 to 2.5 points on subscale
. ) ‘ 1 o N .
F .

-ratings.

Very substantial difference: There is'a mean,raw score difference of 3 or more points on

a

subscale ratings.

The same criteria is used to examine Ideal and Real-ideal differences for programs and groups ‘
- { - » . )
in the discussion of results. ’ .f

e smmml e e o R

.

YT



CHAPTERV E

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Introduction L _‘ _ R t -

The data accumulated from the COPES (Form R and Form I) as obtamed from the five defmed
I N
' groups rs presented m four sectlons Drfferences among programs as rated by the cottage staff and

o “:
e

e resrdents drfferences between the cottage staff and resrdents ratmgs dtfferences among the pro- .

B grams from the treatment servrces group perspectrve:@hd drfferences among all Maplerldge groups

- section, followed by the fmdmgs in each sectlon and endmg wrth a conclusron asto whether or not the

v PR v research questron was supported by the fmdmgs

Interpretatlon of Results
- ':‘ P '<Moos streSSes “the importance of'domg‘an entire'profile analysis of a-pro‘gram "rather than ,

‘attemptmg to mterpret each subscale 1nd1v1dually ngh Staff Control in'a program that strongly

' emphasrzes Involvement and Support may mean somethlng qu1te drfferent from hlgh Staff Control m
‘a program low on Involvement and Support” (Moos, 1975 PP- 113 114) Therefore each research B

- o questron 1s addressed from a complete profrle perspectrve although differences on subscale ratings-

A

>

" are consrdered accordmg to the crlterla establrshed for dlscusswn of substantral drfferences '
el T AT Abbrev1atlons USed in Frgures and Tables :

'The 'following-abbrevratrons apply in 1nterpretmg figures showrng group 'profiles(Fig‘ures 1

' through 29) and summary results (Tables 7 through 9).

. CC - Cottages Combmed
CI ‘—  Cottage I - L '
Cll.  — Cottage II 4 ’
Ccnr. — Cottage III
CIV --. — Cottage IV e
‘Res ..— Residents =~ . : ; AR _ -
CS — - Cottage Staff . .~ | S S . S
- 'TSG — Tredtment Servrces Group . g o B
. PS -~ Program- Specrahsts
v+ ST . —. Practicum Students “
T AA .—,AllAdults,, A
. In all Flgures deprctmg group profrles the f1rst letters of md1v1dua1 subscales names forms the

abbrewatron Forexample I(Involvement) S(Support) etcetera Acomplete T-able ofgl:brewatrons '

L%
v

e

. The specrfrc research questron dealmg w1th each of these sections, appears at.the begmmng of the ..
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is co.ntained in Apnendix D.

N _Rese.arch Question 1

~ e

" Subscale M_eans

Are there substantial differences among cottages in resident and cottage staff evaluations of the

current social climate and what would constitute an ideal social climate?

_Differences Among and WithinCdttages.

The real dxfferences among and w1thm cottages are deplcted 1n terms of subscale means.

. Compnmon Flgures based on standard scores, are in Appendrx E.

The COPES Form R scale)profiles for the residents and cottage staff on C'ottage 1are depicted

in Figure .l. The residents and staff in this program have different perceptions in several areas. -

10

T T T T T ll —
' - s . Sp A - PO» PPO AA too_; PC -.5C.

Figure 1 COPES Form R Scale Profrles for Re51dents and Staff on Cottage I.

The cottage staff percelved above: average \emphasrs ori the Relanonshlp dxmensmns of Involvement

~ and Spontanelty The re51dents rated the current press on these dlmen51ons as below to well below

L average w1th a substantlal to very substantlal dtfference (2 and 3 5 mean raw score pomts) of ¢ opmlon i

between the two groups They ba51cally agreed on three of the Treatment Program dlmensrons w1th

aninte: . - difference of ratmg shown on the Autonomy subscale where the residents percelved

n. ey} sstowards mdependent functlomng than the cottage staff There was a very. substantlal_

d: fferencc between the staff and resxdent percepnons of the current press towards expllclt program‘ ;

rules and procecures in the cottage program (3.5 mean raw score pomts dlfferen(:e) The re51dents
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percelved more emphasrs on measures staff used to kcep them under the necessary controls but the

dlfference was not substantial. “The most congruence appeared onthe Treatment Program Dimensions

with the most. vartauon shown on the Relattonshrp drmensrons

.The COPES Form R scale proftles for the residents and cottage staff on Cottage II are deplcted
/

7

in Figure 2 There was less variability in this program between resident and staff perceptlons of the

current social climaté.

Sub3cale Means

T - CS IT e—e
3 ; o L Res ITo-----0

S B O R R R P T DR A
- I"; S:.osp. A PO PPO._ AA.° 00 PC  SC

Flgure 2. COPES Form R Scale Proftles for Remdentls and Staff on Cott‘age II

The proflles show general agreement on the Treatment Program drmensrons whrch are above :

wg'
<

average w1th the exceptlon of the current press towards self-sufftcrency (Autonomy Tlgresrdents B

percerved sltghtly more emphasrs on Autonomy and Practlcal Orrentatron than the cottage staff.

\bn the Relatlonshtp du‘nensrons staff and resrdents rated above average press towards acttve :

functlonmg and enthusiasm in therr program (Involvement) They agreed that the mrlreu is generally

‘ supporuve The only Relatlonshrp dtmensmn where the two groups dlsagreed was the«e.xtent to '

w, W e e
- :

P R TP
Nl

RN

'.wluch the program encourages resrdents to act and express the1r feelmgs openly (Spontanelty) There_ LT

" was a substantlal drfference of 2. 5 mean raw score points between the cottage groups There was a

clear dlfference of perceptton on two of the System Mamtenance dlmensrons Program Clanty and

' Staff Control The cottage staff rated a strong press towards makmg program rules and procedures -

: exphcrt. The resrdents disagreed and the_re was a‘substanttal’dtffer,ence of 2 mean raw score pomts. o
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The difference of perception was particularly evident on the Staff Control subscalewith a2 3 mean

raw score points discrepancy between the two groups’ evaluations. Inthe Cottage i program, there - '

. below'average' emphaSis on Staff Control. “The residents tlisng’reed?on'the perceived environmental -

= towards Personal Problem Orlentauon and open expre551on of angry feehggs ard behavxour There '

Y

particular.

Subscale ﬁeans

- wasnotable agreement found on seven of the ten subscales and the Treatment Program dimensions in

in Figure 3. The residents and staff in.this program havediffe'rent‘perceptions in several areas.

The COPES Form R scale profiles for the residents and cottage staff on Cottage 11l are depicted

10

o3 E o ~ ‘Res IIT o-----0

2 T T T T 1 T T I
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B Figure 3. COPES Form R Scale Proflles for Re51dents and Staff on Cottage III

The cottage staff percelved strong press on the Relatlonshlp dlmenswns generally, three of the

 four Treatment Program dlmen_sxons, ‘combmed yﬁlh a strong p‘ress towards Program.Cl_arlty‘and .

‘ press on two of the Relatronshlp dimensions: Support and S»pontaneityil(Z.S aiﬁdi:a fnean raw score-:
o pomts drfference respectwely) The groups agreed that Autonomy was not strongly emphasrzed w1th
- 'the re51dents ratmg shghtly more current press than the staff There was a substantial dlfference of 2

. .mean’raw score pomts found on the extent to Wthl’l the env1ronment encourages preparatlon for -

g dlscharge from the program (Practlcal Orll,ntatlon) There was congruence concernmg strong press

=4

were very substantlal dlfferences found on the three System Mamtenance d1mensnons 3,3 and 3 5'

" .mean. raw_ score .pornts.dlfference on Orde'r_and Orgamzatlon, Program Clarrty and Staff Cont_rol).'

Lo o

A

o



‘The residents rated low emphasis on the importance of a neat and orderly home and explicit program

N ) o - 44

rules and procedures. 'They perceived a strong press towards meaSures which staff use to maintain

the necessary controls The most agreement was found on the Relatlonshlp dimension of Involvement o

~and three of the four Treatment Program dlmensrons

The COPES Form R scale profrles for the resrdents and cottage staff on Cottage IV are deptcted. o

in Figure 4 The residents and staff have dlfferent perceptrons in several areas Wthh are most

" Subscale ‘Means,

evndent on the Relatlonshrp dlmenStons " : o ' N

10,'

: o Y, CSIV e
3,_- . " h S . . ResIV 0.;.-'7— o

I e Y RS 1 1
R 5. Ssp A PO . PPO- AA \oo PC - .5C
: thure 4 COPES Form R Scale Proflles for Resrdents and Staff on Cottage 187 '

The staff rated the current press on all the Relatlonshlp dlmensmns above to well above

' _ ' average The resrdents dlsagreed w1th a dlfferenc:e of 2.5, 3. 5 and 3 mean raw score pomts found on

’ the Involvement Support and Spontanetty subscales There was more agreement on the Treatment

‘ 'Program dlmenswns Both groups percelved the press towards learnmg to be self—suff1c1ent as very '

low w1th the resrdents rat1ng sltghtly hlgher than the cottage staff The degree to whlch the program »

. emphasrzes preparatlon for dlscharge ( Practrcal Orlentatton) was rated as average as was the empha-

sis placed on personal probIem solvmg (Personal Problem Or1entatton) Both groups rated the open..

: expressron of anger ‘as bemg htghly emphasrzed with the staff ratmg more actual press than the: '

On the System Mamtenance dimensions, there was a substanttal drfference of Zmean raw .” -

_ 're51dents

0

]

score points between the'resident and staff perceptions of Order and Qrganization in the’ir ‘milieu. -T_he
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-staff rated clarity of program rules and procedures above average; the residents perceived below

g average press on this domam They also drffered on therr percepuons of measures staff employ to

maintain the necessary controls but the dlfference was not substantlal In summary there were

bstantral to very substarntial drfferences between staff and resrdent perceptrons of press on the

: Relauonshrp dimensions, Order and Orgamzatron and Program Clarlty in therr socral cltmate The :

L Summary Analysrs of Real Differences

Treatment Program dimensions showe’d the most congruence between the two groups.

A

In summary. a conflguratlonal analysrs of results show substanual drfferences between resrdents‘ﬁ o

- and cottage staff percepuons of their socral mllreus on the results of the COPES Form R. The most

. consisterit agreement generally was: found on-the Treatment Program d1mensrons w1th substantral to

very substantral dlfferences among programs on the Relatronshrp dlmen51ons There was consrderable. :

variation on: the Systems Marntenance drmensrons with the exceptron of the Order and Orgamzatron o

: subsc‘ale in Cottages IandII, where both groups basrcally agreed on the current emphasrs The most o

' env1ronmental press towards the Relatronshlp and System Malntenance Dlmensrons was found on the‘: S '

congruence between staff and resrdents was found.in the proflle of Cottage 11, whereas the most

. '.staff profrle of Cottage III Although the’ press towards Autonomy was very substantrally below ’

. ‘average in all programs the resrdents percelved it to be somewhat hlgher than. staff in all cottages o

There was close agreement among all cottages concemmg the emphasrs placed on Staff Control w1th ‘

the staff ratmgs lower to very substantrally lower than the re51dents (3 and 3 5 mean raw pomts‘

N drfference on Cottages II and III) The overall results 1nd1cate that there are substantral overall }

drfferences among the cottages in terms of how they percerved therr current socral clrmate whrch

S

| relate prrmarlly to the perceptrons of the resrdents Thls was partrcularly true of Relatronshrp and ,

B System Mamtenance drmensrons with- the most congruence among programs appearrng on the B

Treatment Program drmenswns There was con51derable varlatron among the four cottages as to the 2
degree of press percerved on these drmensrons as well

Ideal ‘and Real-ldeal Drfferences

0 O . : . ) )
The COPES Form Irprofiles for resrdents and cottage staff and the Real Ideal dlfferences among y

- programs are deprcted in Flgures 5to 12.
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'C‘ottagel Ideal and Real Idenl Differences o / ;

The COPES Form I scale proflles for the resrdents and cottage staff on Cottage lare deplcted in

' S.ubs'cale_.Means'

' ‘p'rogram. ,‘ B

'FrgureS.'e ' e T S

2 l R S I E EN N R (RN
I § ~ Ssp. A PO . PPO_ AA 00 'PC_ "SC

Frgure 5. COPES Form I Scale Profrles for Resrdents and Staff on Cottage I

The cottage staff and resrdents ba51ca11y agreed on the type of. program that: would be 1deal"

_except that the resrdents preference for press towards a supportlve mrlreu Spontanelty, pen

expr(assron of anger and Program Clarlty is su‘bstantrally less than that preferred by staff (2 2 2and 2. 5‘

e -

mean raw score pomts dtffdrence) The resrdents would hke more emphasrs placed on the press

towards self-sufflclency (Autonomy) The two groups agreed on the amount of emphasrs that :
& .

v 4Pract1cal Orlentatlon and Personal Problem Onentatlon should recerve 1deally The cottage staff ’

; and the resrdents share very srmllar value or1entat10ns w1th respect to therr preference for a strong -

: press! towards Order and Orgamzatlon and a Tow level of Staff Control inan 1deal hvmg envxronment

Flgure 6 compares the degree of change that the re51dents and the staff would hke to see in the, o
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B _ _Aggressron They also agreed that they want very substantlally mcreased er{ pha515 on Order and' |

W

Real-Ideal Discrepancies

| ST e—e .\
-2 ~ Res I o-—-—=2 , A
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I Ss. Ssp A PO .PPO  AA . 00 - PC SC
Figure.6 Real-Ideal Discrepa\\ncies as Perceived by Residents and Staff on Cottage I

pN -
\,

™~

: program to become 1deal as the re51dents and staff conceptuallze it It also indicates Wthh areas are

o en

satlsfactory in relatlonshrp to. therr 1deals The resrdents would prefer substanttally mcreased

_ substantlally mcreased press towards provrdmg a supportrve mrheu The staff also w1sh substantlally o

o mcreased emph3515 on Personal Problem Orlentatlon Both the resrdents and staff agree that they :

i\ 8

want very substantlal to substantlal decreases on the emphasns on open expressron of Anger ‘and

i

E Orgamzatlon in an 1deal mlllCL The staff were satlsfled with the current emphasrs on Staff Control-

. but the resrdents would prefer a decrease The resrdents and staff generally agreed on the dlrectlon

T l‘f :
of change tﬁey w1sh to h,ave._ S

Lo
A

i

X

: The proflle shown in Flgure 6 deplcts the amount of i mcrease or decrease needed inorder for the o

L
'emphasrs on’ active day to- day functlomng in thelr program whereas staff rated a preference for .
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Cottage II: Ideal and Real-Ideal Differences

The COPES Form-] scale profiles for the residents and cfottage staff on Cottage Il are depicted

in Figure 7.
10
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Flgure 7. COPES Form I Scale Proflles for Resrdents and Staff on Cottage II :

The cottage staff and resrdents ba51cally agreed on the d1rectlon of emphasrs they would prefer -
in an ideal program They drsagreed in three areas. Although both groups want strong presson two

;,,— . °

of the Relanonsh1p dlmensmns the re51dents would place substantlally lessemphasm on Spontanelty :
o than the staff The other two drfferences are found on the Treatment Program dlmenswns where the -

resrdents would })refer very substantlally less emphasrs on Personal Problem Orlentatron (3 mean raw '

score pomts d1fference), and substantlally less\ emphasrs on open expressron of anger (2 mean raw

‘score’ pomts dlfference) when compared to the' preference of cottage staff.”” The: re51dents would'
S . .

prefer more emphasls on Staff Control than the staff ‘but the drfference is not substantlal

Frgure 8 compares the degree of change that the resndents and staff would like to see in the Lo

, o

‘program.

W o ’ . ‘ . :
" - - B . . )



Real-Ideal Discrepancies
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Flgure 8. Real Ideal Dlscrepanmes as Percelved by Resndents and Staff on Cottage II

a

The profrle shown in thure 8 deplcts the amount of increase or decrease needed in order for the

1 . o

‘ program to become ideal ¢ as conceptuahzed by the two groups It also shows whrch program areas are

satlsfactory in relatlonshlp to thelr goals and 1deals They would prefer to have moderate to very . -
substantlal mcreases on the Relatlonshlp dlmensmns (ami increase of 3mean raw score pomts increase

" on press towards a supportlve mllleu from the _perspective of cottage staff). (The staff would lrke an

mcrease in Personal Problem Orlentatton ‘but the re51dents wish for a decrease from thelr real mlheu

By

The two; groups agreed that they would prefer less emphasrs on {open expressmn of anger but the

residents wrsh Tor a very substantlal decrease They agreed that clarlty of rules, routmes and
A

. procedures (Program Clarlty) would be strongly empha51zed tdeally Staff woulﬂ hke a sl L

' 1ncrease in the press towards Staff Control but the resrdents want a con51derable decrease They

agreed that an orderly and orgamzed env1ronment would be 1mportant w1th the cottage staff wantmg

a substantial increase when compared to thexr evaluagon of the real press on th1s dtmenSton

\\

Cottage III: Ideal and Real Ideal leferences , o

The COPES Form I proflles for the re51dents and cottage staff on Cottage TII are deplcted in

i
i
24

v

Figure9. . - .~ ~ ‘ | : &
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i

. Ievel of Staff Control “The resrdents dlsagreed thh a. substantlal dlfference of 2.5 mean raw pomts
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The resxdents and cottage staff showed close agreement in thelr perceptlon of the press the‘

Treatmem Program dlmensmns would ~c~eive in an ideal socxal chmate mcludmg modest empha515

~ -

.on programmmg towards mdependent functlomng. They agreed that the env1ronmental press on

' 'preparatlon for dlscharge from the program through setting and workmg towards goals would be

strongly emphasazed and that the open expressxon of anger would contmue as bemg therapeutlc in an

v

' _.1deal milieu. The staff would prefer maximum-emphasis on Program Clarlty combmed with a: low a

. + N
~, v,

found on the Program Clarrty dlmensmn The residents would prefer that Staff Control is empha512ed

R
-

inan 1deal socral chmate whrch dlfferentlates Cottag’e III resrdents from allother remdent groups On. -

’the Relatronshrp dlmensmns a, substantlal dlfference of preferred envrronmental press appeared, ,

N

. . program. -

i i

concernmg the degree fo whrch a supportive milieu would be empha51zed The cottage staff would o

;7

prefer maximum press on thls dxmensron whlle the re51dents ratmg showed a2 5 mean raw score - -

pomts drfference in degree of. preferred press

Flgure 10 compares the degree of change that the re51dents and staff would like to see in the ©
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Flgure 10 Real Ideal Dlscrepanmes as Percelved by Resndents and Staff on Cottage III
The proflle shown in Flgure 10 deplcts the amount of mcrease or decrease needed in order for
the program to become 1dea1 as conceptuallzed by the. two groups The areas Wl’llCl’l ard satlsfactory .
-in relatronshlp to thelr goals and values are also shown _The cottage staff do not show any preference
) for substantlal 1ncreases or decreases on' any of the ten_subscales They would prefer modestly'_'
1ncreased envrronmental press on elght dlmensmns, no change from the percelved socnal chmate |
concermng open expressron of anger and a very shght decrease on Staff Control The resldents' R
would hke substantlally mcreased emphaSIS on Spontanelty and Practlcal Onentatlon Thexr 1deal‘
' socral cl1mate would requ1re very substantlally 1ncreased emphams on Order and Orgamzatlon in therr 4
hvmg envqronment 3. 5 mean ‘raw score pomts mcrease) They would hke shghtly decreased:- el

emphasrs on Personal Problem Orlentanon Anger and Aggressmn and Stpff Control < T he amount',

_of change requrred to attam an 1deal mllleu shows close agreement on 51x of the ten d1mensrons

s G

N
o

TR
_‘;§ s
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Cottage IV Ideal and Real-Ideal Diff_erences -

The COP_ES Form I profiles for the residents and cottage staff on Cottage_ IV are ‘depicted in

_ Flgure I

10 —

Subscale Means:

3 e - Res IV o-'=—-0 ..

o
LI
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.-

Flgure 11 COPES Form I Scale Proflles for Re51dents and Staff on Cottagt‘ﬁfv

The cottage staff and resrdents haveavery dlfferent preferences m several areas concermng an,,
1deal socral chmate The dlfference was very substantlal dn the Relatlonshlp dunensxons of Involvement " ‘
' and Support (3 and‘ 4 mean raw score pomts dlfference respectlvely) The cottage staff placed very'.' k
; hlgh emphasm on both d1mensrons whlle the resndents d1d not rate elther domam as belng 1mportant in S

an 1dea1 mnheu There was a- substantral drfference of 2.mean raw score pomts between the two

C groups ratmg concemmg the 1deal emphasrs on env1ronmental press towards 1ndependent functronmg
: (Autonomy) They dlsagreed on the System Malntenance d1mensron of Orderand Orgamzanon w1‘th '
the staff ratmg an orderly and orgamzed mlheu as bemg very lmportant A substannal dlfference of

2.5 mean raw score pomts was found between the two groups They agreed that Program Clarxty. -

' would be strongly emphasrzed 1deally and that Staff Control would not be- strongly emphasrzed

Flgure 12 compares the degree of change that the resrdents and staff would like to.see 1n the :

prqsta G e

LS.
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Real-Ideal Discrepancies
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Frgure 12. Real Ideal Drscrepancres as Percelved’ by Resrdents and Staff on Cottage IV

L. % The profile shown in Frgure 12 deplcts the a"lount of i increase or decrease needed in order for .

' he program to become 1deal as conceptuallzed by the two groups The areas whlch are satisfactory

:

“d h relatronship to the1r goals and values are also shown The cottage staff. profile shows that they do .

Bl

_ not want substantral increases or decreases on any of the ten subscales They were satisfred with the
" current 'environme‘nt'al press onv;Auto'nomy and .Staff Control The staff ratmgs show that the most
et o change that they would prefer would be on ' the Involvement Practical Onentatron and Personal

’.Problem Orlentation dimenSion& The resrdents would prefer substantrally mcreased press on

SR Spontaneity (2 mean raw score pomts 1ncrease), and substant-lally _decreased envrro_nmental press on
- Staff Control (-2»mean raw scorepoints' deCrease). They Wer'e satisfied with the current emphasis ond
supportlve miheu Practical Onentatlon and Order and Orgamzatlon The resrdents ‘would hke morei S

emphasrs on envrronmental press towards mdependent functronmg (Autonomy) This is noted in
" view of the staff’s satisfactron wrth the current low emphgis on this domain.’

E

Summary Analysis of Ideal and Real Ideal Differences
-\ conflgurattonal analysrs of .regplts shows that there are differences from an 1deal socral'
-chmate perspectlve which are pmlcularly evident and, m areas, substantral from the resrdents

perspective. - The. general consensus showed a desire,",for increased press on;the Relationshrp
" dimensions with cottage staff desiring more increase tl;i(a' the residents. V,Spontaneity was the least -
: X v ‘ SN : : T L

v
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: emphaslzed of the Relatronshlp drmensrons by both groups. Although showing a preference for

: rncreased press on these drmﬂsrons Cottage IV residents showed less press in thrs direction than all |
Y A . “ . . LT
other re51dents Most staff and residents would prefer increased emphasrs on mdependent functlomng

\
kne

in their programs.jwith .the Cottage v re_sidents preferring the most substantiafxincrease while the

" ; \g . T - - Q" - "2{

' Cottage v staff do not wish any change from the current press’m this drrectrom All staff would
. 9

< prefer mcreased press towaI'ds Practlcaf Orrentauon whrch varred from slight to substantlal (2 mean "

. -,ra’w sdore pomts mcrease‘on Cottage . Resrdents on Cottages Iand Il wanta greater increase than

the staff whereg% resrdents on Cottage IV were satrsfred in this domam Resrdents on Cottages II HI

s

o ‘and A4 would prcfer less. emphasrs on Personal Problem Orrentatlon while resrdents on Cottage I wrsh RN
AN '_for a §ubstant1al mcrease " The cottage staff on Cottage I would prefer substantdtly mcreased press e

"1:-’. fe on thrs drmensron Wlth the exceptron of Cott’rge II1 staff and resrdents all other- cottages would

[ T

. ‘prefer a moderate to very substantral dccrease (resrdents on Cottages Iand II) in open expressron of‘x 4

‘e o

Anger and Aggressron Cottage I staff and rtgdents and Cottage III resrdents would prefef 2o e
vsubstantral mcrease in Order and Orgamzatron in therr social clrmate?Q'.S to 3 mean raw sco "_ pomts
' ‘mcrease) All resrdent groups would prefer. more Program Clarrty whlch varies from moderate (1.5

o and 1 mean raw score pomts increase on Cottages 111 and IV) to substantral (2 mean Fa\tsscore pomts ; _

AT

> i,' : "mcrease on Cotta.ges I and II) All staff groups percerved a strong press tow,ards Clarrty in thelr ) -
E o \.9 N .‘ ‘ .
current programs but Cottage 11 staff would prefer a substantral increase (Z-mean raw score poxnts) C

e e R o

E ‘Cottage staff were generally satlsfled wrth the percelved level of Staff Control in thelr programs “All

resrdents would prefer decreases inan 1dea1 mrheu Cottage v resldents would prefer a substantral -
cins ‘ L

-,v.;';':decreasé (2 mean Taw ‘score pomts) whlle Cottage III resrdemsj wotuld: prefer a hlgh level of Staff e -49 -

,

N Control in an 1deal socral climate. K . i o : o T o .
Genera]ly, an 1deal program would have mcreai&l emphasrs on the Relatronshlp and System: .

ot . : .

i Malntenance dlmensmns with c8ntmued emphasrspn the Treatment Program drmensrons

:»Conclusmn I B} _' “ae '_ ‘5";.»' : ,‘ K

System Mamtenance drmen%rons as’ percerved by the re51dents There was copsrderable agreement' %
. q i B . . .

L}
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“on ‘the ‘Treatment Program dimensions including the significantly low level of'press towards_in-

dependent functronmg (Autonomy). There were few shbstantial differehces fr@rh a cdttago staff

perspectlve wrth respect to an ideal social climate, w1th preference for heavy emphasis on In-

volvement, Support and Program Clarlty clearly mdlcated There were substantral d1fferences
. V4 . D
'amon% }l\e resrdent groups, partlcularly as they related to lm olvement, Support and Personal o .

N \‘\ P

rlentatlon e (-The emphasrs that open expressron of anger should receive in an’ 1deal

o~

Tyl EE ;A. 2
. g).rl(é&«kas ra@ed i'ery dlfferently by Cottages ‘l%nd Ir (low emphasrs preferred) and Cottages III

.t"f'./ . A /o !. .).. s

ot ‘anwf (Iaverage“ emphasrs preferred) - Generally, most of the resrdents and staff appeared to have

i f' +
R [} 2
The summary of Real Ideal- drfferences by settmg are found in Table 7
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’ ‘ ' TABLE7

Summary and Configuration of Substantlal
Real-Ideal leferences by Settmg

- ¥
;. Yoa o
. . P P

o

' L8

“Subscales ',

PPO. A "‘édﬁ

\‘p'

NC - D -

PO PC_- SC

‘Setting__ ! e Sp A
Residen‘ts
R

.

cr 1 D

L o

0 e D (Vo S
CIv - = NC . 1 -~ NC . - " —" NC —. D
: ' : v B 2N »

Cottage Staff S _ - T
. @?«Cc R I - - T Re \
Cr = 1 ‘
caro— e - = 1. = -1 = =
em - = - - - = NC = -
B : P Ny r o .- ) LT
‘ . a-very substanﬁal m&ease}(3 or more mean raw score -
‘ pomt;s drfference) L % ) - : -
L N e

, refers to preference for a substantlal mcreasc (2 2.5 mean raw score pomts
;'dlfference)

CIv o —

refers to preference for

o refers to preferencc fora very substantxal decrease (3 or more mean raw score pomts -
s .dlfference) : .

R refers to preference for a substantlal decrease (2 2. 5 mean raw. score pomts
T >d1fference) I T ' .. i

N

v

e refers to no.change desired.
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Research Question '2 '

‘

Are there substantial dlfferences betwecn residents and cottage staff in ratmg both the current

v

socnal climate and what would constitute an ideal social clrmate"

In ordér to 1nvest1gate the dlfferences between res1dent and cottage staff evaluations of their

current and 1deal socnal climate, the resndents and staff from the four cottages were combmed intotwo -

&}-,

-

;- groups of 33 and 32 respectrvely . a ‘ - N o -

The real dlfferences between the two gmups are dcplcted in terms of subscale means.. Compamon :
~ " . ] . -: . “.":':‘d‘,‘“‘* .

frgures based on standard scores, are in Appénd1x E

Real Differencea Between Residents and Cottage Staff

\

ted n‘ﬁiéﬁfe i3.

The COPES Form R. scales profrles for the re51dents and cottage staffare’d,eprc

~10 .=

Subscale Means . -

R T .. . cs (N=32)A -~
3 ' ‘ o ‘ . Res (N=33) -——0

~ o0 PCc .c.,,..o,e

Flgure(,lil COPES Form R Scale Prof:.les for Resrdents and. Cottage Staff
’ % _ .
The dlfference waf% S

" The residents and staff have very dlfferent perceptions in several areas
@ v

'substantral and very substantlal concemmg the current envnronmental press on the Relatlonshlp
. “( . . v"

. dlmenswns ‘of Involvement and Spontan%ty 2 and3 mean raw score pomts dlfference respectlvely)

The staff perce1ved above average emphasrs on the Relatlonshlp dlmen51ons whlle the resrdents
P

: percelved httle Spontanelty in their current mllleu There was generally close agreement between

<

' _'the two groups on the current press that the Treatment Program dlmensrons receive 1ncludmg low
i . . -._‘ |-(“

4 : ) ' . .t
. . . - i o v.
. .



v emphasrs on measures employed to assnst the resndents toward ' mdependent and self-suffrcrent

functlomng’(’Autonomy) They further agreed that the open expressnon of anger was hlghly emphasrzed -

58

and encouraged o T

There were substanna]drfferences between the resxdent and staff percepnons of envrronmental'
press on. the System Mamtenance d1mensnons of Program Clarlty and Staff Control (2 5 mean raw

‘score pomts drfference) The resrdents dld not agree that the program rules and procedures are made o

4

exphcrt They also felt that the staff ordered them around and that 1t was 1mportant to follow the'

‘program rules carefully Th : tagg’gt_aff dlsagreed , perceiving mstead strong emphasxs on Program

- R } N . , o
_,Clarrty and low-emphasrs on Staff Control. ‘ o S

In summary, | the program pI'OfllC deplcts general agreement on the Treatment Program dlmenswns, S

showmg low emphasrs on Autonomy w1th Anger and Aggressmn hlghly emphasrzed in the current

s
‘ S

- social chmate There were substantlal dlfferences of perceptlons concermng the current emphasns on

. Relanonshlp and System Mamtenance dlmenswns The fmdmgs shaqw that the cottage staff generally. '

K

' percelved thelr programs more posmvely than the resxdents i S . : . -

e

A Ideal Differences Between Residents and Cottage Staff
. 5

The COPES Form I scale proflles for the resxdents and cottage staff are deprcted in Frgure 14.
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‘ - k o Flgure 14 COPES Form I Scale Proflles for Resrdents and Cottage Staff

The cottage staff and; re51dents generqu agreed on the dlrectlon of envtronmental press in an



ideal milieu, but there are substantial differences with respect to the degree of emphas'is that four of -

V the ten dlmensrons should recetve ideally. This is parttcularly ev1dent on the Relattoln}mp dtmenstons

-

where the cottage staff w15h substanttally more emphasns on Involvement Support and Spontanelty

than the\resrdents (2, 2.5 and 2 mean raw score pomts dlfference).

bl

. T_here isv_less discrepancy on the Treatment Prograrn »dimensio"n’s wherethe’.cottage,staff ideal
ratings show that they."would prefer gener'ally less environmentalpress than they ‘wduld prefer on
either the Relatlonshlp or System Mamtenance dtmenStons The staff would not place strong;_ ’
emphasxs on mdependent functtonmg in anideal m111eu but the resndents wnsh for more envnronmental' :

. press than the staff. The resrdents ideal. profile shows that the open expressxon of anger and

L]

aggressron would 1deally recetve e less®nvironmental press than all other domams
'The, cottage'staff would prefer strong emphasis on the ho_me bemgueat and orderly(Order‘and R

Organization), and clea'r-program rules and expectations (Program Clarity). .Th_e'res‘idents' would be .

' satlsfted with substantlally less press towards Program Clartty than the staff (2 mean raw score pomts R

d1fference) There was close agreement between the two groups concernmg the emphasxs that Staf

Control should recelve in an ldeal

In summary, the cottage staff’W’éuld hke strong emphasrs on the Belattonshlp d1mensrons and» »

the System Mamtenance dtmensmns of. Order and Orgamzatton and Program Clartty in an tdeal .

. to

program ?thts would be combmed w1th low emphasrson Autonomy and Staff Control with whlch the,

<> DR I

»resndents agreed although prefemng slightly more emphasrs than the cottage staff The fmdmgs‘ ‘

~show that the eottagestaff generally percelve an tdeal program more posmvely than the resnd’

Real-ldeal Discrepancles

theprogram. \ ', o v Ce

1 . ‘. B ‘ -\» o . ‘ . ;‘l"lv .
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- prefer a considerable ‘decrease‘. e
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Flgure 15 Real Ideal. DlscrepanCIes as Percelved by Resrdents and Cottage Staff

;.\_ I

The profrles shown m Flgure 15 depxct the amount of increase or decrease needed in order for -

A the program to begﬁ;ﬁexdeal as condeptuahzed by the two groups It also shows whlch program areas -

are satlsfactory in relanonshlp to thelr goals and: 1deals They would prefer to have moderate to

P T a -

substantlal mcreases on the Relanonshlp d1mensrons (2 mean raw score pomts 1ncrease on Support .

. from the.perspectwe‘ of the cottage staff, and 2 mean raw score pomts increase on ‘Spontanerty,.from' ’

the perspectlve of the resxdents) Both groups would like a decrease on the open expressron of. anger

but the resrdents would hke a substantxal decrease (2 mean raw score pomts decrease) They agreed'

that' Order -and Orgamzanon and Program Clarrty should be more strongly emphasrzed w1th the

_ cottage staff prefernng a: substantlal increase towards Order and Organxzatlon in an tdeal mtlleu

'

v o

s -

The cottage staff were satlsfled with the current emphasrs on Staff Control, but the resrdents would‘

‘;"Jq’

. .- . : . : ) 3
- .- .

S Concluslon_ o . ‘ ‘ o L -

The fmdmgs are consrstent wrth prev1ous studxes in that in real and xdeal programs, staff

eval'_u'a‘tlons are;_ponsrderably more posmve t_han residents: The substantlal drfferences between the,

1

residents’*and the cottage staff, in both- real and ideal ratings, were found on the‘Relationship

d1mensrons of Involvement and Spontanerty, and the System Mamtenance dlmensmn of Program

R e N

v

Clanty The one exceptlon, concemmg more posmve perceptlons of .the real socral chmafe, )
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/ appeared on the residents’ rating of Autonomy where they perceived more current press than cottage

staff and would prefer more 1deally Generally,‘the most agreement betweenlthe two groupS“

appeared on the Treatment Program dlmensrons. There was a substanual dlfference between the
- two groups in their evaluatxon of the current level of Staff Control butnot in thexr ideal social clJm\

Research Questlon 3

Are there substantial differences among treatment servrces group | members perceptlons of the

».,, A

mdtvrdual settmgs as compared to the settrngs evaluated asa composxte or homogenous entlty" '

N
Treatment Servlces Group Evaluations
In order to provrde a plctonal frame of reference in answermg the research questlon Frgure 16
- deplcts:th_e, Real- and Ideal social climate as percenve@ the treatment serv1ces group when

"evaluating the four settings as a composite entity.
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Flgure 16. COPES Form R and Form 1 Scale Proflles for the Treatment Services Group :

The treatment sewices group rating of the real social cllmate clearly deprcts a program Wthh

-

places strong emphasrs on act1ve and constructwe use of time by the res1dents (Involvement) The

Ipress towards open expressron of Anger and Aggress1on was also percelved as bemg strongly

emphasrzed In contrast, thrs group rated the measures employed to- encourage resrdents towards e

mdependence and self-sufftclency as recelvmg very low emphasxs (Autonomy)

The 1deal proﬁle shows a preference for substantlally to’ very substantlally increased emphasrs

P

~.

4-;
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on eight of the ten dimens‘ions (2 to 4 mean raw score points increase). The goals and value

’ orientations of this group are clear with the environmental. press towa’rds Involvement, Support and

Program Clarity partrcularly emphasrzed in'an‘ideal mlheu lt is significantto niote the low levelwg“ﬁ N
Staff Control that would accompany increased emphasrs on other drmensrons

Treatment Services Group Perceptions of the Real Soclal Cllmate.
Cottage by Cottage Compared to the Composite Evaluation

The real drfferences among programs are deprcted in terms of subscale means Companion *
figures, based on standard scores, are in Appendrx E. |
Cottage I Compared to the Composite Evaluation

The treatment servrces group evaluatron of the current socral cllmate on Cottage I,as compared

to therr composrte evaluatron of the four cottages, 1s deplcted in Frgure 17 N

-

10

£ .SuBscale Means

¢
I
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Frgure 17 COPES Form R Stale Profiles for Cottage I and the Cottages Combmed as -

o - _ Rated by the, Treatment Services Group - LT
: : _ _ \
The Cottage I profrle is generally below the average perceptron of the four cottages evaluated as -

oa composrte whole There was a substantral dlfference of 2.5 mean raw score pomts on the

Relatronshrp dlmensron of. Involvement which measures enthusrasm and active functromng on a

‘day-to-day basrs There was agreement on two of the four Treatment Program dtmensrons ‘The

=

envrronmental press ‘towards’ Autonomy receives very low emphasis arld the press towards open

‘_Z’,' -

- expressron of angry feelmgs is strongly emphasrzed In this program There wasasubstantral drfference o

-
. I



L

v

concerning the envrronmental press towards Personal Problem Orientation on Cottage 1 whnch was

; : _
rated 2 mean raw score_pomts ‘below the composnte eyaluatlon On the System Malntenance

Lo "

dimensions, Cottage I was well below average perceptions conQerning Order and‘_Organization and
K . RPN c. . e, ! :

* under necessary controls was above the composite evaluation as rated by the treatment services

group. LT

In summary, the Cottage Isocial climate, as perceived by the treatment services group. suggests

~aprogram whlch strongly emphasrzes the open expressmn of anger whrle mamtammg a htgh level of

Staff Control in a m111eu w1th below average emphasts on the Relatlonshtp dxmensxons
0 ' ‘
Cottage 11 Compared to the Composite Evaluation

)

The treatment services group evaluatlon of the current soc1al climate on Cottage II as
compared to thetr composrte evaluatton of the four cottages is deptcted in Flgure 18

clarity of program rules and procedures. The extent to which staff use measures to keep residents. -

Rated by the Treatment Services Group

1

The Cottage Il proflle is. above the composxte evaluatlon on eight of the ten dlmen51ons w1th

g eement .on the two remammg dtmenswns of Autonomy (very low emphasis) and Anger and

b

ressron (htghly emphasxzed) The : treatment servrces group percetved the Cottage I socnal

.&
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thure 18 C}¢PES Form R Scale Profiles for€ottage Il-and the Cottages Combmed as

¥

chmate to be above the collecttve average on all Re’latlonshlp d1mensrons They rated the System
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.‘ ’Maintenance dimensions of Order and Organization and Program Clarity as being strongly emphasized -

" . on Cottage II. Clarity of expectations. explicit program rules and procedures, were rated as,

e ' substantnally‘ above the composite evaluatron (2'mean Taw score’ pomts dlfference J
In summary, the Cottage I1 socral cllmate as percelved by the treatment ‘services group,
R suggests a program whrch emphasnzes Involvement open expressnon of angry feelmgs and Program ,
.. Clarity, while mamt_ammg an _orderly milieu with a high level of Staff Control.
| ' Cottage I Compared to the Composite ,Evaluation

The t_reatment"serviees group evaluation of the current social climate on Cottage 111, as

-compared to their composite evaluation of the four cottages, is depicted in Figur’e‘l9.
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Frgure 19 COPES Form R Scale Profrles for Cottage III and the Cottages Combmed as’ -
cemEy Rated by the Treatment Servrces Grou ' . .
‘ - The Cottage III socral cllmate was. percelved as being above to very substar‘ﬁrally above the

composnte evaluatron on erght of the ten dxmenswns The evaluatlon of the treatment services group o
deplcts a program whlch places major empha51s on the Relanonshlp dlmenswns suggestmg active

and enthusrastrc day-to-day functlomng ina very supportlve milieu w1th strong envrronmental press

-
1 -

¥

owards open expressron of feelmgs and behav10ur There were substantlal dlfferences found on . S

. W . .
S’upport and Spontanelty (2 and 2. 5 mean raw score pomts above the composne evaluatlon) The ,

'dtf_f,e;ences are, substantral on two of the Treatment Program dlmensmns Autonomy and Personal
o : o . B
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Problem Orientation. The program was percelved as placmg strong emphasrs on encouragmg

residents towards mdependence and self-suffrcrency (3.5 mean raw score pomts above the collectlve
’

average) “The program was’ rated as- placmg strong emphasrs on- resrdents bemg concérned- xabout~__~_uﬂ

- .

' therr personal problems and feelmgs in seekmg to understand them (Personal Problem Orlentatlon ‘

2.5 mean raw score poin‘ts above ‘average) The press towards open expressron of angry feehr}lgs is

]

' strongly emphasized in  this program and is shghtly above the collectrve evaluatlon On the System

" Maintenance drmensrons. the Cottage III program was rated as placmg strong emphasrs on Program

B Clanty in a mlheu where an orderly envrronment is not. strongly emphasrzed and Staff Control
'6-

~

below the composrtc evaluatlon = e B 4
" N ) ] J

ey

7

- In summary, the Cottage\ I1I program as percerved by the treatment services group, suggests a
socral mlheu whrch strongly emphasrzes the Qe'ﬂtronshrp and Treatment ‘Program dmtensrons
v -combmed with strong emphasrs on clarlty of program rules and expectatlons and below average press :

_towards Staff Control

Cottage IV Compared to the Composrte Evaluatron ,

i

The treatment services group evaluatron of the current social clrmate on Cottage IV as

compared to thelr composxte evaluatlon of the four cottages is deplcted in Flgure 20

.‘Subscale Means = -
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‘Frgure 20. COPES‘tform R Scale Proftles for Cottage IV and the Cottages Combmed as:
’ Rated by "the. Treatment Servrces Group L S




the Autonomy and Practrcal Orientation ratmgs above the composrte evaluatron - The program g

. Clarity of program rules and expectatrons, and measures that staff employ.to maintain control were

_ perceived mgderately above'the composite’ evaluation.

3 Conclusron

4

E ' . .";: “" l‘-,:@{lqh .
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X

The Cottage v profrle shows aclose srmllanty tothe treatment services group evaluatron ofthe

‘
l

_four cottages consrdered asa composrte whole There are no substantral drfferences The Cottage

s

’ .LV__socraL cllmatetdoes not: emphasrze the Relatronshlp drmensrons generally, wrth only actwe_

day to-day functromng and constructlve use of t1me (Involvement) percelved as recelvmg partrcular

envrronmental press. "All Relatronshrp drmensrons were rated as bemg below the collective average

‘The treatment services group percerved'more emphasrs,on the Treatment Program d1mensrons, with

.

Strongly emphasrzes the open expressron of anger and aggressron but not substantlally more than the

conaposrte average of the cottages rated asa whole On the System Mamtenance dimensions there

was agreement on the percerved envrsqpmental press towards an orderly and organrzed mrlreu

v
?

In summary, the Cottage IV socral clrmate as percerved by the treatment servrces group,

suggests a program which places the most envrronmental press on the T reatment Program drmensrons

whrle mamtamrng above average emphasrs on Staff Control

e to o e : N A
N

s

The profrle analysrs of the four mdrvrdual settmgs compared to the composrte profrle as.

evaluated by the treatment servrces group, showed that there were moderate to very substantral

drfferences in percerved socral clrmate among the. four programs These drfferences were found on

several drmensrons but the varrabrhty was the. greatest on the Relatronshrp drmensrons the Treatment o

Program dtmensron of Personal Problem Orrentatlon and the System Mamtenance dlmensrons of -

I - .

Order and Orgamzatron and Prograrn Clarity. There was close agreement concermng the envrronmental _

press towards open expressron of Anger and Aggressron

It is therefore concluded that there -are drfferences which reach substantral proportrons in

a

noted areas among the treatment servrces group perceptrons of the socral clrmate of the mdrvrdual
. A %P : _ :

settmgs as compared to th§settmgs evaluated asa composrte entrty
' Research Question 4y.ff"'~§""
: s H
. » . . ;- . . ‘ ’ ) ‘ A i @ . ‘ i . .
Are there substantial differences among all groups in their ratings of the current and ideal social

S e
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cllmate when the settings are evaluated as a composnte or homogenous entrty"lrl ‘
Real Differences Among Growps - . - ' ‘ '

The real dlfferences among-the five groups as measured on the C.WES FormR, are deplcted,__~ e

kS

in terms of subscale' means. Compamon figures, based on standard scosis. are in Appendlx E..

.

The COPES Form R scale profiles for the progr_am ‘specialists‘and treatment services group are

depicted in Figure 21. The program specialists perceived,thé current social climate more positively

«
I

“ than the treatment services group. - - | B ,
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Figure 2. COPES Form R Scale melles fgrfPt‘ogram Specrahsts and
. Treatment Services Group » "
T’he two groups have dlfferent perceptrons on tl’,ﬁ Relatlonshlp dlmensmns w1th a very"’ A
o substantlaL dlfference of opmlon on how suppprtlve th_e staff are towards the neS|dents and how much RSN
;o 837 av .“ ° t

there51dents are encouraged to be suppo}*ﬁvﬂetgwards each other (Support 3 mean raw ‘score points . Q :

W

dlfference) They percexved the current “social cllmate as placmg low env1ronmentaf press towa s

" self—suffnclency and mdependent functronmg They rated the other Treatment Program dlmensmns
. ‘ R .

measurmg preparatlon for dlscharge from the pro@am (Practical Onentatlon) personal problem . _ 9).

- solvmg and understandmg of feehngs (Personal Problem Orlentatron) as recelvmg the same

empha515 The extent to, Wthh resndents are encouraged to express anger openly was pe

t

,5.,
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program rules;“ procedures and expectatlons was percetved as recelvmg the most envrronmental L ,‘,g

r"".w, b ’ . ’ T )
press The program speclahsts percelved the degree to whrch staff use measures to mamtam the v
’necessary controls as sllghtly less than’ that percetved by the treatment services gro &fb tf, L J" % R

T (jv_:'.q:,é‘\ . ‘ ,:' - Y . .
'\ﬁ...'k v Generally, the program specrahsts percerved the real socral chmate at Maplendhe more. T
: v ~ - '
'posrtlvely t’han thetreatment servlces group, wrth a very substantlal drfference of oprmon concemmg .
: : R ‘.-:"- L t‘é/ ’ !
N the degreo of supportfveness in the current mlheu T ij - e LR ,
= 3 e g e ST
"Phe COPES Form R scale, proftles for the cottage staff‘ praCtiCtlm s'tud_e'nts arexlepicted in o
o | , anure 22 They share very srmrlar perceptrons of the real social chmate
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o g ," o Frgure 22 COPES Fg‘i}m R Scale»Proftles for‘Cottage Staff and Practrcum Students Lo -

o The cottage st%ff and students share very snmtlar percepttons of the current socral cllmate at *
¢ L
’L" . . . e L
Maplendge. There are no substanttal dffferences on any of the- ten dlmensmds Wlth agreement e

e g
.

found m f1ve areas They agreed that the Relatlons'hlp dlmensrons recexve generally average . :

& . . o

-

emphasls although the cottage staff percetved the resrdents to ‘be- more actlve and ent’husrastlc m

ol -P’ M PR

mg than the students (Involvemgnt) They generally agreed on the type of
> .

‘l-" .

P

o treat'ment that the program off They percelved lrttle emphasrs on encoux:agmg the resxdents to’

L become more mdependent and self-suffxclent They felt that the’ program 1s practlcally onented and

. E 'O“-‘-" : i . o

places emphasrs on personal problem solvmg whlle strongly encouragmg the open expressron of angry

feelmgs There was some VLanatton on the System Mamtenance dxmensrons*b.ut both groups
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generally agreed on the emphasrs that each recelved They percerved strong env1ronmental press - Vg
/ - s T
towards maggg the program rules procednres and expectatrons expllcrt (Program Clarrty) 4
. ! 4
. n summary. ‘there was. close agreement between the- cottage %taff and the students in therr o e
e A . 2
oL I "ons; of the reﬁl socral climate. These two fgroups generally agreed wrth the program . .
. I . cor ' L .
" sts and the treatment servrces group on the type of treatmenbthat the program ollers The X “‘E‘ -
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,‘r‘f ey cllmate They also percetved the open expressrorf of anger as b@lngstrongly emphasrzed The four, S
groups generally agreed on the djrectlonY)f emphasrs on the System Mamtenance d1mensrons butxy;he
: ,ﬁw,.v v ‘..- ) -L::' g < Sy

rpgram Clarrty than the program

cottageJtaff ,é'ﬁd students percerved mo%n honmental‘press on, P

v A “'- '\\ . . e i S t:n
- . fourgroups percetved the. envnronmental press towards Autonomy as very low m the currentL,socral S
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the Relatlon%hrp and System antenanco'dlmensrons Substantlal drfferences in percepfions of the

P .\ -
Nl * . K]

Y current mllreu were found on two of the three Relatronshrp drmensrons Involvement and Spontanerty

ud
N o, N “

(o
soa B

o The resrd’énts do not pereerve themselVes to:be as actrvely mvolved in the program-as the adult group

. .does (2 mean’ raw score pomts drfference) The resrdents do not fee&at the pibgram places much

ot R . v

S 3 emphgsrs on’ opgr expressron -of ‘fcelmgs and spontaneous behavrour (2 5.mean raw score pornts

dlffererice) v There w,a?s general aggaeement on'the’ Treatment Program drmensrons 1ncludmg low
i v, i‘ ﬁlg H 4
v emph:{s@'dalrt encouragmg. the resrdents towards mdependent functronmg (Autonomy), and strong
SR i S : wn._b.;_r‘,,’,i ' > ~ &)

o ﬁe&ugs (Anger and Aggressron) There are substantlal

\ . -t

fon

-

Co A dr{ffer_ertges 'on two of the th Dystém _Qt&tnante drmensrons Program Clanty and Staff Control o

SRR SRR ‘ ¢ : .
= The adu]f gscmp p&rcelved strong envrr%nmental ‘pr% towards clar?’ of progr%'n ’ru'les prodedures S

:Q'Ei',' & ,-"‘.@'*"v

gl § and expectatrons and mo%‘ateﬁesstowards‘measures that cottagestaf‘f use 9 keep the necessary U

v,)‘ Ty ‘...'.,;: ~'Ql I J FEAREY ‘e e ‘ . T ’

e ;, jo controls The resrdewdpercerved mode@;‘emp?asrs on Progra@ Clanty and strgng emphasrs o'h . \;

A . . T

l;».;-; Staff Conggol (2 mean raw score poxnts drfference MOtb dlmensrons) . e vﬁ LYo

-y

aGene’f::.llly thexesrdents a'nd the adult gro‘up agreed on the type ol” treat&ent that 'tlfe progr ) i I

o o . 8 -
offers mcludrgg low emphasrs on AutOnomy arrd strdng emphasrs orn Anger @iggre%fow They e
ﬁ : ":

o o.l \r

"hrch reached substantral drfferences on the dnnensrons of
AR

-4

‘:ensrons of Program"Clarrty and Staff Control The resrdents percer\zed thelr currentasomal :
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4 . 3
clrmate more negatrvely than the adult group exc’ept on the percerved envrronmental press towards oo
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Summary Analysis of Real Differences Ammlg Groups ' ‘. ; S S

.

“An exammatron of the confrguratron of substantral drfferences among groups clearly mdrcated) \( g

C g

that generally, the, resrdents ratmgs of the current socral‘ clrmate were lower. than all other groups - R

. RN ’ . S . .
3 > e

with two exceptlons Flrstl’y the resrden,ts percerved more press towards Autonomy in therr program -

%3

" T than all other groups Secondly, the resrdents perceptron of Staff Control was hlgher than all other

°y
« A

: groups whlch reachsd substantral proportlons‘when compared to the program specralrsts and the '-‘ L

e 8 ) . . X oo

"..cottage staff. -



', " .‘ ¢ - . o . : ‘.n . C .
1 . R < o . RS , f\g,? ) o
. . <, . co i ! M "u’ W . 71

w - S : : ‘ S .

*'The overall proflle.of the Maplerrdge Program as evaluated by the flve groups shows sngmf:l

o : a} ‘ . é] .

cant srmllarlty on the Treatment Program,dlmensmns w1th no substan@_drfferences among the -

vroups in the:r perceptlon of the e _ocral cllmate \’Jl‘hc program specralrsts recorded the e
- [y , . . : ~ %c $ . %
‘enerally most posmve ratmgs with ception of the Autonomy dlmensron where the re51dents > 4
. ’ W
. rategl slrghtly more emphasns than all other groups ‘ L T Ly
N , v_{/ - : . e :
“ "Ehe program specrallsts were generally more posmve than all other groups ofithe Relationship ~

Y .drmens‘rons Therr ratmg of the current level of Involvement exceeded the practlcum students and

) T

~ the resrdents by a very substantral dlfference of 3 and 3. 5 mean raw score pomts respectlvely v,

. "'"~' - . '3...",
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Enwronmental press to\vatds Support was percerved very substant:ally more posmvely (3 mean. raw g

y
S lne .
. : W . .v ARy
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S ;re pomts) by the program spemalrsts than%y the treatment services group and the resxdentg The .
SR~ 5 . . o e

WA
"2, program specrahsts were more posmyh', tha all other groups w;th respecb to Spontanert Mhe EE

ﬁrbpornons when compared to. the ?Ments (;3 mean‘ raw
R
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‘5? drfference only reached vary substantﬁil

score pomts dlfference). L, . I e o
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s o . The System Mamtenanep dlmenswns were' the only areas in whlch the program specrallsts were

d not gegerally the mast positive group There was notable congruence ~among the flve groups

EEY

evalu@m of moderate empha315 on. Order and Orgamzatlon There was consrderable varlatlon
- . u B

5
among the groups pgrceptlon of Program Clanty w1th the practlcum students percervmg very strong

S emphasrs in the real soc1al cllmate 3. 5 and }5 mean raw score pomts dlfference as co%\pared to the

N

resrdents and treatment servxces group evaluatlons) There was close agreement among four of the

grOups on perce1ved envrronmental’press towards Staff Control The resndents percelved substantlally

f .
*  ‘more press on thls dlmensmn than the program specrallsts or the cottage staff (2 and. 2 5 mean raw :
e - BT U_‘,‘;",\‘ o a‘l'\'
- .+ ' score pomts dlfferenf:e respectrvely), v . N L L e .
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N ’T hree major trends were found in the generally more negatxve evaluatrons of the rey;é 1
el Cmkwa. e ey /
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the treatment servrces group, and the generally more posmv

o group.. These were the three patterns whlch d1 rentlated the frve groups one from the other
“ . L o, y C

Another trend was found m the s1gn1f1cant congruence among all groups on the Treatment Program\ '

’ N -

drmenswns There was consrderable vanablhty on-the. Relatronshlp drmensrons and the System :
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Maintenance dimension of Program‘Clarity. T e T o kN
. It is tentatrvely concluded that there are substantral drfferences among the five groups’ ratmgs

. ) :
of the real socral chmate as related pnmarrly to the Relatlonshlp and System Mamtenanpe dlmensrons .

. of Program Clanty and Staff Control.
- ldeal and Real ldeal Dlﬁerences Among Groups .' EREE . 3
.:‘v, K “ o LT o ‘ . 3;‘.‘ .
e ; The ideal dlfferqnces among the five defmed groups as measured‘on the COPES Form I are et -
@ " deplC[ed in terms of subscale means. 4 The COPES Form 1 scale proflles for the progr‘am specrahsts ;
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R and treatment"services gidup are depicted in Figure 4. . ol :ﬁ\" ‘
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' Tl;e program sgecrahsts and the treatment services group share srmllar goal'and value onentatlons l
. ‘ / -
'with respect to an ldeal socral cllmate Involvement Support and Program Clanty (would recelve Kl
i maxrmum emphasrs in an ldeal program The Relatlonshlp dlmensmns would generall}\l)e “stf | ‘;'.".T,

emphasrzed The two groups have substantlally drfferent goal or value orlentatlons in two sngmhcant o
e .,.!"'_' ) ‘ T
areas. Autonomy dﬁtaffé‘oﬁtr "[ ﬁl‘he treatment servrces group would prefer substantlally more - R

)‘

: emphasrs on envrronmental press towards the resrdents becommg more self-sufﬁclent and 1ndependent

- S, ' -3

" B

" while preferrmg very substantxally less emphasrs on measures that’ staff use to mamtam control (a

- - . . bad . (
dlfference of 2 mcan raw score pomts on Autonomy, and a very substantxal dlfference of 4 mean raw -
v "’- - I CLo e ) ' '
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The profrles deprcted in Frgure,25 show the amoun.t of mcrease or cfecrease needed in order for L ;’
. A _ : RESRTEE
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" the program to become ldeal as conceptuahzed by the two groups It also mdrcates whrch areas are

satrsfactory in relatlonshlp Io therr goals and 1deals “The treatment serVJces group would like - %
: NPA. a0 . )
b7 A

substantral to very substantrally increased emphas'rs on exght of the ten drrnensrons (4, 3. 5 an??%S

B

mean raw score pomts mcrease on Support Autonomy and Program Clarrty) These substantral
= . .

mcreases would combme w1th a substantlally decrea;ed emphasrs on Staff Controg(Z 5 mean raw ,' . .
" . ) . ,. . . ' ? L ! - 3 g
S score pointstdecrease)', and ‘a mode_st decréase on.bpen e‘x’pr’e‘ssron of Anger and Ag’gr.essron.‘ The
‘. .3‘ e e . . S . 1
. most changes that the program specrafrsts would req'\m;p appear on preference for substantrally
> . ; . .
T . s L N P ;,r) :

1 . . .

te mcreased emphasrs on Staff Control (2 mean raw score pomts mcr@ée) il | <

-
- - .
. .

e ‘The real 1deal drscrepWetween thesé two, groups are substantral to very substantral on .

. most dlmensrons except Anger and Aggressron where both would prefer a moderate décrease from =

-

,15 the percelved emphasrs in the current mrheu
TR i « e | ' ST
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Thegwogfoup%share vef'y’smxlar concépts of an ldeal somal chmate as s,howr{%p nine of the ten ("‘ .
. Y DR AT " ) . &
9 ? o
. dlmensmns of the ,CORES Form I : Thelr 1deal prog :
. = > ‘ﬁ b i .
Relatronshrp 1rhensndnso£;1nvolvement and Support and the System 4 30

‘6-

P

o
L would prefer less emphasrs on the open expressron of angry feelmgs (Anger and Aggre551on) than the

A
kS cottage staff They agreed O‘E the amount of emphasrs\that Staff Control should recelve in an 1deal

mrlleu
v " Generally, their 1deal program v;ould place major er‘nphasxs.on Involvement Support and
Program Clanty,zh’rle mamtammg low envrronmental Qpress towards Autonomy and Staff Control
Flgure 27 compares ‘the degree. of ch;nge that the cottage staff and the practrcum students

- ol .
Prl . L '

‘,‘ .

o would lrke to see in'the: program
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Frgure 27 Real Ideal Drscrepancrés as;Perceived by. Cottage Staff Lo el
-.and: Practrcum Students e SR .‘f; s
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an rcted in Flgure 27 show the amount of increase or ‘

[

- - .the program to“ gt 1deal as conceptuahzed by the two groups . It also mdlbates'wmch;' reas are

satrsfactory m relatronslup to them goals and 1deals The studehts would requtre'substanttally‘i' '

._ <

& - m’E’reased emphasrs on actrvrty and enthusrasm ona day to-day basrs'm the program (I_n,volyement 3 - a o

o

. . .
, mean raw. score pomts mcrease) Both groups would requlre substantrally mcreased emphasrs on -
R .
Lo £ v
- staffsupport and resrdent to resrdent support in the cottage milieu (Support 2 mean 1 raw score pomts e

»vl.

, . o L
_mcrease) They generally agreed,,o,p moderately mcreased emphasrs on the Treatment Program"

N

substantlal from the students 'perspect ef? 5 mean raw score pomts decrease) The staff percerved
’ e rderly and orgamzed mrheu as bemg 1mportantL and they would regurre substantlal—mcreased \ '
s .

press on this d1mensron (Order and Orgamzatl% 2 meam raw score pomts mcrease) The cottage S

: staff mdrcated satlsfactron w1th the current emphasrs on Staff Control but the students would prefer a :

; . bt - . L , s ) : ) . . - l_‘ .

'moderate‘decrease LT o Tl

—_— e —_ BTt e T e T

The xdeals of the cottage staff and students are very sumlar w1th the only substantral drfference o

found on the amount of change requn’ed to attam the rdeal level of Involvement in the program

The COPES Form T scale proftles for the resxdents, and the adult groups combmed as’ a u,d :

. . . BN "
s e e e o . . R . . - B



composite whole, are depicted in Figure 28.

2

- 10
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. T“igure’Z&l COPEg Form'I Sca‘le Profile;s tor Residents and Adult. Groups Combined EES
| iv: The resrdents and the adult group have drffereg't perceptrorlzs of an 1deal mrheu pnmanly from R o
B ‘ the pomt of view of the degree of. envrronmmtal &ess that most dlmensrons should receive. The £
dlfferences are partrcularly pronounced on all‘ Relatronshrp drmensron{s The adult group would lrke'l'r o
ma]or emphasrs on actrvrty and enthusrasm m the day-to-day programmmg combmed wrth a very_

. supportrve mrlleu (Involvement and Support) They also would lfl(e morer empha§1$ on open '

expressron of behavxour and feelmgs ( Spontanelty) The resrdents 1deal program would differ only

_on the degree o£ emphasns that € aph of these dlmenswns would reccive (2 5,2.5and 2 mean raw- score.

s

pomts drfference) There are no substantral drfferences concemmg the type of treatment that an- -

.
1deal #mgram would offer Ag prevrously/found the resrdents would hke more emphasrs on

N ey - Do e
Autonomy than the adult.group.- ’I‘hey drsagreed on the emphasrs that expllcrt program rules, E TN

procedures and expectatrens should recerJe in; arﬁdeal mlheu (Program Clanty'l The adult group .
~ . . k' . . R '-'s

would place ma]or emphhsrs on tlus drmenslon w1th a substantxal drfference of 25 mea‘n raw score

R . . . C :
pomts between the two groups m therr 1deal onentatlon

Coel

e
.,‘

Fxgure 29 compares the degree of change that the resndent and adult grbups would llke to seein o
' &theprogram ; e L 5} R ‘ ', , .
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: . Frgure 29 Real-Ideal Drscrepancres as- Percerved by Resrdents e
st ,' o Co and.Adult Groups Combmed - L -

-

o

ow the amount of mcrease or decrease needed in order for R

c.

séwas‘ Gon ahzed'by the two:groups It also- 1nd1cates whrch areasare
K's:

'pﬁ ther,r goals and 1deals.-: Cn the Relatrons&updrmensrons the resrdentst . _‘ L

2o
would requrre a substantral increase in order to.attam therr 1deal pres& on Spontanerty (2 mean raw

.4._.-~
@ b -

score pomts mcrease) The adult group would requrre substantlally mcreased emphasrs on Support
Lir a
. in order to achreve therr 1deal mrheu 2 mean raw score pomtsuncrease) Both groups would requrre

decreased envrronmental press on Anger and Aggressron wrth the resrdents requmng a very substantral

s,

id

decrease of 3 mean raw score pom ’[hey %perally agreed o, the changes thar&he System.

v e

o v
Marntenancadrmensrons would requlre m order to attam an 1deal socral chmate although the adult

-

P ‘ grdup wduld requrre a: substantral mcrease of 2] mean raw score.. pomts on thenProgram Clarrty

‘.- dimehsion. . L e R '.'-'. S R

STy b L s
. o :
el % "~ The i"esident and adult groups generally agreed on the drrectron of change requ}red fo attam an.

{

. " ’

Do :j - .fideal jal\chmate The resrdents would requrre a substantral mcrease on énvrrdnmental press R -3

e~y \ B ~ ~ .
. . )

.;w,.;u-_ \- towards Spont neity x and' a; ubstantral decrease er Anger and Aggressron The adult group woufa M

requrre a substanuaf mcrease on Support and Program Clanty S L
’ % T SR S

Summary Analysrs of ldeal and Reéal- Ideal Diﬁerences Among Groups. . S a

~An exammatron of the confrguratlon of substantlal drfferencesby groups clearly mdrcates that S \ :



whrle‘the resrdents want changes in the same ﬂlrectlon as the adult groups in most areas, they do not

L) . DAY Fo.

want the same magmtude of change A srgmf;cant observatlon in the Maplerrdge Progra;n wrth

S

respect to the five groups preferences for an ldeal socral clrmate was found on the Treatment

v

dimension of Autonomv The resrdents and the treatment servrces group were the only two groups
b .

requrrmg substantral to very, substantlal mcreases in order to attain thelr ideal empha51s

3 . . . 3y

A second primary fmdmg was found on the 1deal socral chmate preferences of the treatment

services group ThlS group would requlre substantlal to very substantral changes on nine of the ten

? e . i N S

drmensrons wrth the lone exceptron bemg a sllght decrease on the opeh%pressron of Anger and

8 : | ' N e

Aggressron They would hke substantra] to very substantral increases on the Relatlonshrp dtmensrons

.0 e " 4

T hey would also requrre substantlal to yery substantrally mcreased envnronmental press on the

- . r‘\
Treatment Program drmensrons wrth the g E@ 1 of Anger and Aggressron Whlle preferrmg very
; N ww.., o

»

. fase] .
n . substantrally mcreased emphasrs on the Sgst&Wamtenance drmensrons of Order and Orgamzatlon

bstantlal d‘ease on Staff Control
~m‘a::.*‘ L ; ) u, ,
yptrons of the program specralrsts

. O

A thlrd pattern was found relgte'dr‘to théf !

Therr evaluatron of the real socral chmate was P

s : 4).

® . partrcularly on the Relatlonshlp dlmensrons- By companson the program specrahsts rdeal social

they would prefer a. substantral 1ncrease m measureés thaf staff exercrse to mamtam control The S

cow
R

)

programspecrahs,ts group was the only group that did: not,want a shght to very substantlal decrease of

Staff Contr@.m nfdeal mrlreu...\ g T - A R e T e ’ g
“ ) «"-' . - e Ca " . 3 N . . S
T A fourth pattem was found i in the cJose srmrlarrty between the cottage staff and practlcum
2 i students 'goals and values thh respect to an- 1dea1 socral clrma‘te Thrs must be vrewed wrth _
. ). . ‘ R W » ;; N R [ 0 N (Y‘ : e
_ cautron in view of the small number of students mvolved in the study T S e ‘
Y T ?« N o ‘
’ Conclusron L ) & v .
B e The pnmary trends dlscovered among the frve groups evaluatron of an rdeal program suggest _
L . - i Y i
. o that the program spec;alrsts treatment servrces grdup, cottage‘st"ff and practlwmﬁudents.shamaawnv ;.
s C g
generally srmrlar goal and value orrentatrons wrth respect to an 1deal program. Theggsrdents whrle S

preferr:lng a very sxmrlar kmd of program 1deally, do not wish for the same magmtude of env1ronmental

e ‘» . Lo . il X o
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press that the adult groups would prefer Thls was parucularly true of the R atlonshrp and Program’
Clarrty dimensions as there was’ notable agreement among the five groups’ ideal preferences on ’

,~.

Practical Onentanon Anger and Aggressron and Order and Orgamzatron The two areas-whlch

————showed- overall vanablhty amongall groups were: related to- the\amount of envrronmental press that

Yo

Autonomy and Staff Control should recelve m an rdeal mlheu

whlch clearly dlfferentlates one from the other <o /cernmg’ an rdeal socral clm‘late The ma]or ..
o drfferences were related to the real 1deal dlscrepanmes partlcularly as. found on the treatment = :
. I . . l‘ - . ’ I3 L
’,'services‘group eValuatrons. SRR v Jf ‘» S T A S
Table 8 C w o & R . .',“‘
: o J
- Summary and Coﬂflguratloﬂ’of SubstanUal R
, e Real Idedfjﬁrfferences by Group e O L T RN
: TSR Dt T i e
A ¢ ‘. 7« = u : . . LRI "L' o T 6 .
v ‘ ' ' *’%g L Subscales . S R R
P Group R S A P@ PPO "AA .00 PC - ¢ ' A
e ; "‘ L '.';-.Ld ' . i ; ..\t
AA 7= ] — s ey e s
! A " . Sk '
‘Res T I — — — = -
4. . : NEREE . e ) .
“.’\‘. BEEIRL \ a . J .z . B b -
CS : - e A= - = — . 'NC
TSG .- - @I I oo 1f I e D Lo - B I%, DY e
R B |
e
e =
\‘ ’
’ I .
re‘fers 10 preference for a very substantral decrease (3 or more mean raw score pomts -
,dlfference) T : S . .
o D — “refers toa preference for a substantral decrease (2 2 5 mean. raw: score pomts dlf-»' I
R . ference) T = e ) R - & RS
SRl P T o P - R I
s NC —. refers to-no ch‘angé’desired.* o SR L
’ . ' 4 . i 0w - S
' . ; ‘ ‘ A - = ) *‘t: ' / .
\ RN . . ’ P- ’ -
- e
: , .



Auxillary Flnding T 1. ‘ - ‘_ PRy

RESTIPIR DL

——— —»———.Maplendge as. bemg mstrumental in. achlevmg the trea

T W e NI L “i‘ L - = L T .. JERE
; " T ‘ . - “_.7,. ,..._ I N ] o g N -0
o, - ve e ,'7'_<.Num{e:,' o \.4 : = ChQse R .' Py wil L
RN ST 7o of O @ i RO T
R AR o .of ™ Relatlons 1p T oo
» . ... Cottage - o Res:dents ) Staff -7 Percentage ot
va ’ ) y ' *&h sy, ’ - -

a4 : . : N
. B . . . R k]

lf'o = ’ - ‘. . P S 3 . . . : “ ’ . . "-_' ' - ~ '
.P- A S R 7 o ST K Co T

2 "' The Tesults show sngmflcant dlfferences w1th a 10w of one posmve selecnon on Cfrttage I to: a

..

h Qf§1x posmve selectlons on Cottage II\I{GThe relatlonshlp between thlS fmdmg and‘the results L

Qo v .

l ’ k)

. I B4 ﬁ
usa evaluatlon of socxal chmate is open. t mterpretagon and would requlre further assessment B o )
e o T W
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' ‘Whatever the mter‘pretanon the results of the 1nformal assessment do ralse unSUOHS concemmg the -; )

\--'I;'-;‘ ’ '." " "D )
L gnggnt lmplementatlon of the substantwe relatlo%p treatment component as a “v1tal part of our

L
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Lol SUMMARY DlSCUSSlON AND lMPL[CATlONS R
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ta

= The study was de51gned to. exarmnea residential; treatment centre.for. emotlonally and behavrourally__;___'ﬂ_

o

R drsturbed children usmg the concept of socral cllmate ThlS was done usmg the two forms of the

o :; . M W

Communit'y-Onented 'Programs Environment Scale {Moos, ,l9’74b) in order to answer. the rese%rch )

< e .

- DN

questtons. %The cottage staff and resrdents on four separate cottages rated their own programs in

.
» .
A\ B s

. vterms of the current socral chmate and how they would prefer tt to be 1deally The results were'

4 A :v v o

W e

I QJ a% r@rted\m tems of subscale means based on rav@cores and deptcted graphtcally m the sequence

‘)

: .-4

id format employed by Moos (197413) There was consrderable agreement among groups and wrthm

'settmgs on the ’l’reatment Program dlmensmns mcludmg low emphasrs on Autonomy (resndents
SARE DU

| analyzed to determme |f any substanttal dlfferenees exlsted exther among t‘)r w;thm the settmgs They v

percelved shghtly more emphasw than the cottage staff), and strong emphasw o Anggr and Aggressrort. _

..
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Substanttal dtfferences were - found qn the Relattonshtp dtmensrons wrth both groups percelvmg }p R

o

Spontanetty astbemg the least emphasrzed Pamcularly noted 1s the Cottage lV resrdentg, lowwa

[

-, : LI \ el o
~ Y ,,)t S <)

of current press on the Relattonshtp dtmensnons Substanttal dlff%;ences were found’ on the Syﬁem

‘3. . AN .,.

Mam\'henance dtmenswns as evaluated by the resrdents The substantral dtfferences were commented

e

upon in Chapter V both in terms of program proftles and dlffel‘énces on each of the ten COPES

»
,l,“_- . /t . . B B . ‘V - “",_ -

= .'Substantial differ‘ ’

subscales B

.z ._' . o PN - .
R . - ‘ - H
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P
R T here we,re quer su'bstantlal dtfferences “doncemmg an ldeal socral chmate Fou‘r srgmflcant

RS :, :

fn%mgs appeared Ftrstlyythe Cottage IV resxdents althoughwxshmg for,mcreases placed the least

::\\-' "“ L
e :

the real soc1a1 cltmate in. thls regard Secondly a dtstrnctpauem.concemlng the ldeal emphasns on"

.“ ..w’ » g

Anger and Aggressron was. found The restdents and»cottage staff on Cottages Tand II would’ prefer '

- \.

muchn less emphasrs‘ than the re31dents pnd cottage staff omr Cottages I and V. ThlS reached

Jl,,,

"cesfrom the resrdents perspect'vp. Thtrdly, the CottageQIV resrdents tdeaLsocral

5 P 4

RIS

g?bup the dlfferences are substantlal to very ﬁrbstanttal Lastly, the Cottage III remdents would
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prefer substantially more emphasis on Staff Control in an ideal milieu than any other resident or staff *

group.
Differences in real-ideal ra ’Egswycqe also examined. There were several findings of note.

Most groups would require decreases in the open expression of Anger and Aggressién which would

.

be very substantial. from the Cottage I and II residents’ perspective. Neither staff nor residents on

N .
s

Cottagé 111 and 1V require much change from the existing emphasis. Cottage IV residents were the
*’k.only group requiring a very substantial decrease of Staff Control in order to attain their ideal milieu
whereas Cottage III residents }'equi're little decrease preferring to maintain a high level of Staff

~ Coéntrol ideally. The.Cottage I1I and IV ‘staff were the only two group§ who would not require

\
N

substantial chba’nges‘in order to attain their tdeal social climate.
In addition to cxarﬁining differencés i.n ratings of the sbéial climate of the individual programs
from the perspe'ctiv'e of cottage staff and residgni\s. the treagmeht servic_és group,brovidcd arating of
the individual settings which was comharefi to -their rating of the four cottages evaluated as a
composite whole. Moderate to very substantial differences in perceived Jocial climate among thf; v
four settings'we;e found. Substantial difference; were found on the Relatibnship dimeﬁsions where
: ~Cot;ag¢’III‘was genex;ally perceivcd to place substantially more environ’mental préss than found on
the combosite evaluétion. The same observation was found on the Tréétfneﬁf Program dimensions

of Autonomy and Personal Problem Orientation. On the System Maintenance dimensions, Cottage

I1 was rated substantially above the composite evaluation with respect to Clarity within the E
. 4 . o o

program.

Evaluatio.ns of the social climate for tﬁe entire Mapleridge program were ex‘amined. For this -
part of the study, the resident and cottage staff raiings were separately pooled and considered as two
groups w-ho provided ratings for the whole residential program. In addition to the cottage staff and.
the residents, three other groups p;tovided ratings of the Mapleridge So.ciélelimate considered as a
composite 'efltity. The three groups are the treatment éewices ‘group, program sp_ecialisis and
practicum students. Real and ldeal rafings were obtainéd using the COPES Form R'and Form I.

The program specialists provided the generally most positive ratings of the current social climate,” ~. R

particularly as related to emphasis on the Relationship dimensions. The residents and the treatment
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services group provided the generally most negative evnluauom Therc is notahlc agreement among

} o»

g

the five groups on the actual press that Treatment Program drmensrons receive wrth low emphasrs on

Autonomy-and strong emphasis on Anger and Aggrcssion. Substantial differenccs were found onthe

Relationship dimensions and the System Maintenance dimensions of Program Clarity and Staff

Control. The Cottage staff and the students show the most agreement of any of the five groups

concerning the current and ideal social climate. | C—\

! /
/

Differences from an ideal perspective were also examined. As found in the examination of real

differences, the residents provided the generally lowest rating of an ideal niilieu. - Although agreeing

“with the directionvof emphaéis idealiy. they do not wish the same magnitude of press that the adult

groups do with one notable exceptron: The residents and treatment services group agree that there
should be substantially more emphasis on Autonomy in an ideal milieu. . The adult groups agree that

an ideal social climate would place major emphaéis on the Relat}onship dimensions of Involvement
and .Support, and the System Maintenance di‘me_nsiorrs of Order and Orgagiiation an-'d Program
Clarity. One si‘gnificant finding related tcr the program spt:.cialisfts"prcference fora high level of _Staff
Comroi in an.ideal ‘mili'eu. . LA B

Real-Ideal dlfferences among groups rr:vealed two srgmfrcant fmdmgs The program special-

ists were the only group to require a substantial increase of Staff Control in order to attain their 1deal

social climate. Second‘ly, the treatment services group would require substantial to very substantial

“changes on nine of the ten dimensions including substantially less Staff Control in order to attain their

ideal social climate.

Discussion -
The results of the study clearly indicate that there are differéncesin ratings of the social tlimate
between and among the individual programs and among groups. These differences relate to the

Relationship and System Maintenance dimensions primarily, as considerable agreement was found

.concerning the type of treatment that the program offers. These differences can be discussed asreal -

/
/ .
based on Moos’ contention that “profile stability of wards that have a consistent treatment philosophy
. / . +

is extremely high over relatively long periocis of time” (1974, p. 64). He contends that ““given a stable

program the COPES will remain stable . . . even though all residents and most of the staff members

N

Ty
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have chunged, owing to discharge and turnover” (1975, p.45). The implication is that changesin staff '

and resident groups do not aifecta program's proril'€ifIhETreatmentphilosophyrefnains stable—The

introduction of the subgroup resident/staff concept.into the Mapleridge treatment program will

.
’,

the examination, it is not likely to have had important effects upbn the ‘butcome.

Most of the residents were on medication as reported in Table 2 (100% of the Cottage 1 and IV

resident groups). Itis unknown what effect this would\\have upon the‘perceptions of the social milieu

but it seems lrkely that it would have had some effect. The notable fmdmgs are discussed as follows

-

possibly affect the social climate over time, but, asit was a recent—programmmg change at the time of .

I

1. There is consrderable agreement among all grollps concemmg the actual emphasrs on the’

' Treatmept Programldimensions The Mapleridge profile shows' very low emphasis on Autonomy

+ and high empha51s on Anger and Aggression. "In an ideal social climate the residents and the ,

\
treatment services group were the only two groups who would llke substantially more emphasrs

on Autonomy in the program. This is important m\ view of the treatment philosophy which

p \

KN includes teaching, encouraging and assisting the chrldren towards age appropnate indepen-

\ dence and self—suffrcrency “As noted mcreased panent responsrbrlrty isone of the fundamental
" concepts of the therapeutic milign” (Ellsworth et al, 19'71 p- . 480).

The value and goal orientation of several groups are foundon the ideal preferences concerning

the therapeutic vaer of open expression of Anger and Aggression. The younger residents

(Cottages I and II) preference for very substantial decreases on this dlmensron suggests two

rmportant consrderatrons Flrstly, the resrdents are not very happy with the current level of

Anger and Aggressron in their living milieu. Secondly, the relatronshrp between the children's
stage of development and their perceptmns merits consideration. ' “Prior to early adolesence .chil-

dren are still bound by their perceptrons (Thomas 1979, p. 317) In Plaget s theory of child

development, children between about age 7 to age 11 develop f‘rigorous, logical thinking only

when applied to concrete informational inputs. In short, concrete-operational thought is not

~

sufficiently abstract” (Brainerd, 1978, p. 38). Piaget's final or formal-operational stage begins

around age 11 and continues through the remainder of mature life. “During this stage, the -

remaining refinements of adult thought are acquired. The thinking processes are said to be
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fully abstract. They no longer depend on observed data” (Brainerd, 1?78. p. 38). Therefore
. N
the dlfferenccs between the youngerand older residents’ perceptions and preferences ¢ concemmg

. N W

the ideal emphasns on Anger and Aggression may be related to their c.hron'ological age and

>

developmental maturity.
Fyom the adult perspective, thc treatment services group and the staff on Cotta'ge III and IV

require a modest decrease on this dtmensnon This finding is in keeping with Moos contention

that “the amount of emphasns on the open expression of anger isrelated to the psychotherapeuuc

values of staff” (1,97417' P 2). In addition, many environmental characteristics have an lmpact
on the determination of individual and group aggressive behaviour. Several studies have

, -
shown that aggression begets aggression and that “the'proportion of hostile actions ‘sent’ by an

individual often parallels the proportion he ‘receives’ " (Moos, 1975, p. 13). Milgram (1964)

found that subjects who are not usually aggressive can be made to behave very aggressivély

under experimenter and group pressure encouragement. Lewin, Lippitt and White (193/9{

sh&wed that the leadership climate of a group (authoritarian vs. democratic) greatly affected

the amount of aggressive behavnour of the same boys in different settings. Thus the cvxdence _

-

indicates that behaviour settings, social and orgamzatlonal climate and, remforcement vari-

ables have important impacts on aggressive behaviour (Moos, 1975).

1

The program specialists provided the generally most positive evaluation of any of the groups .

\ Y .
concerning the real social climate. This was most pronounced on the Relationship dimensions

: na . . . . . . !
where this group would require little change in order for the social climate to become ideal.

. .

. They also were the only group that want a substantial incréase in Staff Control as all other

T

groups want moderate to substantial decreases. The question arises: why the differenoe in
. / N 'l
perception of current press on the Relationship dimensions? The program specialists, being

generally removéd from the actual social milieu of the residents, may have either amore global
frame of reference, which permits a more redlistic appraisal of current environmental press, or
their distance from the-children’s living environment may give them inaccurate perceptions.
’fhis finding is generally similar to that of Bentz (1982), who found that the consultants to the

institution saw present levels of Involvement, Autonomy and Personal Problem Orientation

<«
’

-

-
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4

higher than other groups involved in his study. However, the consultants in that study also

wanted suhstantial.decrease.on.Staff_Control.,a_finding_more in  keeping with prevlous research

- where most groups generally want decreases ori this dimension. Why do the program special-
ists involved in this study want substantially increased Staff Control? These.two findings aré
clearly suggestive of further rescarch as they raise questions surrouriding the role of professionals

* who are not directly‘involved with the children in their living environment in an institutional
setting. . A_ : ' 3 L

Moos -states that “the role position of an individual in an environment . . . may have a

.substantlal effect on his perceptlonf of that environment” (1974, p. 72 THM is of direct

relevance concermng two findings in the study. The resrdents at Mag@e are not

there by choice and it is not surprising that their evaluations are generally more negatlvé'
’ ®
than adult groups. The fmdmgs are supportlve of previous research in that, in.both real

A 3,

and ideal envrronments. staff are consrderably more posrtlve about the program than the :

residénts (Moos. 1974, 1975). The one exception in thls study- conc,emed the resrdents
and their perceptlon of shghtly more actual press towards Autonomy than any “of the
adult groups. Secondly, the treatment services group provided the second lowest -

evaluation of the actual social chmate and would require substantial to very substantlal

increases on eight of the ten dlmensrons measured on the COPES. They would requrre a

.

modest decrease on Anger and Aggression but a‘substantral decrease on Staff Control in

N
e

order for the social climate to reach 'this ideal. - This finding suggests that-the role

Jae

position of this group, which includes administrative and clinical responsibilities, may

relate to higher expectations that .they have of the Mapleridge Treatmenr?rogram; v

Alternatlvely,, they may have a more global perspectlve which resulted in a more
accurate appraisal of the actual socral climate. In either event. the fmdmg is suggestlve

of further research into the mgdlatmg effect of role position.

The general agreement between the cottage staff and practicum students although not :

v

necessarrly surprising, is mterestmg in view of the teacher/student relationship mvolved The

- s(lmrlar goal and value onentatron of the two groups suggests that the students have chosen a

[

¥



t . ’ ‘ ‘ < . 87
field thatis compatlble in terms of values shared by those experienced in the field of child care

The- potenual that- socral climate measures have for students entenng a chosen yet | unexpenenced

o

field could be effecuve]y utilized in the assessment- feedback-plannmg sequence proposed by
Moosin avariety of institutional settings. For example: correctional facilities and the teaching
and nursing professions.

.'The differenceg,found among programs, from the residents’ perspectrve in particular is very

important information for the i 1nst1tut|on These dlfferences werg found pnmanly on Relationship

\

with ‘respect to changes they may wish tobeffe,ct. "The low environ_mental press rated by the.
residents on the Belati’onship dimensions raises importantquestions. I:’irstly, Moos posits that
the three Relationship dimensions of Involvement, Support and Spontan‘eit’y,are copceptually
analogous to Rogers (1957) dimensmns of empathy, warmth and genumeness (Moos 1974, pps

169,.170).. There is no research to support this analogy but the generally low evaluatrons of the.

residents, as compared to the adult groups, raises the issue of what the Relationsh_ip dimensions

do assess in terms of adult-child (t-herapist—client) r‘elationships. ' The author’s informal assessment -

-~ %

of the effectiveness of the relatronship staff’s role indicates that the Cottage III program 'does
somethmg very differently than the other programs which more closely approxrmates the
treatment philosophy of the institution. - This whole area warrants further’ research in view of

the fmdmgs in this study Secondly, Moos states that the System Mamtenance dimensrons are"

' system-orlented in that fhey are eachirélated to keepmg the program functionmg in; an orderly,

dimensions, and.»in the case of Mapleridge, are generally within the control of the institution

'\ . Ty
Sl “F o

clear orgamzed and coherent manner” (1974b,p.2). In the Maplendge program allresrdents
would require changes, which are substantlal in prevrously drscussed 1nstances on thé: System.‘

Maintenance dimensions. An orderly milieu with clanty of expectauons “and rules and

&b

a

decreased Staff Control is valued by the children. As most youngsters do not give verbal' .

R
. o,

: con’firmation to these preferences, awareness of their ‘ consensual beta press ls.rmportant

1

knowledge for the staff members in terms of system maintenance and plannmg in this reg }l '

"This brings to note another interesting flndmg The resrdents on Cottage III were thg’only '

resrdent group that wanted a hrgh level of Staff Cbntrolinan rdeal milreu Thls«ls srgmfrcant in

F 3

8
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-that thts is the adolescent unit and one would not anticipate such a finding which s contradrctory

fh previous. research (Bentz, 1982, Moos, 19_’23) _One possible i mterpretatlon could relate to the

2N

-

control which exists in a substantive relationship which ,the informal assessme_nt indicates that
is what most residents perceive. A second interpretation is that the adolescents‘,may be more
aware of the securrty afforded by adult imposed limits and controls.
Generally the issue of Staff Control in ‘the Maplerrdge Program indicates. very drvergent
- opinions. Many groups mdrcate that they are concerned about the present level of Staff
f.
Control. The treatment services grOup and Cottage v resrdentswould prefera very substantral
o decrease: All resndents would prefer at least a modest decrease By contrast, the collective
evatuation' of the cottage staff groups sh'ows satisfaction with the current emphasis while the
program specialists want ap increase on thrs drmensron This is importan’t\ information for
the mstrtutron as Moos found that increased emphasrs on the Relatronshrp and Treatment
Program dimensions results in residents who report that they like the staff more and that they
have greater opportumtxes for personal development within the program. The same relationships

y
hold true for Clarlty but the reverse.relatlonshrps hold for Staff Control Thus as Staff Control

increases, resrdents hke the staff less'and feel that they have less to gain from the program

(1975, p. 162)

In sumrmation, the study revealed that there are substantial différences among programs

, partrcularly on the resrdents and the treatment services group ratmgs of the actual socral climate.

Substantral drfferences among groups in therr .evaluations of the four settings consrdered as a

S

. composrte whole were also found The findings are supportive of prevrous research in that resrdent

v

- *

(1982) with respect to the real (but not ideal) ratings of program specialists. The Maplendge proflle

.

from all perspectives, ‘is notable for the general congruence actually perceived on the type of

- b

treatment that the program offers. Substantial differences are present when ideal preferences are

examined: : ' -

-~ . cy

Implications ' S

" The differences among Real and Ideal ratirigs of the Mapleridge program for the various groups

»

‘

'.evaluations are-typically more negative than those of staff. The fmdmgs support those of Bentz
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clearly pornts to the potentral use. of the Commumty Oriented Programs Envrronment Scale in an

assessment -feedback- plannmgand reassessmient sequence The educational component inherent in

-

the use of.Socral Climate Scales generally, would seem to-be one of the ma]or "assets. While this study

-
- .

is of particular value to Maplerrdge the concept is generally applicable to the entrre freld of child -

care. Most of the aspects measured by the COPES appear, 10 be under the local control at

. Maplendge, either at.the level of the rndivrdual setting or at the institutional level. These are

important considerations beCause. Moos states that “First, this methodology probably 'lacilitates

socral change best when used with relatively small groups, most of whose members interact drrectly

with one another ... Second, the dimensions on Wthh change is planned need to be under local

“control” (1973, p. 591). ' ) - ,

" Another implication is that the very t&e of Social Climate S‘cales may assist staff “in developing a
more differentiated cognitive frame\yorlt for understanding their programs and problems™ (Moosv,
1975, p. 323). The tripartite dimensional system d\eveloped by Moos could provide an additional or

more‘precise awareness and vocabulary to perceive and discuss treatment programs. Rather than

- secunty ,“structure”, “relationships” and “control”, staff could potentrally use the ten dlmenSlons of

. the COPES to delineate programi areas. A

" The third implication relates to previous research findi"ngs which have showni that “profile

stability of wards that have a consistent treatment phllosophy is extremely high over relatively long

perrods of time” (Moos, 1974, p. 64). Maplendge mtroduced the subgroup, resrdent/staff concept :

© just prior to this study. This is a relatively ma]or change in treatment programmmg whrch.should

) . R . .
have direct effect upon the social climate in the indjvidual settings. This is clearly suggestive of

_followup research which would, given the results of this study, provide a comparative and evaluative
p N vl

measure of the effects of program change on social climate.

As there is no clearly defined boundary between many treatment facilities as to whether they

are c}orrectional and/or community based, further research into comparison of two of the Social
2 - i .

~ Climate Scdles is suggested: The Community-Oriented Programs Environment Scale (COPES}, and

the-Correct_ional'Institutions Environment Scale (CIES). The Anger and -Aggression subscale was

dropped from the CIES as “aggression is not a basic dimension of environmental pressin correctional
T



. Cw
programs“ (Moos 1975, p. 40). Anger and Aggressnon and Spontanelty are purportedly combined

into Expressrveness on the CIES. The results of this study, compared to the findings of Bentz ( 1982)

53

raise questions surroundmg this issue which could be directly explored by employmg both scales ina

Y

setting which is both'correctional and community-based.

One of the ost lmportant attributes of the use,of Social Climate Scales in general is related to
the educattonal component afforded through the opportunity to constructlvely use the resultmg
information in a feedback and planning sequence which enhances clear and concise communication
through collective involvement in an endeavour of collective import.

Recommendations

l : The institution purportsto havea clearly defined treatment philosophy, program objectivesand
clinical practices which are communicated to all.treatment personnel. The results of the examination
of the soeial atmosphere provides important information of potential benefit in this regard.

1. The substantial discrepencies'betwe'en the treatment services group and program specialists
- group .evaluations suggest issues which may be related to communicatlon_, involvement and.
programming responsibilities. Itis suggested that the feedback-discussion-planning sequence
p : : ,

be. employed in order to di'rectly address this important issue from collective and individual -
perspectives. | | | |

2. The results of the study mdlcate that the role of the relauonshlp staff, Wthh is strpulated as
being ... "a vital part of our treatment ‘program” (Mapleridge Care Manual, p. 8), is not
recewmg th; stlpulated emphasns The Relatlonshlp dimensions generally are below average
from the resrdents perspectrve and all gr0ups want increased emphasis on these drmensrons

In-service seminars would increase the knowledge and desnred emphasis on the vital role of

substantlve rilatlonshlps but, focal personnel (youth workers _program co-ordinators and"';

caseworkers) need to place collectlve value and prrorrty onthe relatxonshrp staff role in order to
realize the therapeutic potential. Once again the feedback-dlscu551on-plannlng sequence -
could be effectively utilized in order for groups, and md1v1duals wlthm the groups, “to re-

evaluate the actual environmental press treatment phllosophy and ideal preferences in terms

of change which may be desired.
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3. The implementation of the subgroup residen(/staff cbncept should have impact on lhe social

’ e 22N Vo e
climate at Mapleridge. It would be of dlstmct\beneht to the msmuuon to consxder ré gassessing
Y °

S T

’ U
the social chmate in order to determine what effect a distinct treatment programmlng change

. | A
has upon the residents‘ psychosocial milieu. U ' l\/j o
’ {7' i . ,’[" v . l,::‘/ .
A soc1al systems analysis provxdes valuable mformaufzmpo/thf mﬂs_mu(@m} &rifis of processes

' .‘v“;f'/

\r‘

V ? .
of knowledge development are d’lrectly addressed’m sua@n exammag{@ e The educauonal componenl

S

. N
afforded by social climate mcasures in general can‘} ffecuvely use&{}o facilitate socizl change.
E, %--‘; »Ly' oo

Feédchk and discussion sessions using social chr’ﬁate'dqga often provnde practical applications out
. o ° . R .

<

of ongoing research and teaching endeavours.

.
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I. Members put a lot of energy into what they do around here.
2. The healthier members here help take care of the less healthy ones.
3. Members tend to hide their feelings from one another.

————~-4=—~Thcre-isho»membership,governmenL.in;this,program ;

5. This program emphasizes training for new kinds of jobs.
| 6. Members hardly'ever discuss their sexual lives. .-
7. It's hard to gt;t people to argue around her‘q.
8.~ Members activities are éarefully planned.jl
9. Ifa mer_nber breaks a rule, he klnows what the consequences will be.
10.‘ Once a schedule is arranged t"orla member, the member must follow it. -
li. This is a lively place. |
12. Staff hav¢ relatively little time to ‘encourage members. *
 13. Members say anything they want to the staff. . N
14. Members can leave here anytlme without. saymg \;vhere they are going.
15. There is relatwely llttle emLhaSls on teaching members solutions to practical problems.
16. Personal problems are ope;lly talked about.
17. Mcmbe_rs often criticize or joke about the staff.
-18. | This is z; very well organized prdgram.
19." If a member’s progra}n is changed, staff. always tell him vyh.y.
20. The staff very rarely punish members by taking away their privileges.
21. | The members are proud of ‘this’program‘. |
22. Merhbers seldom help each other.-
23 It is hard to tell how members are feeling here.
24. Members are expectedvto‘ take léadership he're.‘
- 25. ‘_M\erﬁbersare expected to make detailed, specific plans for the future. -
26. Mefnt?é?s are r.arel‘y asked personal questions by staff.

° 27. Members here rarely argue. RN
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28. The staff make sure that this place is always neat.
29. Staff rarely give membere a'detqiled exlplanation of what the program is about.
30. Members who break the rules are punished for it. :
31. There is very little group spirit in this program.
J2. Staff are very interested in follo»lving up members once tiley leave the program.
33. Members are careful about what they say when staff are arognd.
4. ‘;I‘he staff tend to discourage criticism from members. -
‘ N
35." There is relatively little discussion about exactly wﬁat members will be doing after they
; leave the program. : : .
36. Members are expected to share their personal problems with each other.
37. Staff sometimes'argue openly with each other.
38.4 This place ﬁs;qauy looks a little messy.
39. The pregram'ru}es ere clearly understood by the"members.
40. Ifa _merﬁber fights with another membert he will get into.rezilmtrouble with the staff.
41. Very few members ever volunteer around here. |
42. Staff always eohpliment a member-who does semething we\ll.;"
43. Member;@r,e strongly encouraged to express themselves freely. her/ef
44, Members cen‘leave,the program Qflenever they Went to.
" 45. There is relatively little emphaSis on making sp_ecifie plans for leaviﬁg ﬁﬂs pfogram.
46. Members télk relatively little about theirkrpas.t..
47. Men;bers sometimes play practical jokes on each other.
.J' 48. 'Me_mbers here‘fol‘low a regular schedule every eay. , .
' 49. - Members never k{lqw when sfaEi_ll ask to see th.em. . 3 .. .
- 50. Staff don't ordelj t;\i;e members around.. o | /—\—\\ ‘ .
S ‘A iot~ of members just seem to be passing time here. - E "_ \,,
52. The staff know what the members wanvt.” : I . 5
53.. Members spontaneously s'et'u"p -their own aetivities here; ' / | ”
54, e |

Members can wear whatever they want.
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55. Most members are more concerned with the past than with the future.
56. Members tell each other about their intimate personal problems.

57. Staff encourage members to express their anger opcnlythere.

58. Some members look messy.

59.:_The. members  always know when the staff will be around

60. Itis important to carefully follow the program rules-here.
61. ‘this program has very few social activities.
'62. Staff sometimes don't Show up fof their appointments with members.
63. 'When members‘disagree with each other, theylkeep it to themselves.
6_4- The staff almost always act on members’ suggesttons
"~ 65. Members here are expected to demonstrate contmucd concrete progress toward their goals
66 Staff are mamly mterested m learmng about members feehngs

67. Staff here never start arguments. .

68. | Things are sometimes yery disorganized around here.
69. Everyone knows who's in charge here.
70. Members can call staff by their first names.
71. » Members are pretty busy all of the time.
72. There is relatively little sharing among the members.
73 Members can generally do whatever they feel like here
‘ 74, Very few members have any responsrblhty for the program here
75. Mgmbers are taught specific new skills in .thls program;
76.- The members rarely talk with each other about their personal problems.
77. Members often gripe‘. ‘ | o
78. The dayroom or hvmg room is often untldy
79 People are always changmg therr mlnds here
'80. ‘Members may interrupt staff when they are t’alking.‘
| Discussions are very interesting here. ‘ |

‘ Members are given a great deal of individual attention here. -
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‘

‘83. Members tend lo:hiqlé their (eeiings from the staff.

e S .' ) . . '
84. Members here are very strongly encouraged’to be independent.- -
. g I ! R :

5. Staff care more about how members
: L 9

- 1

86. Members are rarely enco_uréged to discuss their personal problems here.

”

' 87, Staff here think it is a healthy thing to argue.

- »

-]

3

2%

:

feel than aBout their practical' problems.
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\

88. . Members are rarely kept waiting when they have ap'pointm'cntsv with staff.

89. - M%,mber_s never quite know when they will be»c‘on_léfderé:d reédy to leave this pfogram.

FE

90. Members will be transferred or'disc'harg'ed from

91. Member§ often do things together on‘w“eeke'nds;

© 92, The staff go out of their way to help new members get acquainted here.

93. Members are strongly encouraged to explress their feelings.

94. Staff rarely gi\;e in io press“ure from m¢mbe_rs. |

95. ' Members muét'mai(e detéiled pléng before leaving this prégram.
96. Stéff strongly encourage fnérlnbers.to talk about their pasis.

© 97. Members here rarely become aﬁgry.

98. The staff strongly encourage members to be neat and orderly here.

9. There are often changes in the rules here.

100. The staff make aﬁd enforce all the rules here.

3

this progtam if they don’t obey the rules.

“chro’duced by special ﬁermissior; from the Community-Oriented Prograrhs Environment: Scale
by Rudolph Moos, Ph.D., Copyright 1974. Published by the Consulting Psychologists Press Inc.,

Palo Alto, CA 94306. Further reproduction is prohibited without publisher permission.”

»
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The klds put a lot of energy into what they do around here.

2. The healthier kids help take care of the less healthy ones.
3. Kids tend to hide their feelings from one another. |
4. There is no kids group helping to make rules in this cottage. :
3. Thislcottage helps klds. learn new kinds of jobs.
6. Kids hardly eyer talk about what sex means to them'.’ '
7. .1t's hard to get people to argne around here. |
8. Kids actlvlt os are carefnlly planned.
9. (i) If akid breaks a rule he knows what the consequences will be. -
(ii) If a kid'breaks a rule he knowé what will happe.n
10. @) Once a schedule is arranged for a kid, the kid must follow it.
| (i) Once a program is arrangecl for a kid,-the kid must follow ir_ o _
‘11, This is a lively place. |
12.  Staff do-not have much time _to_heln‘lrids.
13.  Kids say any'thing they want to gtaff. v . K
: 14 l\rds can leave here anytlme without saymg where they are going.
. 1}‘,-5." Th Jrs not much trme spen; teachmg kxds how to solve practical problems
16. Personal prohlems are openly talked about here. '
17..‘ Kids often crmcrze or ]oke- about’_the_sta'ff. »
18. Thls isa very well organized cottage |
19. Ifa krds treatment program is changed staff always tell ‘him why
| - 20 ‘ The staff very rarely pumsh kids by taking away their privileges (somethmg specml)
21. The kids are r)roud of thlsvcottage. .
.22.4 ~'Kicls donot h'elr),each other ve"\;y often.
23. It is‘hard'to tell how kids are feeling here.
P ) 24. Kids are expected to become leaders in cottage. |
i . : .
- 250 l(ids are expected to make detailed plans for the futhre.



. The staff know what the\klds want. L,

26, Kids are not often asked personal questions by the staff®
27. Kids here do' not argue very. Often. |
28.- The staff make sure that this place is always neat. -
. 29. (1) S_taff rarely explain to kids what the program is about,
‘(ii') Staff do not often e;(plain to the kids what the program is about. -
30. Kids who b’reak. the rules are punished for it. |
31. Thereis very little group sp'irit in this cottage.
32. Staff are interested in finding out how kids are dolng after they leave here. >
3. Kids are careful what they Say when staff are around.
34. The staff try to stop criticism frorn the kids.
35. E'I"here lskno.t much tatk about what exactly kids wrll be doing after they leave here.
36, Kids are expected to share their own prohlems with each other. |
37. Staff sometimes argue openly.‘.vyith each other.
- 38 AThrs place usually looks a lrttle messy.
-~ 39. The cottage rules are easy to understand by the kldS
,.40. If a kid fights with another kid, he gets into real trouble witlf the staff. K |
41-. Very few lluds -ever offer to help around here
42, | Staff always complrment a krd whgdoes somethmg well
_ 43. Klds are really helped to express themselves openly here.
4 ( 44 Kids can leave the program whenever they want to. .
v4§‘ There is not much talk about making spe01f1c plans to leave here
i;,. 4%6 Krds do not talk much about thelr past | | |
47. Kids sometrr__nes play practrcal ]okes on‘each other.
48, Kids follow; a regular schedule: every day. _ |
49. - Kids ne_ver know when staff will ask to-see them., '
50. Staff do not order the kids around | |
' '5,1. A lot of klds ]ust seem to be passmg time. here
52.



s3.
54.
55.

6.

Kids set up their own activities in cottage.

Kids can wear whatever they want.

- )

Most kids think more about the past than the future.

Kids tell each other about their very personal problems.
v .
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65.
66.

67,

6.
"»70.
o
7
73,

7.

»75.'
%6,
71.
78,.

79.

57. Staff help kitls to show their anger openly here.'_ .
58, Some kitis look me.ssy. T‘
59. The kids always know when the staff will be around.
60. Itis important to c.arefully follow the rules here.
61. This cottage has very fe\y social activities (fun times together).'
62. Stafl sometimes do not show up for their appointments with kids. °
63. | When kids do not ‘agree with each other, they keepsif to themselves.

The staff almost always do something about kids idea: (suggestiong)..

Kids are expected to show that they are working on their goals. .+

Staff are mostly interested in learning about how kids feel.

Staff never start arguments

Thmgs are sometlmes very dtsorgamzed in cottage
Everyone knows wh’o is the boss here.

Kids can call staff by their first names.

Klds are"pretty busy ‘all of the time. »

There is not much sharmg among the klds .

Klds can usually do whatever they feel like.

_Very few kids have any responsrbrhty for the program in cottage

ths are taught how to do new thmgs here

The kids do not often talk to each other about their personal problems

KldS often grrpe (complamﬂ) here.

The lrvmg room is often messy. :
People are always changrng their mmds here. -

Kids may interrupt staff when they are talkmg.
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Talking with others is very interesting here.

Staff care more about how kids feel than about their practical probléms.

106

100.

Kids are often helped to talk about their personal problems:

Kids are not often kept waiting when they have an-appointment with staff.
Kids never quiltye know when they will be considered ready to leave here.

Kids will be moved or dfscharged if they don’t follow the'rules here. v o,

The staff really try to help new kids feel welcome when ihey come into this cottage. &

81.
82. Kids are given a éreat deal of individual attention here. -
83. Kids tend vto hide their feelings froxﬂ the staff.
84. Kids here are really helped to be independent.
‘85.
86.
l\‘87. | Staff here think it is a healthy thing to argue.
8
. 89.
- 90.
91. Kids often do things together'dn the weekend.
92. '
93'. | Kidg are really 'helped to express their feeling here.
94. Stafftirb not often give in to what the kids demand.
' 95. (1) Kids must .make detailed pla;ls before leaving here.
| . (i) Kids must have a fqturé i:)la_n b%fore leaving herg. ’
.96. | St..aff really help k.ivds .to talk about their past.. .
97. - Kids do not often get angry in this cottage.
.98.  The staff reéliy hglp kids to be neat and orderly.
- 99.

There are often changes in the rules. o

The sié;ff make all the rules and rﬁake sure that they are foilowed.
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APPENDIX C
‘Memorandums ’tc} Mapleridge Staff

and Adjunctive Adult Groups
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RESIDENTIAL® TREATMENT CENTRE

8421-101sT AVENUE e EDMONTON. ALBERTA TGA oLl
TELEPHONE (403) 4691366

MEMO TO: TREATMENT SERVICES GROUP STAFF, ~ DATE: FEBRUARY 4, 1983
PROGRAM CONSULTANTS AND SPECIALISTS,
AND PRACTICUM STUDENTS . . .

FROM: JOAN BAILEY-§RISTALL, MAPLERIDGE CASEWORKER

In completlon of my Masters Level Thesis in. Educational Psychology 1 plan
to examlné\Maplerldge from the social climate perspactive. This would
involve the reisdents and staff evaluating their own settings. I hope

to obtain additional view of selected groups- of individugls who are
directly involved with varied aspects of the Mapleridge Program. '

As you ,are a member of one of these groups, I am seeking your assistance '
in this endeavour. This would involve your completing two questionnaires
one week apart. The average time to complete a questionnaire is 15 S/
minutes. In keeping with the practice of good social research you will
not be identified as an individual in this study and no one other than
myself will have access to your ind1v1dual results. N
Should you wish to have your personal results from the questionnaire I
shall be glad to provide them. Group results will be provided in my C
the51s and 1nterpretat10n of results will be made available to Mapleridge
staff. It is hoped this study will contribute to overall program eval-"
uation as it relates td Mapleridge and the children in our care. I should
be pleased to review ‘the results with any of the groups to whom this memo
is addressed upon completlon of the study which is scheduled for April

1983. : y

Please complete the attached questlonnalre as you think the questions
currently apply to Maplerldge as a total residential program. If you are
~aware of only parts of the total Mapleridge program please record your
responses on that basis. Should you be unsute of a particular answer .
please make your best estimate of what you thlnk the situation is.

Please place your completéd questionnairé in my mailbox in the -administra-
tion building. You may expect the second questionnaire in approximately -

one week.

»

Thank you for your co—operation, tima and effort.

A AR

Joan Bailey- Crlstall

JBC/1w

[—

X N~ o . -
OPERATED BY THESs SE;PERS' OF OUR LADY OF CHARITY:
' 3 . ) h



i MEMO_TO:

Sincerely, '
L fee @-.L».-, .M..s//

, . Joan Balley—Cristall S . ' -
g JBC/ 1w ' '

*//Ww?f - o

RESIDENTIAL, TREATM ENT CENTRE

o : x 8421-101m'AVENUE e EDMONTON. ALBERTA T6A oL
' TELEPHONE (403) 4691366

ALL_STAFE . DATE: JANUARY 25, 1983

FROM: JOAN BAILEY-CRISTALL, CASEWORKER, MAPLERIDGE
«
In completion of my‘Masters level thesis in Educational Psychology I plan’

‘to examine the milieu of Mapleridge using the concept of Social Climate.
This would involve both staff and residents evaluating the environment

at Mapleridge as .they themselves perceive it to be.

‘As part of the study I would like to provide feedback to each cottage as
to how the staff and the children view their’environment. I hope this
undertaking will prove'beneflcial to both myself and yourselves by pro-
viding a new and standardized method c¢f perceiving and describing your
programs. It is hoped that this will increase staff and residents' aware-
_ness about present. perceptions of programs and how they might like them

to be.

Under no circumstances will individual residents or staff members be .
identified in this study. -Each staff member is assured complete confi-
dentialitz in that no other staff member, including supervisory and man-
agement ‘staffy will be made aware of an individual's evaluation. Indivi-
dual reSults will be returned to .the respondents for their personal use

Erder that they may compare their own perception of the cottage env1ron—
ment to collective or. average perceptions obtained from the study.

*'In order to achieve these goals I am using a standardized 1nstrument which

has’ been widely used in evaluatlng institutional environments. This will
require each staff nember to complete two questionnaires to be admin- ~
istered one week apart. Completion of a questionnaire will require ap-
proximately 20 minutes. ' : :

I hope to .be able to complete the administration of the questionnaire by
February 15, 1983. The timeframe 1ncludes prov151on of feedback upon

-.completion of my study

I encourage and anticipate &our full support in this: endeavour. f hOpe

“this study proves to be mutually beneficial and of present and future

-+ value to Mapleridge and the children in our care.

Thank you for your assistance.and co—operation;'

-

!
y _.) \)\

/,,___, A
OPERATED BY THE SISTERS OF OUR LADY OF CHARITY '

~
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1. Abbreviations referring to

APPEND]X D

the Community-Oriented Programs Environment Scale.

Y

COPES — Community;Oriented Programs Environment Scale

. Real — results on Form R éf thé COPES

Ideal — results on Form I of the COPES

tl

Subscales: 1 . — Involvement 3
S — Suppo;t_,
Sp — Spontaneity |
A ' — Autonomy
‘PO — Practical O:ientatio‘n
.‘PPO - — Personal Problem brientatic)n . |
AA | — Angér a.nd;A'ggression
PC — Program Clarity |
K SC = — Staff Control
2. | Abbreviatioh_s..r.eferripg to Mapier_idg_e 'S'étting‘s- o \\\_\\
s N : CC . = Cottages Co.mbined v o :
AI»""CI g — Cottage I -,
L 'Cottagc I'I‘
Cll  “~ Cottage Il
CIV — Co.ttbaée- I’V"‘ ..
3. Abbrevia(idns referring to Maﬁleridge Croupé '
| | AA" .= All Adults ".
v‘Rt’:s . - ‘vReéi‘den‘ts B
Ccs = Cottage Staff b ,
- TSG - —— Treatment Services Group o
e D - Pfogrém Spééiélisté —

- Practicum Students o
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; COPES Form R Scale Profiles Based on Standard Scores .
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