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ABSTRACT e i ‘ , _ - .
e . . While an intr_ésed'awareness'ofrthe dehumanizing and
organizationally self-defeating qualities of residential institutions
has fostered a movement toward community-baked care, little research
has® been done to measure the/ "institutionality" of the alternate .
settings. As a part of a larger study aimed at describing alternative
‘settings for juveniles, two dimensions of institutionalization, i.e.,
perceived organizational control and institutional program design,
‘' were examined in 30 settimngs in six different states. Perceptions of
{ organizational control qEre‘collected:from 134 members (72 percent
" l1ine staff, 28 percent supervisory personnel) across all sites, using:
a mattix charting the, lYevel of influence in treatment decision making
for allfstaff members./ Four clusters of sites. differing on perceived
control - were identified ranging from an administrative hierarchy ‘
(N=6),/to.a-middle-l¢vel gontrol .model (N=3), to a ‘ o -
resibent/supervisox/mode (N=9). Sites were also clustered according.

' to 19/ items representing variables related to program rules. A '
\vcross-tabulation of each site's, mgmbership in the. two clustering
solutions (the organizational control measure and the program -

. variables) showed that case frequencies were distributed nearly
randomly; congruence between the cluster solutions appeared nearly
nonexistent. That the two measures wexe unrelatéd may reflect _
measurement' inddequacy, or may mean that the two constructs are only -
marginally ri}hted to each other. (MCF) - N : o
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Begmnmg most vrvrdly wrth prfmans Asylums . (1961) ~an- increasing awareness ~of the

systematrcally dehumamzmg and orgnmzatronahy self-defeating qualities of total mstltutrons has-

emerged.  <This: awarenes%as uuderpmned policy changes in Juvemle Justrce and other social '
’ ]

, services. There _is a - definite- move away from mstltutrons an%l toward commumty-based care. An
L ¥ \.

emphasis on more /"normalrzmg" 'envrronments (Wolfensberger 1974) has rnfluenced care for"the

retarded, and a. push’ for alternaQVe, commumty based services has been the focus' of reform in~

both - mental hea.lth care (Presxdents Commrssron, 980) and _]uvemle _]ustrce (Hellum, 1980)

‘ . <.
,

It is, i'mportant to 'note, however, tﬁat these reforms 'have. reflected more ohf'a desire~ té mo’ve

" B ; away(Jfrom the ‘evils ‘of. the. institution 'than 'toward (i:learly delineated " system 'of? alteéative
services Like"our'Progt‘essive Era predecesso S, we

little, .if anything,” to change the individual behavror of _]uvemles Also lrke our predecessors..

" however, wé¢ have based maJor policy initiatives on our general belref in the drstmct nature of the

proposed alternatrve services. Communrty-based care has resonated wrth the tone of the present

v l*ihertarian era (Rothman, 1974), and* juvenile Justrce has adopted this approach as” a way to

o marntam and rmprove ifs rehabrlrtatrve mission.- L -
* 7 No single anz%ysrs will’ be able to determrne the efficacy of this shift’ m servrce provrsron
Obvrously. numerous economrc, polrtrcal _and socibhistorical factors have contrrbuted*&to
| f propogatron of Commumty-based care, and .the resulting system will no doubt be shown to have
; “had- a. mixed . effect ‘on -each of these fronts, Howevzr one_of the most .intriguing central
~ questrons in evaluating and planning for’ commumty-based services is how mucl% they -have actually
| mlmgnzed the harmful effects of mstrtutronzflrzatron on clients and 1staff Establrshment of

. commumty-baséd servrces was: a clear attempt to create non—mstrtutronal settmgs Mqasuremen‘t_yjf

the mstrtutronalrty" of the resulting settings, \therefore; Wwould seem 1o be & crrtrcal el"ernent in

the examfnat?)n ‘of the present polrcy shrft in _]uvemle _]ustrce |

~ A . R . N
“

Unfortunately. we are afar way from a clear understandmg of what if is about a treatment
. setting fhat makes it ”mstrtutronal" Several descrrptrve analyses of orgamzatrons have provrded
-leads (e.g., Street, ther & Perrow, 1966 Baker Selzer & Selzer, 1977), but there’ 1s llttle in

the ‘way of a systematrc taxonomy based "dn the construct of an ‘institutional environnient whrch :

allows comparlsons to be made acyoss settings. The maJor avallable techmques appear to be

convmced that mstrtutronahzauon ‘does. -

! Wolfensbergers PASS (a scale for evaluating how "normalized” services for the retarded are;, )

Wolfensberger & Glenn, l975) and Moos’ social climate scales (aimed at descrrbmg various -

/.treatment settmgs in "terms of rclatronslnp, personal de&lflopment, and system malntenancc

drmenslons. see Moos, 1974) "

°, ot ) ) . T ¥ (
The study presented hére' is one piecé of a larger project aimed at describing alternative settings
. 3 . . P -y

for juveniles in terms relevant {o the concept institutionalization, Two observors gathered
. Oy " . .
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descnptrve mformatron dn 30 alternatrve settrngs for Jljvemles in six drfferent states. Further
o : descrrptron of the choice of sites and the full range of varlables/collected can be found in Lrnney
o (1982). The piece of the project presented here. exammed the relationship” betWeen two measures
“of nstrtutronalrzatron percerved organizational control, and institutional program design.  The -
observed relahonsl'n s ‘between these two elements of an institution’s functronmg were vrewed as
possrble startmg pomts for hypothesrs generatron about assessment and lnterventlon regardmg

mstrtutronal" envrronments

. A word abaut organizational control might be helpful at this point. Organizational control ‘can’
be thought of as the distribution of decisionmaking power across the strata of an orgamzatron."

Fxgure 1 is presented as an 1llustratlon of several commonly observed forms of thls phenomenon.

If all »decrsrons are made by the. top administrator and passed through " the ranks. the drstrrbutron S

of orgamzatronal control . can bg represented as- a negatrvely sloped strarght lme (Figure la) In
this situation, decrsronmaklng power is concentrated in the upper levels of. the organlzatlon In a.
,srthatro;l where gr}'oup decrslonmaklng is the: process “followed, control over decisions would be
) evenly distributed ' across the levels of the orgamzatron producing a horizontal "krofile (Figure 1b).
’ - In a situation wherefthere is 4otal autonomy at the lower levels of the orgamﬁtron,_!here would
be a posrtlvely sloped representation (Figure , lc) : 'Obviously, the repr.eSentation' of the same -
‘organization can vary with the types - of decisions consrdered., ~ : |
! s \ . i
It was: hypothesrzed that orgamzatronal control and treatment program varrables shoul‘d be
converging indicators of the institutional qualrty of.” a setting. =~ There were several reasons for tlus
assumption. ¥ First, it was felt that they should both be reflcctrons of a gener‘al mstltutronal"‘-'?
anomre\t Dehumamzatron and powerles?ness Sf both mrddle leVel staff and clients is a commonlyﬂ
recognized indicator . of a total mstltutlon (Goffman, 1964), and ‘it was felt that “limited
org‘z;rzatronal control il the -hands of lower Jdevel personnel should correlate with thore rrgrd
treatment programs ,)vhrch mininize clrent privacy “and input. Second a restructurmg of
organizational declsromnakmg has been 2 critical aspect of se)/eral change pro_]ects aimed at
creating less institutional trelltment environments. Reppucci (Reppucci, 1973; Reppucci &
Saunders, 1974) Golqonberg (Goldenberb. 1971) ‘and Fhirweather (Fairweather, Sanders &
Tornatzky, 1974) for exarf' ple, all established alternatrve treatment settmgs in whrch\decrsrons.
» ' about tre‘atment planmng’were made by the line staff and residents. Fmally, organlzatlonal
control has been. shown in- mdustry o be a "sensitive measure reflecting settmg phrlosophy in

. manufacturin organizations. 'l‘ann nbaum (1974) has shown perce tdons of organization‘al control
8 : i p

" and deciSionmaking to vary systematrcally across company and natienal lines. ' _ o
! . In theory and practice, then the organrzatlonal control variable has been linked to. the .output of.
~ - . both mdustrral and human Servrce settings. ., Efforts at partrcrpatory decrslonmaking in mdustry,

-, for example, are- aimed at increastng prodﬁctlvity aud efficiency, and intervcntlons ih human.




v . . ' ) % “. : ’ L
service organizations wh1ch enlarge or enrich jobs. are assumed to have a benefrcral effect on
clierits through «an rmprovement in the treatment provrded in the settmg However the relatronshlp
which actually exists betWeen theSe two ‘constructs in human service settings has never been
ystematrcally examined. " The study prgsented here was an attempt to sort out the relatronshrps
betwgen program attributes and forms of orgamzatronal control wrtﬁ an eye toward rmproved
assessment and intervention in settings ifor “juvenile offenders. T . ;: S
.Perceptions:_ of organizational control were collecteﬂd by  the two visiting' obsenvors' from 134
‘staff members across the 30 sites, with an average number of 4.5 respondents per site. The
 fewest respondents from a site’ was tWo “and the *most respondents from a srte was’ erght
"Seventy-tWo pgent of the respondents were line - staff, and the remammg 28%. _Were supervrsory
personnel. o . | -, -

. - . . ’ ’ 4 A

Each respondent frlled ouj, a matrix (Frgure 2) which asked for the percerved amount of control
Whlch each level of p?/?gnnel and the resrdents exerted over certaii decisions regardmg the
treatment prograr')lvgl“th setting. . The vertical axis of 7the matrrx listed seVen treatment” deefsions
. common -to’ all of the settings’ (eg resident admission to the program pumshments for\rule
violations) and the horizontal axis listed. four levels - of persons in the _agency, 10., drrector,

supervisor, . lme staff and resident. Thrs forin produced a 28 cell matrix .in' which- the rating in

va
)

each cell reflected the respondent’s perceptron of the amount of control which that partlcular level -

of personnel exerted over that partrcular decision. The amount of control was rated on-a 5- pbmt

scale in which -1 repres/ented lrttlc of no control over decisions regardrng that activity and 5§

represented a great amount "of- control . Mean values for cnch cell were tlrcn calulated for ench{

-site, grvmg one 28 cell matrix of mnean ‘values for each of tlre 30 sites.

o

of mterest for the present investigation was the proflle of the\valucs across the columns o/"/

these matrices.. , Sites | in whrch the mcan perceived control value lor ‘the’ dlreqtor werc high, the

L4
. supcrvrsors next in magnitu\dc the line staff “next, and the "resrdcnts lowest would be & rnodel/ in

which the standard rigid structure of lnc‘ra)zhrcal Control was opcrntrng On the other hand a’

‘'site which showod a horizontal 'pattern of these column means would appear. to . have a
'decrsronmaklng structure basq}d on concensus  Finally, a negatrvely sloped conncction of these
points would indicate a slte in which th&. major poWer for decisionmaking was m the l)unds of

the residents and the rmlnedratc line staff.

' . . .
.

Qur initial mtent was to categorrze each site 'based on its fit to these three rdcalrzad inodels.

After viewing the profrles however, it became obvious that this approach Would provide

vgencralized and potentrally rnlsleadmg, categorizatrons. Goodness of l'lt statistics for tWo mo?cls'

\ ' N
. .
r

L

~
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compared to “an rdeal model could be identical, ‘but the profrles generatmg these .ldenhcal frgures
could be very different. For example, a regular . U—shaped relatronslup and an mverted U—shnped e

N
’relatronshlp would “produce 1dent|cal~ hts to the three ldeal models but would still' be . very

/ . different organizational contrdl envrronments In addrtron cholce of dn 1dealrzed .model’ would .ﬂ_.

necessarxly involve , arbitrary judgments about' the slope which would best depict the model*gn’ B
mmd and th1s choice would have a marked effect on the goodness of frt statlstlcs obtained. A

T method whrch captured hore of the nchness of the data was needed

.
. L) : . o, . ' .
' - . . ! .. o

v

E “Two approaches, one, émprrlcal and one\rhtultrve, fe devised to categoriie the profiles. "In the
. emprrlcal 'sclx%e. Euclrdean drstances were calculafed * betWeen all: p0sslble parrs of 'the matrxces
'by summing the "squared values o\\thi. differences betweén corx;espondlng cells in each matrix.

These distances ‘were put into 3. 30 30 matrix reflecting the dlstances between each srte, and

thrs 30 X- 30 matrix was then aualy,zed by means of cluster analysrs ,‘.'- &
. ' 4 . 1 7 . T "\“"t‘ﬁ "”. -
N . , . . . . [ . B . vi '-p

; Y .

The lntultrve techmque was less involved. Transparencres of gr,aphs deplctlng ‘each srtes mgan

RN . "
‘

column values were constructed, re/. the values across each level’ of personnel and resrdents were
connected in the same way represented on Figure 1. whrch we revigwed before Each of the Lour

mthlgators then establlshed clusters which appeared to make intuitive sense: after comparmg'»
tranSparericies of the profrles in rcelatlon to one:another. A concensus was reached through group"?

drscussron about’ the clusters Whlch werd, mdst, evident in: each of the individual mvestrgators

solutrons Questronable cases Were resolved by referrmg to the empmcal solutt‘on N ' o

S '. o -

! vn\\/

This process ou'#hncd above produced four clusters of sites drffermg on percewch organlzatronal N .,
control regarding treatment prograin declsrous ’These fout types of ' settlngs can/be thought of as
l )the admmrstratlve hierarchy. model in whlch control gcnern’lly decreascd as ono &)roceeded down
the ndnmnstratlve ‘ladder. fromn dlrector to resrdents (N= =69, 2) the mlddlc lcvol control modcl
wlm.h control was concentrnted in thc supervisors mxd llne staff (anl) 3) the resident-

- supervisor, model, in which, control was* seen' as bemg generully equal between the’ supcrvisors and

thc residents and in whrch both of these groups exerted more control . than the line staff.
Drrectors were sceh as being elther much more or much less ‘influential than any other level in

thls model but thé impartant aSpect shx’ ed by all the settingg in - this group was the control given
. to the resrdents (N=9), and 4 )the equ

,qual control nhd l'cSldcl\lS Were glven \cvery llttlc control

) . \
. A . ) . .
, | / o .
. : g . "u'l ' -:’g ‘ | v *
. o oo \ f [ .
" ’/ / *As

The 30, sltes were ‘also clustered accordlng to vurlnbles reluted to thelr program rules Four

staff control model, in which drrectors. supervisors, and
line” staff wcre all secn as hnvhrg
(Né4) '

S types * of measurcs were used for thrs clustering ' Frrst 19 rtclr\s] \whlch nppeared to, have face
\
vnlldlty for deterlmnhrg the ch{\racterlstlcs of, nn institutional _setti gl werg chosen from the large

numher of itemrs collected on ench sltc" Ihesc items mcluded suo\h things as the presence or
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absence of an admission or initiation procedure, the number. of community facilities used by

res:d?:nts. whether admissions were voluntary or not, “and the extent ‘of famxly mVolvement m the

program Second\four principal components scores which we% calculatéd from ‘the full range of

ems regal’dmg the treatment program were included. Thxrd

PASS scale and an adapted version of Moos MEAP scale were included. - -~

n
Y]

' For thi$ section of the analysis,  the thiry sites were clustered using a K-Means. hierarchical
agglomérative technique in' whxch each setting was put into one of four clpsters depending on rts

overall distance from the center of the cluster . The four clusters ‘based on these program

variables clearly differed m a number of ways. , Thi$ clustering solution did an effective job of

4 isolating the six detention centers along . with a large/ residential setting in the sample into one

cluster, bolstering the argument that an accurate ‘
bemg obtained. ANOVAs across the four cluster (corrqctcd for mflated alpha-levels using the

Bonferronr technique) showed the sxgmflcant differenc

assaults. famlly mvolvement overall PASS score, and th prmcxpal component score for resxdent !

autonomy. It is worth notmg that thcre was a systematlc trend on these itetns across all of the

- cluster(z.' not Just betweqn Ahe detention center cluster and tlle.other three. L '

»

\ | . : ,
The two clustering solutions (one from the orgamzatxon control ‘measure and the other from

he setting scores on Wolfensbergers )

iture of "institutionalized" programming was °

F1on rtcms related%o the frequency of

the program variables) - were then compared. A crossta ulation. of cluster membershxp was

constructed in which -eath case's mpmbershxp in tlre tWo clustermg solutxons was recorded. If the
. two’ solutions overlapped significantly, there sllould be a concentration of cases in those cells of

the ;malogous clustcrs.n However; case frequencies- werc dxstrlhuted ncarly randomly across ‘the

3 cclls of the Contmgency table, produaﬁ&g an )\ (Hnys. 1973) slatistic of predictive association of -

only .09, In short, congruence bctween the uster solutxons nppearctj to be necarly nonexistent.

Discussion b . . _ T - \
This study was undertaken wlth the cxpcctatlon of lmdlng convergence between the tWO measure
of institutionalization which were omployed.’, Such an expectation Seemdd logical from both a
theoretical and experiential viewpoint.  The fuct that 1hese two measunr&; pro_ved to be so
unrelated was surprising, and gould be expla‘incd ln.two possible ways. First, the lnaccuracy"of
mcasuremcnt. the small number of sites, and the generallty of the analytic technique, used could

* oA .
have inade it difficult to capturc mcuningful differences, especially in the measuremént of

organizational control.” In short, tho approacln used might not bo accuritely representing the .

constructs of lnterest in these ‘settings. Alternntlvely, the constructs could “have been measured'

adequately. and are in actuality only mar'glnally related to each“ other. Obvrously,- the - l'lrst
_possibility cannot be ruled out. However, the second possibility should not-be ruleod out.

. -
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slack iy the assessment of ‘each posrtlon

+ X . ) I'd 3
. ‘ o ; _ A \
The measurement of organizational control .in _particular ,pres&ted_a number of m}%logical

problems.  Both supervisors and line staff contributed to this measure and any differe ces’ in

perceptions  resulting from staff position' could have systematically affected the characterization of

> [N - .
the site depending on’ the proportion of each staff type. responding Moreover a supervisor or

“line staff may not have comparable roles across settings, possxbly allowxng for a great amount of

| In, other Words. the organrzatlonal control measure
~—n’

+ painted each slte wrth a broad brush, possrbly missing many of the details and nuances of +the

construet. ~~

w

\

In defense of the ‘technique used, however, it should be hoied that the intuitive organizational'

clusters .arrived 'at did make conceptual sense to the raters.. ,The four types-all appeared logical
‘with regard to the expected distributions of program responsxbrllty in each of the settlngs

considered. In other words. despite any of ‘the above deficiencies in the data, the xnvestlgators

were reasonably sure that they had captured the desired construct; sites that/were defxmtcly rigid .~

’

and. hxerarchxcal chrged as such and were grouped together e

This leads us to the second possibility - that'these results do'not’ represent g methodological.

artrfact but instead demonstrate that organizational “control and treatment program do not really
overlap very ‘much. There are several implications of this possrbllity Fxrst organxzatxonal

strugture may be a medxatxng vanablc worthy of separate “consideration in lnvestrgatrons of

program xmpact Testing what particular program approach works: best with youth may be '

clarified by consldering the organizational structurc in which the program operates. = Second,
change agents may be wrong in assunnng that a more cgalitarian mode of orgnnizational control
nccessarily translntes “into a less institutional - progrnm for ° clients. The construct of
institutiorfaltzntion may need to be considered scparately in terms of the CXclmnge between clients
and the orgnnizatmn and staff and the organization. . ‘Finully. institutionalization pay be a
construct whtch is too broad -to be vpluable for guiding policy. Although a strong scnse of thc

ncgattvc nature of linstitutions is ghared by many who hnve&workcd in these scttings, basing policy_

on this felt scuse. my mot he the wiscst course. Focuscd policy regarding nltcrnativc scttings for
juveniles requires a clearer definition of what s to bo avoided and what is to bc fostered in

alternative scttings for juvenilcs.

-
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« Figure 1 |

&‘ 7 .Models of Poséible Organiza;iaﬁal Control Types
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Figure 2

Matrix of Organizétional Control

: ’ o .
v;foector'. Supervisor . Line Staff Residentga -

s

“Educational ﬂctivity ' : N -

General rules ‘ . | i . i
recarding resident :
behavior, )

Individual resident o o ) T e
. behavior goals .

Penalties to o \ 2
residents for
rule infractions

Resident admission
to ‘program. . . .

Resident expuisiqn o ‘ SN
from program ’ ‘

Resident placement ; ) ‘ : . S
after program g ' '

3 . . 3

]

. Each cell of the matrix is given a rating between
‘ 1 and 5 according to the amount of control which
cach individual ndmed exerts over the decision
1uted.
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