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ABSTRACT

DEVELOPMENT OF A BEHAVIORAL MEASURE FOR
SELECTION OF COLLEGE STUDENT
VOLUNTEERS
By

Christina M. Mitchell

The selection process is one which occurs in any program
using nonprofessionals as change agents. Yet, there have been no
clearly successful selection techniques created. Usually, tra-
ditional methods such as self-selection, interviews or paper and
pencil measures are used which have little predictive validity.

In this study, a behavioral measure was created using representa-
tives of the target population role-playing situations typical to
the intervention process. Creation of this measure is delineated;
tests of its reliability and generalizability are reported;
interrelationships with such measures as a personality measure,
process data, in-class ratings by self, peers and supervisors are
examined. Outcome, defined as success or failure of the client, is
then used as a prediction criterion in the building of a selection
battery through the use of discriminant function analyses.
Implications for selection techniques for naturalistic interven-

tions are discussed.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The last decade has brought forth increasing debate con-
cerning the area of juvenile delinquency. When compared with
crime rates in 1960, statistics show an increase in the frequency
of all crimes of violence of 190% (Federal Bureau of Investigation,
1973). If looking only at juvenile crime, approximately 34% of
crimes going through law enforcement agencies involved persons 17
and under (Federal Bureau of Investigation, 1973). Thus, extra-
polating from these figures, there has been an increase in
reported juvenile crime.

Much of the debate concerns the current strategies in
dealing with the juvenile offender. The first criticism, stemming
from the Supreme Court decision concerning the case of Gault (1967),
alleged that in the name of desire that the youth receive the best
treatment possible, the courts were suspending or ignoring the
constitutional rights of the youth. A second criticism focused
upon the malignant correctional and treatment facilities for youth,
which appeared to be doingmore harm than benefit (Irwin, 1974).
The third general criticism centered around the courts' determin-
ation to view the problems of delinquency as those of the appre-
hended and convicted youth alone, as opposed to those of youth
and society in general (Erickson, 1973).

1



The turmoil present in the area of juvenile delinquency
and its "treatment" led to several policy changes. One encom-
passed moving the focus of programs away from the malignant insti-
tutions and toward community-based intervention (Empey, 1967).
With this recommendation came the concept of "diverting" youth from
the justice system altogether. This suggestion stemmed from the
idea that "the juvenile courts had been ineffective in preventing
or correcting delinquency, and fiscal projections indicated that
there were not likely to be the resources available to substan-
tially upgrade the court's functioning" (Seidman, Rappaport,
Davidson & Linney, in press). From this 1ine of thinking arose the
Youth Service Bureau concept, in which professionals attempted to
deal with juvenile offenders via diversion. The literature on
professional diversion attempts is at best weak, with 1ittle or no
data concerning the impact of the programs on the individual
and the systems involved (Lewis & Davidson, Note 1); however, it
would appear that professional diversion has not provided an
effective method of dealing with adolescent offenders.

The apparent failure of professional diversion has led to
a second recommendation: the utilization of nonprofessional and
volunteer staffing of diversion projects. There are several
reasons for this suggestion. First, professional staffing short-
ages have been caused by the intra-individual approach taken by
court workers. A similar problem has plagued the mental health
field in general (Albee, 1968; Gruver, 1971). Also, present mental

health ideology has prevented some subpopulations needing help--



e.g., alcoholics or juveniles--from receiving help, due to the fact
that professional contact with them has proved to be fruitless. Of
special interest to this study is Levitt's (1971) research showing
that "conventional psychotherapy methods appear to be least
effective with delinquents. The reported improvement rate is more
than a standard deviation below the mean for all treated cases"

(p. 484). Finally, the effectiveness of nonprofessionals over
their professional counterparts has been shown with some popula-
tions. Gruver (1971) and Karlsruher (1974) have both substantiated
that nonprofessionals were often more effective than professionals,
thus suggesting that the use of nonprofessionals be expanded.

Gruver further expounded on this issue: "The fact that
there is a reduction of social distance between college students
and those seeking help may facilitate the establishment of a
working relationship" (p. 113). On these grounds, Gruver purported
that college students could perhaps be most effective working with
other college students, adolescents and children.

With these issues in mind, the Adolescent Diversion Project
at Michigan State University was funded by National Institute of
Mental Health to examine nonprofessional diversion of juvenile
offenders, based upon previous research (Davidson, Seidman,
Rappaport, Berck, Rapp, Rhodes, & Herring, 1977). The issues
involved with nonprofessional programs such as these are numerous:
what kind of training is most effective, what type of intervention
produces the most positive outcome, what is involved in the

process of intervention, and, basic to all of these, who is the



most effective intervener. The decision of whom to select for

nonprofessional programs in general is an issue of utmost impor-
tance, yet is one which is often treated speciously in the
literature. Not only is the strategy rarely reported or researched,
but the complete decision process is often unclarified and seem-
ingly unimportant to program directors.

In this proposal, general selection issues will be briefly
mentioned, followed by discussion of general decision theory in
order to determine what would be a "good" selection measure(s) and
a sound decision strategy for nonprofessional programs. Next, due
to a dearth of literature on college nonprofessional diversion
programs, literature concerning programs utilizing collece non-
professionals with various target populations will be examined in
light of their reported selection methods. Finally, a case will
be made for the creation of a new, behavioral measure to be examined

as a selection measure for nonprofessionals.

Selection and Prediction

Types of Selection Decisions

Facing any program director who has a selection decision
facing her/him are four types of decision categories. If all appli-
cants are to be selected and if there is only one type of "treat-
ment" (used broadly here to refer to jobs, training programs, or
any type of "categorizing" situation) available, the decision is
termed one of acceptance. If some of the applicants can be

rejected and if there is only one type of treatment to be assigned,



the decision is one of selection. If some of the applicants can
be rejected and there are two or more different treatments avail-

able, one is faced with a multiple selection. Finally, if all of

the applicants are to be accepted and there are two or more dif-

ferent treatments open, the decision is one of classification

(Wiggins, 1973).

In addition to the options of rejection and multiple
treatments, a decision maker must be aware of where s/he is going
to place the ultimate value of a selection decision--will it be
looked at from the viewpoint of the institution which is select-
ing, or from the viewpoint of the individual facing the selection?
Also, the administrator can either choose a single-stage selection
procedure, where the initial decision is the final one, or a
multi-stage selection procedure, where decisions are made at
various points concerning whether to reject an applicant or to
gather more information on her/him (Wiggins).

Thus, before a program director can create a selection
battery for the selection of nonprofessionals, it is important
that s/he have a clear picture of the selection process in mind,
for a selection battery well-suited for a single-stage selection
procedure might be worthless if the decision is actually to be
made in a multi-stage manner. As will be seen in later sections,
although most authors rarely delineate their procedures precisely,
it appears that most nonprofessional programs are concerned with

institutional single-stage selection decisions. Thus, this



proposal will focus primarily on this type of decision and the

creation of selectionbatteries for it.

Creation of a Selection Battery

In the prediction paradigm, psycholgoical "test" responses
are "measurements which serve as input to a predictive system
which combines data in such a way as to produce estimates of
future criterion behavior" (Wiggins, p. 122). In this instance,
the term "test" takes on a broader connotation than the common
idea conjured by the word; it is more akin to Cronbach's (1970)
definition--"A systematic procedure for observing a person's
behavior and describing it with the aid of a numerical scale or a
category-system" (p. 26). Thus, one must be knowledgeable about
the data-collection component of the paradigm--the measurements--
before examining the manner in which the measurements will be
combined in order to produce a prediction of criterion behavior.

When a researcher is creating a battery of measures for
selection, s/he is looking for a grouping which will order the
applicants on their probabilities of success in that treatment.
Thus, s/he is looking for tests with high correlations with the
criterion performance scores (or a combination of criterion per-
formance scores) and yet which have low correlations among them-
selves. These scores are compiled by a regression equation in

order to produce a single prediction score, represented by

y' = b]x] + b2x2 + .. .4 bnxn



where
y' - predicted score
bi = estimated beta weight
X; = score on the ith measure
n = total number of measures in the battery.

Thus, according to Wiggins, the best selection battery is one

which "yields the highest correlation between predicted and obtained
criterion scores, ryy.
selection" (p. 233).

» and hence yields the fewest errors in

This particular model allows for compensatory scores--if
a person scores low on one measure, s/he may be able to compensate
for that low score by having a high score on another measure.
There are some situations in which this model is not applicable--
an applicant may need at least a minimum level of a certain trait
before being considered at all. Wiggins cites the example of a
pilot's scoring extremely high on a measure of pilot aptitude,
but scoring extremely low on a visual acuity test. In this case,
it is important that a pilot trainee have a minimum visual acuity
before consideration of her/his pilot aptitude.

Again, although there are two options when creating a
selection battery--multiple regression or multiple cut-off levels--
nonprofessional literature has concerned itself, when it has done
so at all, with the multiple regression model. Thus, in this
proposal, the focus will primarily be upon the creation of a
selection battery via the multiple regression model as well, in
order to parallel current nonprofessional selection as a first

step in examining that process.



vValidity of the Selection Battery

There are two ways of considering the validity of a series
of selection measures once they have been decided upon. Classical
validity examines the correlation of the predicted criterion score
with the observed criterion scores--ryy.. There is, however, an
area which this coefficient doesn't tap--the degree of overlap in
prediction which is present between the two populations to be dis-
tinguished, i.e., the actual positives and the actual negatives.
In any prediction scheme, there is overlap where the people will
be predicted to be successful but will be failures and vice versa.
Thus, what Wiggins termed "discriminative efficiency" (p. 243)
should be examined as well as classical validity. Discriminative
efficiency measures the extent to which a set of measures is able
to correctly separate and categorize outcomes.

Several options exist when a researcher is attempting to
determine the validity of a given group of measures for selection

and prediction (Bass, 1971). In predictive validation, the mea-

sures to be examined would be administered to a group of appli-
cants prior to selection. The selectionprocess would then take
place as is normally done, without regard for scores on the

initial measures. Finally, after a set period of time on the job,
the selectees' scores would be compared with some criterion measure
of their job success and correlations would be determined. 1In

concurrent validation, test scores would be obtained on current

employees for whom criterion performance measures are immediately



available. Synthetic validation is the process of inferring

validity "in a specific situation from a logical analysis of jobs
into their elements, a determination of test validity for these
elements and a combination of elemental validities into a whole"

(Balma, 1959, p. 395). And, of course, face validity refers to

the degree to which a battery appears to be related to outcomes.

A11 of these types of validation processes have faults.
Face validation is often a "hunch" process, and may vary from one
researcher to another. The difficulties with predictive valida-
tion come with the time lapse involved in waiting for the selec-
tees to have completed a sufficient time in order to obtain
accurate criterion scores. However, in concurrent validation,
which circumvents this waiting time, there are more serious
questions concerning the impact that job experience has upon the
scores, as well as the impact of possibly different motivation
of the current employees when compared to applicants. Although
synthetic validity also requires no great time lapse as well as
not needing a large number of workers per position, the validity
of the whole may not be exactly equal to the sum of the validities
of the parts of a job.

Thus, due to the possible confounding of current job skills
and experience with measures obtained in concurrent validation,
the quite 1ikely occurrence that more enters into a job than merely
the pieces of that job as examined by synthetic validation, and
the often nonscientific determination of face validity, predictive

validation appears to be the soundest type of validation available
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for nonprofessional selection batteries. It would appear that
most nonprofessional programs have at best used face validity to
Jjustify their selection method; however, in an attempt to
quantify the process further this proposal will concentrate
primarily upon predictive validity of the measure and/or

batteries it creates.

Other Considerations

In addition to examining the validity coefficients of
batteries, one must also consider the population to be predicted
from and the treatment situation to be predicted to in order to
determine if the battery is producing a worthwhile increase over

chance selection. First, one must examine the selection ratio,

that is, the ratio of applicants chosen for the treatment to the
total number of applicants considered suitable. As Taylor and
Russell (1939) showed, the usefulness of tests of low validity
increases with lower selection ratios. Thus, according to Bass,
the lower the selection ratio, other things being equal, the
greater the proportion of satisfactory selectees in general, and
themore useful even a low validity selection battery may be.

Base rate is another important consideration when deciding
on whether to use a particular group of selection measures. The
base rate is the proportion of selectees currently in a treatment
who are considered to be performing satisfactorily. If nearly
everyone is doing well, selection by chance is probably as good a

measure as is needed. If almost no one is succeeding, very few



1

will succeed, and a selection battery of low validity will probably
offer 1ittle. Therefore, the more moderate (intermediate) the

base rate is, the more useful will be a low validity selection
battery.

Criterion variability is closely related to base rate. It

refers to individual differences in performance in a treatment at
present. The greatest potential usefulness of a low validity com-
bination of measures comes with high criterion variability--i.e.,
when there is "considerable difference in organizational value
between the most and least effective person" (Bass, p. 315).

In ultimately deciding on a selection battery, an organi-
zation must always keep in mind the cost factor. Is it more
expensive to administer a series of tests than it is to risk
selecting by chance? According to Cronbach (1970), "Tests with
validities from .3 to .5 make a considerable contribution to the
efficiency of an institution. The cost savings may be considerable"
(p. 429). This is not to purport that all test batteries of low
validity should be used. Rather, the researcher must carefully
examine all of the above areas in order to determine whether
mitigating circumstances will permit the use of measures with low
validity. Low validity should not be what the researcher is
striving for, but rather an exception to the rule which may not be

totally worthless.
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Summary

In nonprofessional programs, selections are usually made
with a single-stage decision, and when a selection battéry is
employed, it has most 1ikely been created by the multiple-
regression method. Validity of any battery is normally that of
face validity, but ideally would be predictive validity. One
phase of this research will be the search for a battery for selec-
tion of nonprofessionals which yields (1) the highest possible
correlation between predicted and actual criterion scores (pre-
ditive validity) with the lowest possible intercorrelations among
measures in the battery and (2) a significantly greater number of
valid positives and valid negatives than false positives and

false negatives (discriminative efficiency).

Decision Theory

In the preceding section, types of selection decisions
were delineated, methods of creating a battery were discussed,
types of validation of such batteries were described and other
factors to be examined prior to adopting or rejecting a selection
battery were mentioned. In this section,a method of quantifying
the usefulness, or cost, of aselection battery thus created to an
institution will be discussed.

Once a program director has decided upon an assessment
measure or battery of measures, there are still other issues to be
resolved. The decision maker must look at outcome possibilities

and their meanings or values to the institution involved. The
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role of the decision maker then becomes one of assessing the
institutional loss and gain as a consequence of adopting a measure.
Classical test theory, according to Wiggins, "does not give
sufficient emphasis to the fact that the multitude of assignments
that are made in any decision situation are seldom of equal
importance (value)" (p. 225). Thus, Wiggins broke down the total
decision process into five components: information (data available
prior to testing as well as the assessment data), strategy (an
explicit rule for making decisions), decision (the course of
action which the strategy demands), outcome (situation which occurs
when certain situations result from the decisions) and utility
value (the relative importance of an outcome(s) to an institution).
Thus, an institution seeks to adopt the strategy which maximizes
the probability of favorable outcomes.

According to Cronbach and Gleser (1965), "The assignment
of values to outcomes is the Achilles' heel of decision theory . .
The evaluation of outcomes . . . seems often to be arbitrary and
subjective, leading one to question whether any of the conclusions
from decision theory can be trustworthy if the starting point
itself is open to dispute" (p. 121). However, as Cronbach and
Gleser went on to point out, any method of arriving at decisions
involves subjective evaluation of some sort. What makes decision
theory desirable is that theutilities of different outcomes are
explicitly delineated and therefore open to criticism. This

fact, however, is much more a credit of the theory than a defect,
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for values can be examined and compared much more easily than in
those situations where the values are hidden and often unacknow-
ledged.

Wiggins stated that there is a need to first be able to
specify precisely the utilities being considered and then to
express these utilities in equivalent units in order to permit
comparisons. There are two basic ways of determining the utili-
ties of an outcome--either ask the individual what monetary value
s/he would place on the outcome or attempt to infer values from
the actual decision. Neither approach, though, has supplied
satisfactory results as yet.

Wiggins then delineated the appropriate strategy one
would use as that which maximizes the function ZUi ’ P(Oi), where
P(Oi) equals the probability of outcome i as determined by base
and selectionratios. This function alone, however, does not take
into effect the value of the testing as such. 1In order to take

this into account, he proposed the following equation:

EU = Uy * P(VP) + U, - P(FP) + Uy - P(FN) + U, - P(WN) - U

3 4 t

or "The expected utility of a decision strategy is equal to the
sum of the products of the probability of each outcome and its
associated utility, minus the cost of testing" (p. 258). Thus,
if a decision maker has several testing procedures, s/he is able

to compare the expected utility of each strategy (once s/he has
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assigned utilities to each otucome and determined the probability

of each outcome--by no means a small task).

Summary

Thus, in these sections we have developed a sequence which
a program director would ideally follow prior to deciding upon a
method of selection. S/he would administered measures to all
applicants, select as is usually done (or, ideally, select all
applicants), and examine the relationships of the measures to
outcome (success on the job) as well as the ability of the measures
to discriminate between the actual successes and actual failures.
Then, once the decision maker has carefully created and validated
her/his selection measures, s/he would examine the base and
selection rates, estimate the probabilities of the possible out-
comes, determine the utilities of each outcome to the organization,
determine the utility of the assessment strategy and compute the
expected utility of each decision strategy open to her/him. With
this evidence before her/him, s/he should then be able to chose
that strategy which maximizes the favorable outcomes for the
institution.

The preceding discussion has been very general. In the
following section, the selection procedures for programs using
nonprofessionals will be examined, weighing advantages and dis-

advantages of the prevalent selection methods.
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Nonprofessional Selection

In the above sections, general principles of selection and
decision theory were delineated. Most nonprofessionals programs
make single-stage decisions; however, their methods and strate-
gies differ. This section will survey modes of selection common
in nonprofessional programs.

Selection of nonprofessionals seems to be one of the
things that everyone talks about but no one does anything about.
Many authors have acknowledged the importance of the selection
proceedings. For example, Johnson (1971) stated, "The selection
of persons to be trained must be done with extreme care" (p. 234).
Delworth and Moore (1974) claimed, "Accurate selection of student
trainees is the key to an effective training program" (p. 429).
Aiken, Brownell and Iscoe (1974) purported that "the success of
a training program starts with the selection of trainees" (p. 481).
Carkhuff (1969) noted,

Unless we make the assumption that all persons are capable
of being trained and, ultimately, of functioning effec-
tively in the helping role--anad the increasing number of
persons who need help makes this assumption a difficult
one--we must develop selection indexes that are relevant,
meaningful and valid for purposes of helping. (p. 79)

Even when the author was not especially concerned with
choosing the suitable trainees for her/his training program, s/he
often noted the importance of choosing appropriate people to work
in the program. Goodman (1972) remarked,

Developing reliable selection procedures becomes especially

important where training is minimal. Indeed, training may
be less important than appropriate selection in programs
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using nonprofessionals--particularly since therapeutic

competence probably is more a matter of untutored talent

or interpersonal sensitivity than of skill learned during

a training course. (p. 27)
Dorr, Cowen, Sandler and Pratt (1973) went one step further in
urging researchers to not merely be concerned in selecting
appropriate trainees for their training programs, but to connect
nonprofessionals' attributes with outcomes in order to determine
ultimate success. Durlak (1971) offered the situation as a
challenge:

One of the most pressing and at the same time difficult

problems for investigators to overcome is that of develop-

ing adequate selection procedures for choosing nonprofes-

sionals to serve in the variety of programs which could

make use of such personnel. It is especially difficult

since there are few guidelines to be found in professional

literature. (p. 229?

It would seem that when a program director is considering

a selection technique, there would be several issues of importance
s/he should consider. First a useful selection technique would
ideally be able to differentiate potential "dropouts" from
successful completers--those who, if they begin the training or
service program, will eventually terminate themselves. Another
useful type for a technique to point out would be the "compliant"
type--which applicants will adapt themselves most easily and
effectively to the program being offered. Still another crucial
consideration of aselection technique is, of course, that of
"outcome"--how well does the technique predict who will have success

with the target population. Finally, of course, one must weigh
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the cost of the strategy against the benefit of the prediction
of the strategy.

Types of Selection Prevalent in
Nonprofessional Literature

Unfortunately, literature concerning nonprofessional
programs is not especially edifying when studying the selection of
people to work in such programs. As Goodman (1967) stated, "We
know 1ittle about how to study nonprofessional programs and less
about their effectiveness and most about their adventures in
getting off the ground" (p. 1772). In general, "The trend has
been toward descriptive articles which may make practical recommen-
dations to those selecting and training preprofessionals for human
services" (Codori & Cowles, 1971, p. 48). Overall, there seem to
be three major types of selection techniques utilized when choosing
nonprofessionals: self-selection, interview and/or recommendations,
and psycholgoical testing. The next sections will examine these
methods and delineate major advantages and disadvantages of each.

Self-Selection. Table 1 shows that 24 of the 40 studies

examined either did not even specify their method of selection or
used self-selection as their screening procedure. Especially the
earlier programs often incorporated any students who were available
and interested (Holzberg, Knapp, & Turner, 1967; Umbarger,
Dalsimer, Morrison & Breggin, 1962). In these instances, the
program directors believed that the student had shown sufficient
motivation by coming to the institution involved to make her/him

an impactful change agent. This line of thinking seems to be
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linked to those who believe that nonprofessionals, especially
college students, have as their greatest asset a fresh approach and
more "earthy" qualities bred or trained out of professionals.

The major advantages of this method of selection are its
ease of "administration," low cost and lack of administrative
entanglements surrounding the rejection of an applicant. Disad-
vantages of self-selection are the increased chance of false posi-
tives in selection, and the lack of empirical evidence pertaining
to accurate prediction of successful outcome.

Selection by Interview and/or Recommendations. Of the

surveyed programs, approximately one-third (13 of 40) specified
selection by interview alone, recommendations alone, or a combina-
tion of the two (e.g., Cowen, Zax, & Laird, 1966; Klein & Zax,
1965; Persons, Clark, Persons, Kadish, & Patterson, 1973). These
researchers have "relied upon clinical judgment gleaned from
interviews designed to evaluate broad personal qualities such as
motivation, interest and ability to work with others" (Durlak, p.
229). Thus, these researchers attempt to screen for gross malad-
justment or gross unsuitability for the program they are running.

Advantages of this approach to selection are primarily the
ability to screen out likely false positives (those seemingly
unfit for service) and the ease of application. The major dis-
advantages are the high actual cost of professional time spent in
interviewing, the lack of specific objective criteria for selection
and the lack of empirical evidence of accurate prediction of

success.
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Selection by Psychological Testing. Table 3 shows only

three of the 40 reviewed selection procedures used some kind of
psychological testing of the applicants. Roberts (1976) initially
tested undergraduate dormitory resident assistants (RA's) on com-
munication level, physical condition, grade point average during
the preceding three terms, and a measure of "cooperativeness"
during the selection process. However, due to lack of variance
on the first two variables, she selected the RA's on the basis of
mean grade point average and "cooperativeness" alone. She assigned
RA's with high levels of each criteria to an experimental condition,
and RA's without both criteria to the control condition. The
experimental group received 16 hours of communication skills
training and four hours of referral skills, decision-making and
program development skills. The control condition received no
training. Using job performance as outcome, she found that the
experimental RA's had higher assessed job performance after train-
ing than did the control RA's after no training. Needless to say,
the non-random assignment to conditions clearly muddles the
outcome of the effect of the selection measures.

Stollak (1968) appears to have conducted one of the few
studies which overtly selected the participants by testing. He
had 75 undergraduate volunteers interested in learning play therapy
techniques. Al11 75 took Smith's Sensitivity-to-People test; those
five males and five females with the highest scores on this measure
were designated High Potential Therapists (HPT); the five male

and five females scoring the lowest were designated Low Potential
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Therapists (LPT). Two thus selected dropped out at this point;
two others dropped later; four student cases were terminated by
the parents. Thus, the study encompassed five HPT's and 7 LPT's.
Stollak found there was no difference in performance of the HPT's
as compared to LPT's after training. Thus, the selection device
chosen by Stollak apparently did not successfully discriminate
between effective and ineffective play therapists.

In a later study, Stollak, Scholom, Green, Schreiber, &
Messe (1975) selected participants using a Parent Attitude -
Research Instrument, a Sensitivity to Children projective question-
naire and a Personality Questionnaire to assess general mental
health. Selectionoccurred in a similar manner: the 10 males and
10 females with the highest scores on all measures were designated
High Potential (HP); the 10 males and 10 females with the lowest
scores were designated Low Potential (LP). Ten from both cate-
gories were randomly selected (controlling for equal numbers of
male and female) as trained experimentals; the remaining ten of
each category served as untrained controls. Once again, though,
HP's and LP's were not significantly different as differentiated
by the selection battery.

Although Suinn (1974a, 1974b) selected his participants by
rating interview only (see Table 2), he did gather data on all
applicants in order to examine possible relationships. He
administered a Dogmatism scale, the Edwards Personal Preference
Schedule, attitude toward elementary school teachers scale and work

samples during training (for those selected). Those accepted for
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training were categorized by their job performances into one
of three levels: high (qualified as a consultant), moderate
(some minor problems) or low (not qualified as a consultant).
Using the multiple regression method, Suinn found that when agency
staff rated job performance, the single most powerful predictor
was the Dominance score on the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule
(Tow scores predicting high job rating; multiple r = .85). When
the training staff rated job performance, however, a work sample
(appropriate interviewing) was themost powerful predictor (multiple
r = .91). Again, since trainees were not randomly selected, it
is difficult to make any sound generalizations from this study.

As with Suinn, Rappaport, Chisky, and Cown (1971) did
not screen their applicants using test scores, but rather interviewed
them to eliminate those obviously unfit. However, they were inter-
ested in prediction, so they also obtained various measures upon
their selectees. One area of primary interest was that of assess-
ing "therapeutic talent." Rogers (1961) and Truax and Carkhuff
(1967) showed that therapeutic talent was mainly based upon three
basic attributes: understanding, acceptance and genuineness. Thus,
the researchers employed a Truax scale of dimensions of accurate
empathy, nonpossessive warmth and congruence in order to attempt
to quantify these characteristics in their workers. Also, they
obtained scores on the Whitehorn and Betz A-B scale, measuring
interaction style; Jackson's Personality Research Form; Rotter's
Internal-External Locus of Control scale; Chapin's Social Insight

Test; Jourard's Self-Disclosure Inventory; Wrightsmann's



28

Philosophies of Human Nature Scale; an adjective check list; and

a semantic differential attitude scale. After factor analysis of
the above measures to produce six main factor scores, they were
correlated with patient change scores. Although no statistics

were reported, the authors stated "The number of significant
correlations between these factor scores and patient change scores
on the eleven test performance and five ward-behavior measures of
chronic schizophrenic patients failed to exceed chance expectancy"
(p. 122).

Overall, the major advantages of selection by psychological
testing seem to be the appearance of empiricism, the ease of
administration of paper and pencil measures and the lack of
expense involved. The disadvantages, however, are the amount of
time spent by the respondent in filling out measures and, as shown
clearly above, the lack of discriminative power and prediction
ability.

Selection by Behavioral Measure. Obviously, the three

prevalent methods of selecting nonprofessional for participating

in human service positions are fraught with pitfalls, with the
largest pitfall being that none of them predict successfully to
outcome. In response to this problem, Goodman (1967) decided to
venture into a new area for selection--that of a behavioral measure.
As did Rappaport, et al., he concerned himself with the three
Rogerian attributes deemed necessary for therapeutic talent--

understanding, acceptance and genuineness. In order to attempt to
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quantify these traits in nonprofessionals, he created the Group
Assessment of Interpersonal Talent (GAIT). Goodman (1967) des-
cribed his measure as follows:

Each session is attended by eight applicants and three staff
members. Each member is given a card and asked to fill it
out with a description of one of his interpersonal concerns
that can eventually be read to the group . . . An applicant,
chosen at random, is asked to read his card to the group.

We call him the "discloser." Any other applicant can make
an effort to understand how the discloser feels about the
problem read to the group by engaging him in a five-minute
dialogue. We call the second person the "understander."
Understanders are instructed not to give advice or interpret
and to avoid asking many questions. Thus, one person is
attempting to solve the problem of how to disclose or to

be genuine in a manufactured group situation, while the
other is attempting to solve the problem of how to listen . . .
The procedure continues around the group . . . and everyone
tried each task once. At the end, all applicants rate

each other, and the three staff members rate the applicants.
Ratings are done on a sociometric type instrument, with
items such as "He really seemed to understand what the

other person meant" with six-point scales ranging from

"much 1ike him" to "not like him." Items cover the

areas of warmth, self-disclosure,empathy, rigidity,
surgency, and so on. (p. 1773-1774)

Goodman (1972) has stated, "Most of the findings on the
GAIT suggest a coherent internal order among the GAIT items . . .
Our study of the relation to the indices offers some encouragement
about the validity of the GAIT. The reliability findings, the
meaningful intercorrelation matrix, the consistency of the small
test-retest sample, the significant correlations between staff and
student ratings have also provided clues to the GAIT's promise as
a worthwhile new measure" (p. 40).

Despite Goodman's glowing comments about the GAIT, however,
it has run into three severe problems in proving itself a "worth-

while new measure." First, interrater reliabilities were found
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to be "spotty" by Rappaport, et al.: "A few were sufficiently
low to raise serious question about the scale's usefulness" (p.
118). For example, interobserver reliabiltiy of Open was .34,
of Relaxed, .19. When observer and peer ratings were averaged,
the highest interrater correlation was .59 (Meaningful), with
other scales ranging from .30 (Best Counselor) to .53 (Warm).
D'Augelli, Chinsky, and Getter (1974), in response to this criti-
cism, stated that "attempts are being made to refine the GAIT as an
assessment procedure with specific emphasis on increasing the
objectivity of the rating system" (p. 64).

A second criticism comes from Dooley (1975). Although
Goodman mentions small sample test-retest calculation (N = 41,
three-week interval), Dooley found that test-retest correlations
on peer ratings overall varied widely when done on a nine-week
interval. Correlations ranged from a quite reliable Quiet (.79)
to Blue (.08), with one scale having a significant correlation at
p = .05 level (Rigid--.38) and three at p = .01 level (Relaxed--
.48; Meaningful--.55; and Quiet--.79). Since Dooley found signi-
ficant correlations over a three-week interval on all scales, he
claimed that the higher test-retest correlations at the shorter
interval may point to the fact that the raters were attempting
to "remember" what they had rated the person earlier and to appear
consistent. However, it is also possible that the traits measured
by the GAIT are not stable as measured.

The third, and most serious, problem with the GAIT is its

lack of predictive power. Goodman (1972) looked at companionship
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therapy conducted by college males with troubled boys, referred by
schools. He used as criterion measures in his project

(1) two retrospective change scores of self-esteem . . .
based on observations of teachers and parents; (2) a pre-
post discrepancy measure on the adjustment scale of the
Adjective Check List (ACL) taken by the parents; (3) a
composite school-aggression score built fromclassmate and
teacher response, pre to post, on the Peer Nominations
Inventory . . . (p. 44)

However, in examining correlations of the GAIT ratings with these
outcome measures, Goodman found only nine of 48 correlations

significant: for observer ratings,

GAIT Open -- ACL adjustment scale (.26)
-- Composite school-aggression
score (-.31)
GAIT Understanding -- ACL adjustment scale (.20)
GAIT Therapeutic Talent -- ACL adjustment scale (.26)
and for combined observer/peer ratings,
GAIT Open -- Composite school-aggression
score (-.24)
GAIT Understanding -- + change in self-esteem (.20)
GAIT Therapeutic Talent -- + change in self-esteem (.20)
-- ACL adjustment scale (.24)
-- Composite school-aggression
score (-.20)

Along the same 1lines, Rappaport, et al., attempted to
relate personality characteristics of their college student volun-
teers in a state mental hospital to their success as group leaders
of their patients. Two types of outcome data were used. First,

a mean group improvement was obtained by subtracting the pretest
mean group score on a series of measures (e.g., reaction time,
tapping speed, perceptual and perceptual-motor tests and verbal

fluency) from the posttest mean group scores. The second type of
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data was ratings of ward behavior (mood, cooperativeness,
communication, social contact and total adjustment). Although no
specific correlations were reported for the first outcome measure,
alledgedly only eight of the 110 correlations between each GAIT
MEASURE (combined observer and peer ratings) and mean group
improvement scores were significant. Similar lack of results
occurred with peer and observer ratings alone. In addition, only
one of 50 correlations between combined peer and observer ratings
and the five ward behavior ratings were significant; similar
results were obtained again from peer and observer ratings alone.
When looking at mean percentage improvement scores on
ward behavior measures, Rappaport, et al., reported 16 significant
correlations in the 150 correlations between observers, peers and
combined observers and peers GAIT ratings and ward behavior. The

significant correlations for observer ratings were:

GAIT Understanding -- Mood £.48)
GAIT Warm -- Mood .39)
-- Cooperation (.41)
-- Total adjustment (.46)
GAIT Best Counselor -- Mood (.40)
-- Total adjustment (.42)
GAIT Therapeutic Talent -- Mood (.37)

For peer ratings alone, the significant correlations were

GAIT Quiet -- Cooperation (.37)
GAIT Rigid -- Social contact (-.57)

For combined ratings, the significant correlations were:

GAIT Understanding -- Mood (.36)
GAIT Quite -- Cooperation (.37)
GAIT Warm -- Mood é.38)

-- Total adjustment .37)

GAIT Rigid -- Social contact (-.49)
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GAIT Best Counselor -- Mood (.43)
GAIT Therapeutic Talent -- Mood (.37)
Using a shortened version of the GAIT rating scales,
Chinsky and Rappaport (1971) found with the same target population
and nonprofessional population only four out of 15 significant

correlations of observer ratings to ward behavior change ratings:

GAIT Understanding -- Mood §.48;
GAIT Accepting-warm -- Mood .39
-- Cooperation (.41)

Total adjustment (:46)

Peer ratings were found to have no significant correlations with
outcome, and neither observer nor peer ratings had any significant
correlationswith patient change in test performance (mean group
improvement score described above).

Goodman himself (1972) stated, "The GAIT was a late
arrival; most of our research on its measurement properties has a
patchwork quality. A comparison of traits between different
methods could reveal patterns of convergence and discrimination
yielding powerful evidence for validity" (p. 38). However, this
evidence has not been forthcoming; on the contrary, researchers
who are investigating the measure seem to be uncovering contra-

dictory evidence.

Summary

Thus, there are three prevalent methods of selection of
nonprofessionals: self-selection, interview and/or recommendations,
and psychological testing. None of these has proven to be

significantly predictive to outcome. In an attempt to overcome



34

this difficulty, Goodman created a behavioral measure--the GAIT--
which seemed to hold promise; however, it too has run into similar
problems--low interrater reliability, low test-retest reliability,
and no consistent significant prediction to outcome. Onge again,
the nonprofessional selection field finds itself without sound

prediction and decision procedures.

The Need for a Change

As has been shown in the previous literature review, there
is a need, especially in programs utilizing nonprofessionals, for
new selection measures. Mordock and Platt (1969) stated "Early
in our research, we found that instruments to measure personality
are of little value in predicting success or failure" (p. 228).
Rappaport (1977) concurred that it has been found that "personality
testing did not predict success. Individual interviews, although
probably better than personality measures, have also not been shown
to be either reliable or good enough predictors to make them worth
the relatively high cost of professional time" (p. 385). Zax
and Specter (1974) claimed program directors who have created
selection strategies have done so without sound research--that
they have begun "with preconceptions of qualities that they feel
will be desirable and set up elaborate procedures to select for
them" (p. 381). Holzberg, et al., stated "Criteria for effective
screening are frankly unknown. While our research may ultimately
yield predictors of success, neither the predictor nor the criteria

have as yet been delineated" (p. 93).
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The GAIT was an attempt to address this issue; however, as
was shown above, it too has fallen far short of its mark. In
addition, Goodman's assumptions of the necessity of Rogerian attri-
butes for a relationship are not the assumptions of the Adolescent
Diversion Project. While these attributes may be important, the
Project was also interested in quantifying other areas of inter-
actions, such as questioning style, planfulness and resourceful-
ness, which are not addressed in the GAIT.

However, it would appear that Goodman was on the right
track in creating a behavioral measure. Rotter (1960) put forth
the notion that prediction from testing would be most effective
when the testing situation is similar to the criterion stiuation.
Mischel (1968) concurred: "Predictions tend to be best when the
predictor behavior is sampled in situations that approximate the
criterion situation as much as possible" (p. 278). Durlak also
purported that the best way to predict future behavior in a
particular situation is to obtain a measure of present behavior
in the same or similar situation: "a behavioristic measure of the
trainee functioning in a simulated or real-life situation may be
themost effective way of selecting potential therapeutic personnel”
(p. 237). According to Guilford (1959), the basic assumption in
using a behavioral measure (situation test) is that the researcher
needs to see the person performing in a complex, lifelike situation
in order to obtain a more realistic view of her/his way of relating
to others. Nunnally (1970) warned that observations in a contrived

situation are not meant to measure personality traits, but rather
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to measure traits relating to particular situations. Due to the
lack of predictive power in personality traits as shown above,
though, this appears to be a fair and acceptable condition. Thus,
while Goodman may have created a situation close to the criterion
performance of his volunteers, the situation is not close enough to
the criterion performance of the nonprofessionals in the Adolescent
Diversion Project to allow a measurement of all of the categories
of behavior of interest.

One major criticism of a behavioral measure is its expense.
Admittedly, a behavioral measure can cost more to administer than
a paper-and-pencil test. However, Wiggins has shown that a more
expensive, but more valid, measure can actually have a higher
utility in the overview of the decision strategy. Thus, if one
is able to create a measure which predicts more consistently to
outcome and/or discriminates successes from failures more accurately,
it is possible that money and time could be saved, when viewed
from the utility to the Project.

Therefore, this research proposed two facets: one, the
development of a behavioral measure more applicable to the needs
of the Adolescent Division Project, and two, hypothesis-testing,
comparing the created measure and other more traditional methods
of assessing nonprofessionals with outcome measures of the adoles-
cents with whom they were working.

Specifically, first a personality measure--the Personality

Research Form (Jackson, 1974)--was examined. This is a
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questionnaire developed by the rational-empirical technique
(Jackson, 1970), which generates 14 factors of personaltiy: e.g.,
achievement, affiliation, autonomy. This measure was administered
approximately three months prior to assignment to condition.
Secondly, a behavioral measure was created to examine the under-
graduates' interpersonal styles while interacting with two adoles-
cents. From this measure, components were generated for the
purpose of comparison. This measure was administered approximately
eight weeks after assignment to condition.

Thirdly, peer, supervisor and self evaluations of students'
skills while working with their assigned youths were examined.
These measures were chosen to gauge how those working closely
with the interveners viewed their skills as related to the rest of
the supervision group. Peer, self and supervisor in-class evalua-
tions were gathered at three intervals during the three-term
commitment--immediately after training, at amidpoint between the
end of training and completion, and at completion of the three-
term commitment. Fourthly, process measures were obtained con-
cerning the intervention from interviews conducted with the
assigned yough, her/his parent, a peer nominated by the youth
and the college student assigned to the youth. With these measures,
it was possible to examine how the student was getting along with
the youth and what was being done as perceived by those four
sources. These interviews were conducted at three points: six
weeks after intervention began, 12 weeks after intervention began

and at termination (18 weeks after intervention began).
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The outcome criteria focused on the assigned youth. Data
were gathered on their police contacts while involved with the
college student (number and seriousness of contact), their court
contacts while involved with the college student (number and
seriousness of contact), and their school records (grade point
average, percentage of days attended school and number of credits
earned toward graduation). This information was then used to
classify each case as either a "success" or a "failure." Thus,
rather than merely creating an analog by examining simply how the
measures on the college students intercorrelated, it was possible
to measure actual impact of college students on the target popu-
lation.

Obviously, the first four measures spanned approximately
12 months. In this way, there was a chance to examine the
students at different points in their involvement with the Project,
and therefore the options of looking at any of these points in
relation to outcome criteria as well as relations among measures.
Specifically, the relationship between the Personality Research
Form and the factors of the behavioral measure was investigated.
Similarly, the relationships between the behavioral measure and
other measures (peer, supervisor and self overall in-class
evaluations and process interviews) were scrutinized separately.
In addition, the relationships of all the measures with the out-
come measure were examined, using step-wise discriminant function
analyses in order to attempt to create a selection battery as

suggested in the previous sections.



CHAPTER II

METHOD

Setting

The Adolescent Diversion Project was an attempt to divert
adolescents from the juvenile justice system via intervention on
a one-to-one basis of an undergraduate for 18 weeks. Upon success-
ful completion of the 18-week program, the adolescent's record
with the justice system was expunged.

The Project was staffed by the project director and seven
graduate students who served as research coordinators and super-
vision coordinators in the educational pyramid paradigm, as set
forth by Seidman and Rappaport (1974). In addition to examining
different intervention effects with adolescents, the Project also
examined different intervention techniques and training techniques.
For example, during the proposed research period, the Project
examined the effect of low intensity training (three weeks of
training, supervision meetings once a month) versus high intensity
training (eight weeks of training, supervision meetings once a
week). Within the low intensity condition, the Project researched
the effects of small group supervision meetings (7-8 people per
group, 2 supervisors) versus large group supervision (15 people
per group, 2 supervisors). Within the high intensity condition,

the Project also researched the effects of an action-oriented

39
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intervention (behavioral contracting and child advocacy) versus a
relationship-bulding intervention (active listening and problem-
solving skills). Thus, there were four different training condi-

tions: Low Intensity--Large Group, Low Intensity--Small Group,

high intensity--action (Action), and high intensity--relationship

(Relationship).

In addition to looking at outcome, the Project also
examined the process of the intervention by way of interviews
conducted at four time periods (beginning, six weeks, 12 weeks
and termination) with the assigned youth, a peer nominated by
her/him and the parent of the youth assigned; and at three time
periods with the assigned college student (six weeks, 12 weeks
and termination). Each interview was conducted informally, tape
recorded and coded by a trained undergraduate interviewer. One
interviewer was assigned to conduct all interviews for each case.
Areas explored in the interviews were family, school, self-report

delinquency, and the intervention process, among others.

Subjects

The subjects were undergraduates at Michigan State Univer-
sity who were first enrolled in Psychology 370, Section 1, during
Fall term, 1977. Figure 1 presents a flowchart of the selection
process for the undergraduates. Students were recruited by the
mailing of a new course announcement to all Freshmen, Sophomore and
Junior social science majors at Michigan State University during

May 1977. Approximately 450 students responded initially to the
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letter by phone, expressing some interest in participating. Inter-
ested students were subsequently required to attend two orientation
and assessment sessions. Approximately 300 students appeared at
the first general orientation meeting on May 26, 1977. At this
meeting, the project director spoke to the students regarding the
background of the Project and requirments of participation in the
Project; later, students' questions were answered. Finally,
demographic data and career goals were collected, people signed
contracts stating both their willingness to conmit themselves to
three terms in the course (Fall 1977, Winter 1978 and Spring 1978)
and their willingness to participate in further assessment measures.
A second meeting time was announced at this time for further
measures. Approximately 70 students left the meeting without
filling out the initial data; thus, demographic data, career goals
and contracts were filled out by 230 students. Of the 230 people
who filled out the measures in the first meeting, 134 students
returned for the final meeting (June 1, 1977), where various
questionnaire measures were administered-the Personality Research
form, a version of the Semantic Differential adapted to the area
and the target population, a Delinquency Orientation scale
attempting to assess the respondent's stance on treatment of
delinquents, Rotter's Locus of Gntrol Scale, a portion of the
Strong Vocational Interest Blank to measure the respondent's

amount of introversion or extraversion.
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Obviously, this "recruitment" procedure in itself proved
to be quite a selection device. From the "self-selected" pool of
134, 58 students were chosen randomly, controlling for equal
numbers of each sex. Shortly after the registration period for
Fall term, one female chosen for the Relationship condition
decided not to participate. Due to difficulties arising from
trying to find another person at that late date, she was not
replaced. Thus, Fall term found the Project with 57 students;

13 in the Relationship condition; 14 in the Action condition; 15
in the Low Intensity--Large Group condition; and 15 in the Low
Intensity--Small Group condition. By the end of the school year,
two more undergraduates dropped out, both due to personal problems
developing around the end of Fall term and the beginning of
Winter term, 1978. Thus, the final split of students was: 12
in the Relationéhip condition; 14 in the Action condition; 15 in
the Low Intensity--Large Group condition; and 14 in the Low
Intensity--Small Group condition.

Students not selected were randomly placed either on a
Control list or a Reject 1ist. (Due to the number of female
applicants, there were more females than needed to serve as
controls; so, in order to save time and money, this distinction
was made.)

Also of interest in this research was the manner of
selecting the sample of the target population--the juveniles.

The adolescents were chosen for the Project in the manner depicted

in Figure 2. Adolescents who had pleaded guilty to a petitioned
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charge in Ingham County Probate Court and who were deemed appro-
priate for the Project by the court personnel (e.g., not guilty
of extremely minor or major charges) were referred to a Project
Intake interviewer. This interviewer, a Project staff member, met
with the youth and her/his parents to explain the option of parti-
cipatingin the program. If all involved were interested in being
considered for the Project, they signed a contract acknowledging
their interest and affirming their knowledge of their rights as
participants. They were then assigned randomly to either an
Experimental or a Control group by the draw of a sealed envelope,
containing a slip saying either "Project" or "Control." If they
were selected to be in the Project, they were then further assigned
randomly to one fo the four training conditions.

Seventy-seven delinquent youth were referred to the Project
from October, 1977 through January, 1978. Four youth declined
to participate. Those deciding that they wanted to be part of the
Project had the following characteristics: 62 were males and 11
were females; 51 were Caucasian and 22 were non-Caucasian; the
average year in school was ninth grade, with a range from fifth to
twelfth grade; 65 percent of the youth came from broken homes; and
the average age was 14.3 years old. Criminal activities covered
a broad range, but tended to be nonserious and serious misde-
meanors and nonserious felonies. There were no significant differ-
ences among the youth in the experimental groups, or between the
experimental and the control groups on any of these demographic

variables.
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The Adolescent Diversion Project had been reviewed by the
Uniersity Committee on Human Subjects in Research and had met the

required criteria.

Design

The design of this research had two major components.
First, a behavioral measure was developed which rated under-
graduates on twenty categories of behavior when interacting with an
adolescent. Once the measure was created, the research turned to
hypothesis-testing. Scores from the behavioral measure were
compared to other measures obtained during the one-year span of
the subjects' involvement in the Project: (1) the Personality
Research Form (PRF), given prior to assignment to condition; (2)
peer, supervisor and self in-class evaluations given three times
during the three-term course; (3) the Intervention Scale from
process interviews obtained three times during the student's
involvement with the youth; and (4) an outcome measure of success
or failure of the youth during the intervention period.

One design to be examined was the predictive capabilities
of the behavioral measure and the first three measures in relation
to the outcome measure. Thus, in this design, the independent
variables were scores on the PRF, peer, supervisor and self in-
class evaluations, the Intervention Scale from the interviews and
the behavioral measure; the dependent measure was outcome.

However, with the above variables, there were other

optional designs of interest as well. One involved exploring the
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relationship among the behavioral measure, the PRF, peer,
supervisor and self in-class evaluations and the process inter-
view data. In addition to other combinations, there was also

the issue of the effect of the various training conditions on the
behavioral measure--e.g., did the student's training make her/him
appear different in the behavioral measure from students in other
training conditions? (This was important in this research since,
because of the relatively late gathering of the behavioral data,
training conditions might have influenced the measure scores.)
Thus, in this research, data were examined in numerous ways in an
attempt to discover relationships rather than to confirm expected

relationships.

Procedures
Recruitment
As mentioned above, students were recruited initially
through a mailing of a new course announcement. They were required
to attend two meetings and fill out demographic information, career

goals, and five psychological questionnaire measures.

Personality Research Form (PRF)

Measure development. Form A of the PRF (Jackson, 1974) is

a 300-item test where respondents mark "True" or "False" to
statements. The responses generate scale scores on 14 general
"traits:" achievement, affiliation, aggression, autonomy,
dominance, endurance, exhibitionism, harmavoidance, impulsivity,

nurturance, order, playfulness, social recognition, and
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understanding plus an infrequency score (adpated from the MMPI Lie
scale). Jackson (1974) reported test-retest reliabilities (N =
135, one week time lapse) for a longer version of the PRF (Form
AA). Looking only at the scales included in both Form A and AA,
reliabilities ranged from .77 (autonomy) to .90 (harmavoidance).

Of all of the personality measures available, this
measure was chosen as an independent variable because of its
careful creation (Jackson, 1970), its already factored scales,
and its applicability to a normal population. Since most non-
professional programs which do any selection use personality
measures, it was decided to include a personality measure to be
compared to the other measures for effective prediction.

The PRF was administered during the second meeting of
recruitment, prior to assignment to condition. (See Table 4 for

a schedule of measures administered to the undergraduates.)

Development of factor scores. Once the data had been

gathered, the raw scores for each scale were transformed into
T-scores, using tables compiled and reported in Jackson (1974)
derived frommale and female norms. These standard scores were
examined using a principal components analysis with varimax
rotation. Employing the Kaiser criteria (Kaiser and Caffry,

1965), four components were extracted: Achievement-motivation

(achievement, endurance, dominance, understanding--loadings
ranging from .81 to .58); Impulsivity (impulsivity, nor harm-

avoidance, not order, play--loadings ranging from .80 to .49);
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Outgoingness (affiliation, not autonomy, social recognition,

exhibition--loadings ranging from .78 to .56); and Aggression
(aggression, not nurturance, loadings of .79 and -.57). (See

Table 5.) For each of these components, an average component score
was computed by summing the unit-weighted T-scores of the component
and dividing by the number of components loading on that component.
Thus, the 14 scales of the PRF were collapsed into four average
component scores. Table 6 offers a summary of the component scores;

Table 7 exhibits the intercorrelations of the component scores.

Behavioral Measure

Development of the rating scale. The general purpose of the

behavioral measure was to provide a vehicle for behaviorally asses-
sing students' interpersonal styles when interacting with an
adolescent. It was created by the researcher with the assistance
of the staff of the Adolescent Diversion Project. Staff were
asked to think of "critical incidents" involved in the current
supervision of undergraduates with adolescents in the Project and
then attempted to define behaviors which both capable and inept
supervisees exhibited when working with the adolescents assigned

to them. These initial behaviors broke into four general cate-
gories: style of obtaining information (level-headed, historical,
judgmental, empathic, questionning style and patient); "purpose-
fulness" (optimistic, planful, resourceful); perceived similarities
with the youth (present and past) and nonverbal style (warm,

anxious).
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Table 5

Personality Research Form Component Structure

Variable Achievement

Component Eigenvalue Pct of Var Cum Pct Name Motivation
1 2.69491 19.2 19.2 achievement .81550
2 2.28463 16.3 35.6 affiliation .07880
3 1.99971 14.3 49.9 aggression -.03201
4 1.51012 10.8 60.6 autonomy .30745
5 .95570 7.0 67.6 dominance .59524
6 .75161 5.4 73.0 endurance .72606
7 .66358 4.7 77.7 exhibition .32372
8 .61030 4.4 82.1 harm.-avoid. -.30947
9 .54874 3.9 86.0 impulsivity -.05066

10 .49491 3.5 89.5 nurturance .19759
11 .42432 3.0 92.6 order .15959
12 .39965 2.9 95.4 play -.24195
13 .35230 2.5 97.9 social recog.-.22563
14 .28953 2.1 100.0 understanding .57881

Table 5 (Cont.)

Component Impulsivity Outgoingness Aggression Communality

1 -.12243 -.03633 .05154 .68401
2 .07600 .75798 -.17666 61772
3 .11506 03409 .79441 .64651
4 .40055 -.65176 .X2028 .69422
5 .18704 .39579 .44759 .74628
6 -.07662 -.02307 -.08875 .54144
7 37114 .56161 .34390 .67621
8 -.70653 -.02310 -.10385 .60628
9 .80087 .02245 .08614 .65188
10 .07995 .46064 -.57150 .58424
11 -.66153 .24231 . 30641 .61568
12 .48598 .34563 .12483 .42976
13 -.16478 .57594 .30153 .50069
14 .22115 -.13252 -.30493 .49447
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Table 6

Summary of PRF Components

Component

Items on Component

Descriptors of High
Scorers

Achievement-Motivation

Impulsivity

Outgoingness

Aggression

achievement
endurance
dominance
understanding

impulsivity
not harmavoidance
not order

play

affiliation

not autonomy
social recognition
exhibition

aggression
not nurturance

striving, persistant
controlling, analytical

spontaneous, not fear-
ful, not neat,
playful

friendly, not inde-
pendent, approval-
seeking, attention-
seeking

argumentative, not
sympathetic

Table 7

Intercorrelations of PRF Component Scores

Achievement- Impul-

Motivation sivity

Out-

goingness  Aggression

Achievement-
Motivation

Impulsivity
Outgoingness
Aggression

1.00

.01 1.00
-.01 -.06
-.09 -.02

-.15*% 1.00

*Significant at p < .05 (N = 150)
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These characteristics were then placed on a five-point,
bipolar, behaviorally anchored rating scale and assigned a cate-

gory tit]e.]

In addition, overall evaluations sheets were created
in a similar fashion for both participant raters (youth) and

nonparticipant (observer) raters in order to tap their "hunches."

Development of situations. Following this, the staff

created four situations which both reflected common situations
occurring between the undergraduate and her/his assigned adolescent
and could perhaps exhibit the categories of behaviors defined on

the measure.

Training of role players. At this point in the development

of the measure, two adolescents who had been referred to the
Project and had either completed their commitment or were within
several weeks of completing their commitments, were hired to be
trained and work as both role players and participant raters.

Each adolescent was assigned two of the four situations to present;
the training as a role player consisted of cycles of the adoles-
cent's interacting with staff members playing college students,
presenting her/his two situations, to each, receiving feedback

on her/his consistency of performance and interacting with another

person. All of these interactions were tape recorded, in order

]Copies of all measures can be obtained by writing the
author at the following address: Department of Psychology,
Michigan State University, East Lansing, Michigan, 48824.
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to serve as rater-training material. When role playing, the ado-
lescents were given basic outlines of the problem to be presented
and were supplied with an opening "line" to begin each situation.
Details of what to say and how to react to people interviewing them
were left up to the youth; this was decided upon because it was
believed that it would be easier for the adolescents to be con-
sistent across performances if they were able to draw from their
own life experiences and feelings rather than attempting to memorize
a set script. Adolescents met with the college role players for

approximately seven hours of training.

Training raters. Once participant raters/role players had

been trained in their role plays, attention turned to training both
the participant and observer raters to rate the situations. Ob-
server raters were two females who were formerly undergraduates
involved with the Project and one female clerical Project staff
member. Initially, both participant and observer raters met for a
general introduction to the measure--an explanation and examples
of the anchor points, a description of the rating process, etc.
Next, all raters practiced rating segments from the audiotapes of
an interaction, descussed their discrepant ratings, and rated
another segment. After cycles of this, all raters then rated
sequential segments of a taped interaction, discussed their dis-
crepant ratings, and rated more segments. Thirdly, raters rated a
complete five-minute interaction on audio-tape, still discussing

discrepant ratings before rating another interaction. Finally,
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the raters practiced rating "live" role plays similarly with staff
role playing college students with the adolescents again.

Another important process was interspersed throughout this
training. There was a continual revamping of the anchor points of
the chracteristics. As raters discussed ratings, they helped to
clarify and state the anchor points in more behavioral terms.
Because of this process, it was decided to have the anchor points
be frequency counts, with tally sheets for the observer raters
only. (Since the participant raters were interacting face-to-face
with the interviewees, it was thought that their using such tally
sheets would be disruptive to the interviews.)

Once raters had attained interrater correlations of
approximately .85, the creation of themeasure moved into the

piloting phase.

Piloting. The second portion of the training of raters
took place during the official piloting of the measure. Two
students from each training condition (Action, Relationship, Low
Intensity--Large Group and Low Intensity--Small Group) were con-
tacted to sign up for times to participate on a Tuesday evening.
Time slots were 6:30, 6:40, 7:15, 7:25, 8:00, 8:00, 8:45, and
8:55. Thus, a person appeared for her/his appointed time and
was greeted by the principal researcher. S/he was given a printed
handout explaining the purpose of the measure and given some

basic instructions on what to do. After the person had read the
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sheet, s/he was escorted to one of the two interviewing rooms by a
"manager." There, the manager introduced the student to the
adolescent and gave more specific instructions as to the time flow
of the interactions. Upon leaving the room, the manager set a
timer for five minutes and turned on a tape recorder in the room.
The adolescent handed the student an index card with background
information about the first situation; when the student had read
the information, s/he indicated so by looking up. The youth then
began the interaction with her/his standard opening 1ine for that
situation.

If the student felt s/he had completed the interaction
prior to the five-minute limit, s/he handed the information card
back to the youth, and the manager (watching through the one-way
mirror) came into the room. Otherwise, the manager reappeared at
the end of the five minutes. Regardless of how the interaction
ended, when the manager reappeared, the youth left the interviewing
room and there was a one-minute break. During the break, the
youth went to a nearby room to fill out a rating on that inter-
action; the raters remained in the viewing room to fill out ratings
on that interaction, and the student "relaxed" in the interviewing
room. After a sufficient time period for all to complete the
forms (usually easily within one minute), the youth and the
manager came back to the interviewing room; the student was given
further (almost identical) instructions; the manager set the timer
and the recorder was turned on; the student received another index

card from the youth for the second situation; the student indicated
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when s/he had read it; and the youth presented her/his standard
opening line for the second situation. This interaction was ter-
minated in either of the two ways mentioned above: either the
student handed the card back to the youth if the five minutes had
not transpired or the manager appeared when the timer went off.
There again was the same break, with the youth leaving the room,
the raters and the youth rating and the student remaining in the
interviewing room. After this break, the manager appeared with the
second adolescent, and the same procedure took place with that youth
and her/his two situations.

After the second adolescent completed her/his second
situation, the manager appeared and escorted both the youth and
the college student from the interviewing room into the nearby room
where the youth had been filling out her/his rating forms. As
usual, the youth filled out a rating form on the last interaction
and an overall rating form (having already filled out one on the
first interaction during the prior break); however, the college
student was then given five rating sheets to fill out: one for
her/him to fill out on how s/he had behaved in each of the four
situations and one to fill out on how s/he believed s/he
"normally" interacted with adolescents. In this way, it allowed
comparison of what the student believed to be her/his "normal"
behavior with her/his actual performance as well as to compare her/
his self-rating in each situation with what the raters saw. When

the student completed all five forms, s/he was free to leave. The
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complete process from the initial appearance to the final filling
out of forms took approximately 45 minutes.

The timing of the assigned appointment times was crucial.
A pair of students were assigned times close to each other in the
following manner: one person showed up 10 minutes after the first
one of the pair; the first student of the second pair then showed
up 45 minutes after the time of the first student of the first
pair, and so on. In this way, it was possible to standardize the
order in which students talked with the adolescents. This was
important, for the last interaction of one youth concerned some
issues which could have carried over into other interactions if it
were placed earlier in the order. Thus, as the first student of
the pair was finishing up her/his interactions with the first
youth, the second person was reading the handout explaining the
measure. So, when the first youth had finished rating the second
interaction s/he had just finished, s/he interacted with the second
student of the pair while the second youth began her/his inter-
actions with the first student. In this way, it was possible
to minimize the amount of waiting for the adolescents while
standardizing the order for the students.

Once piloted, the measure was run, with each student having
an assigned time to appear, on a Tuesday or Wednesday evening or
a Saturday morning for approximately three weeks in November.
Interrater reliabilities were checked at random intervals during
each session and feedback was given to raters at that time. In

addition, feedback was given to the adolescents concerning the
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consistency of their performance during each session in order to
make certain that each subject was receiving as similar a presen-
tation as was possible.

For each situation, then, there was a maximum of five
ratings per category--three raters' scores, one adolescent score and
a self score. In addition, there were three overall categories
rated by any rater viewing all four situations, two overall rating
categories filled out by each adolescent and a "self-usually" rating

on the original 20 categories.

Development of factor scores. Once this myriad of scores

was generated, it was necessary to attempt to collapse these data.
First, endorsement frequencies were examined and low variance items
were eliminated. Next, the 20 situation-specific categories were
examined for generalizability of nonparticipant raters and inter-
correlations of participant raters. Thirdly, a component structure
underlying the 20 categories was sought which would cover all types
of raters (observer, participant and self). After these analyses,
the attention turned to the overall ratings by observer, parti-
cipant and self raters. Intercorrelations within and across types
of raters were examined; correlations of the "self-usually" ratings
were compared with the component scores of self for the situations.
Precise findings are reported in the following subsection.

Once the data had been obtained, endorsement frequencies
were examined in order to eliminate any categories with little

variance consistently across all types of raters. From this
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process, four categories were dropped from further analysis:
"i1logical," "cold," "calm," and "anxious." Utilizing a FORTRAWN
program to calculate a coefficient of generalizability (Cronbach,
Gleser, Nandy and Rajaratnam, 1972), interrater reliability of

the observer raters was examined. The average coefficients of
generalizability ranged from .51 (warm) to .96 (voiced similarities--
then). (See Table 8.) Due to the high degree of convergence of
these ratings, category scores were averaged across observer

raters. Intercorrelations of participant raters' scores by cate-
gory showed very little consistent and significant correlation
across situation within rater and also very little consistent and
significant correlation between raters. (See Appendix A.) Therefore,
it was decided to do no further analyses utilizing the participant
raters' scorings, due to the low probability of finding a mean-
ingful factor structure.

After examining rater generalizability and correlations,
focus turned to seeking an underlying component structure across
situations within types of raters (observer and self). Observer
rater scores' component structure seemed to vary from one situation
to the next; however, self ratings exhibited an empirically as
well as rationally sound structure. Again utilizing Kaiser's

criteria, there were five components extracted: Voiced Social

Comparison (similarities--now, similarities--then, dissimilarities--
then, dissimilarities--now; loadings ranging from .77 to .67);

Resourcefulness (planning, resourceful, optimistic--loadings

ranging from .83 to .49); Judmentalness (judgmental, discounting,
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Table 8

Average Generalizability Coefficients
for Observer Raters by
Characteristic

Characteristic Average Generalizability Coeff.
optimistic .76
pessimistic .86
voiced similarities--now .81
voiced dissimilarities--now .80
voiced similarities--then .96
voiced dissimilarities--then .95
historical .88
judgmental .89
resourcful .87
specific planning .51
empathic .68
discounting 1
warm .51
questioning style .82
impatience .55
talkative .89
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pessimistic--loadings ranging from .81 to .56); Warmth (warm,
talkative, questioning style--loadings ranging from .67 to .62);

Historicalness (historical--loading .77). (See Table 9.) In

addition, the single item "Empathy" was retained as a singlet due
to research interest. Because of the rational acceptability of
this component structure, it was decided to apply this structure

to the observer raters' scores as well.

Development of overall scores. Overall evaluations were

examined by type of rater. Within each observer rater, all three
overall categories were highly intercorrelated (quality of options,
ease of interaction and likelihood to be effective change agent).
Also, on the few occasions when two observer raters had overall
evaluations on the same subjects, the three overall characteristic
scores were highly intercorrelated. (See Appendix A.) Therefore,
overall observer evaluations were collapsed both across overall
characteristics and across raters to obtain one overall evaluation
score. The participant overall evaluations (reaction to student,
likelihood to help other youth) were significantly intercorrelated
within rater (.52 and .97), but were not significantly correlated
across rater (-.07 to .02). (See Table 10.) It was therefore
decided to collapse the overall evaluations within participant
rater, but not across participant raters. "Self--usually" component
scores were significantly correlated with the component scores
obtained by the self ratings of the four situations; the self

component scores were therefore recomputed to include the
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Table 9
Behavioral Measure Component Structure
(Self Rating)
Variable
Component Eigenvalue Pct of Var Cum Pct Name
1 2.91214 18.2 18.2 optimistic
2 2.28154 14.3 32.5 pessimistic
3 1.64565 10.3 42.7 similarities-now
4 1.29735 8.1 50.9 dissimilar-now
5 1.12774 7.0 57.9 similarities-then
6 .98221 6.1 64.0 dissimilar-then
7 .86263 5.4 69.4 historical
8 .81006 5.1 74.5 judgmental
9 .68371 4.3 78.8 resourceful
10 .63165 3.9 82.7 planning
11 .55192 3.4 86.2 empathic
12 .53398 3.3 89.5 discounting
13 .51291 3.2 92.7 warm
14 .48153 3.0 95.7 questioning style
15 .36031 2.3 98.0 impatience
16 .32467 2.0 100.0 talkative
Table 9 (Cont.)
Voiced
Social Resource- Judgmen- Histori- Commun-
Component Comparison fulness talness Warmth calness nality
1 .25880 .49176 .00339 .21969 .45953 .56825
2 .04254  -.T0285 .73660 .10667 -.02123 .56680
3 .76947 .10442 -.01139 .01594 .10628 .61467
4 .66548 -.00810 .29495 -.10663 -.02823 .54209
5 .73610 .02799 -.20512 .24845 ,20006 .68645
6 .70344 .09200 .14787  .10375 -.33684 .64939
7 -.04759 .05098 -.00970 .10470 .76603 .60272
8 .03794 .01861 .81566 -.04205 .06400 .67296
9 .10072 71166 -.00103 .17000 .05677 .54873
10 -.08305 .82856 .05717  .17212 -.02129 .72675
1N .19746 .40421 -.24729 -.37731 .34417 .52434
12 .08330 .33846 .55731 -.14336 -.18396 .48649
13 .12308 .24107 -.14890 .67408 .17122 .57913
14 .10638 .28767 .00298  .61886 -.22177 .52624
15 .37705 -.24688 .38346 -.20172 .33794  .50505
16 -.01751 .01234 .03244  .66477 .14463 .46436
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Table 10

Intercorrelations of Participant Overall
Evaluation Component Scores

Rater 1 Rater 1 Rater 2 Rater 2
Char. 1 Char. 2 Char. 1 Char. 2

Rater 1
(1ike/dislike student)

Rater 1
(helpful to other youth) .52

Rater 2
(1ike/dislike student) .02 -.07

Rater 2
(helpful to other youth) -.04 .00 .97
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"self-usually" scores prior to averaging with each com-
ponent.

Thus, from the behavioral measure there emerged 15
average component scores: six for observer raters (Voiced
Social Comparison, Resourcefulness, Judgmentalness, Warmth,
Historicalness, Empathy); six for self ratings (Voiced Social
Comparison, Resourcefulness, Judgmentalness, Warmth, Historical-
ness, Empathy); two Overall Evaluations for participant raters;
and one Overall Evaluation for observer raters. Table 11 offers
a summary of the final component scores; Table 12 offers the
intercorrelations of the final component scores.

Peer, Supervisor and Self In-Class
Evaluation Rankings

Measure development. These measures were created in order

to assess what students, their peers and their supervisors per-
ceived individuals to be 1ike during supervision sessions. These
measures were examined in order to determine if they had any pre-
dictive value when dealing with outcome--in other words, does what
a student's peers and supervisors (as well as the student her/
himself) think of her/him on such traits as "comfortable with the
approach," "confident," etc., correlate with whether her/his
assigned youth "succeeds" in the program. Also, the relationships
of these measures to other measures were scrutinized. (The super-
visor evaluations differ from the peer evaluations in title only:
both the peers, the supervisorsand the students themselves rate

and rank the students on identical dimensions.)



66

Table 11

Summary of Behavioral Measure Components

Component
Name

Items on
Component

Description

Observer Raters

Voiced Social
Comparison

Resourcefulness

Judgmentalness

Warmth

Historicalness

Empathy

Self

Voiced Social
Comparison

similarities--now

dissimilarities--
then

similarities--then

dissimilarities--
then

resourceful
specific planning
optimistic

Jjudgmental
discounting
pessimistic

warm
talkative
questioning style

historical

empathic

similarities--now

dissimilarities--
now

similarities--then

dissimilarities--
then

Student compared self and
adolescent as rated by
observer raters

Students thought of dif-
ferent ideas, steps to take
and encouraged youth, as
rated by observer raters

Student voiced opinions,
discounted feelings and
discouraged adolescent,
as rated by observer
raters

Student was nonverbally
warm, talked more and

asked more openended ques-
tions, as rated by observer
raters

Student asked about adoles-
cent's past, as rated by
observer raters

Student labeled adolescent's
feelings, as rated by
observer raters

Student compared self and
adolescent as rated by
self
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Component Items on
Name Component Description
Resourcefulness resourceful Student thought of differ-
specific planning ent ideas, steps to take
optimistic and encouraged youth, as
rated by self
Judgmentalness judgmental Student voiced opinions,
discounting discounted feelings and
pessimistic discouraged youth, as
rated by self
Warmth warm Student was nonverbally
talkative warm, talked more and
questioning style asked more openended ques-
tions, as rated by self
Historicalness historical Student asked about youth's
past, as rated by self
Empathy empathic Student labeled youth's

Overall Evaluations

overall evaluation,
observer rater

Overall evaluation,
participant rater 1

Overall evaluation,

quality of options

ease of interac-
tion

likelihood to be
effective change
agent

reaction to student

likely to help
other youth

reaction to student

1ikely to help
other youth

feelings, as rated by
self

Overall evaluation by
observer raters

Overall evaluation by
participant rater 1

Overall evaluation by
participant rater 2
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Peer and supervisor evaluations were created by the staff of
the Adolescent Diversion Project. Characteristics consisted of
those that undergraduates had exhibited during supervision sessions,
as perceived by staff members who had worked in such supervisory
sessions. Characteristics were rated on a scale from one to five,
with anchor points of the type "is always like this" to "is never
1ike this." Again, characteristics could be grouped into larger
categories: style of applying class skills (e.g., confidence,
comfortableness, effectiveness, planfulness, perseverance); ability
to adapt to assigned youth and significant others (e.g., getting
along with youth, family and school officials); style of inter-
action in class (understanding the model, talkativeness, following
through with suggestions, giving input into others' cases, showing
interest, helpfulness); and general impressions (intelligence,
motivation, success in career, well-liked).

Each student rated both her/himself and all other under-
graduates in her/his supervision group. (Most groups consisted
of either six or seven supervisees and two staff supervisors.)

In addition to rating all supervisees, each student ranked the
same students on the same characteristics (again including her/
himself). Supervisors, likewise, rated and ranked all of the
undergraduate supervisees in their groups. Thus, for each person
at each time period, there were from five to 14 peer ratings and
rankings (depending on section size), two supervisor ratings and
rankings, and one self rating and ranking for each of the

characteristics. These measures were collected at three points
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during the three-term course--at the end of the training sequence
(eight weeks); at the midpoint from the end of training to the end
of the three terms (18 weeks) and at the end of the course sequence

(30 weeks).

Development of factor scores. Due to the probability of

social desirability influencing students' ratings of themselves
and their peers, it was decided to focus primarily on rankings. In
scrutinizing the peer, supervisor and self rankings, two major
areas were focused upon. First, generalizability of peer rankings
were examined across raters and intercorrelations of supervisor
rankings were examined. Following this, attempts were made to
ferret out an underlying component structure within and across
the three types of raters (peer, supervisor and self). These
results are presented in this subsection.

First, coefficients of generalizability were computed
for peer rankings completed at the first time period (end of
training) within sections. Where computable, average coefficients
were generally high, ranging from .53 (empathic) to .91 (talks in
supervision sessions). (See Table 13.) Because of this, it was
decided to collapse peer rankings across raters and assign an
average characteristic score to each of the 21 characteristics.
Intercorrelations of supervisor rankings were computed; again, due
to high correlations between the two supervisors, supervisor rank-

ings were averaged by characteristics. (See Table 13.)
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Table 13

Generalizability of Peer Rankings and
Intercorrelations of Supervisor
Rankings In-Class Evaluation

Rankings
Average Peer Rater Supervisor Rankings

Characteristic Generalizability Coeff. Intercorrelations
confident 91 .75
agrees with approach .63 84
effective .76 .70
understands model .75 .42
talkative .91 .63
gets along with youth 1 .70
gets along with family .66 45
gets along with school

officials .61 .33
planful .58 .95
perseverant .62 13
resourceful .83 .48
motivated 77 NE
successful in career .68 .50
well-liked by supervisors .64 .57
well-1liked by students J1 .36
empathic .53 A7
warm .59 .81
follows through .54 .36
gives input .80 13
shows interest J7 .b5
helpful .82 .53
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These average characteristic scores were then examined by
type of rater (peer, supervisor and self) using a principal com-
ponents analysis with varimax rotation. All three types of raters
exhibited the same pattern. Using Kaiser's criteria, clearly
component accounted for the majority of the variance in all the
scores: peer rankings, 86%, supervisor rankings, 77%, self
rankings, 77%. (See Tables 14 to 16.) Thus, within each time
period, there were computed three average rank scores by adding
all of the ranks and dividing by 21 for each type of rater.
Therefore, at this point, there were nine average rank scores--
three for time period one (end of training); three for time period
two (18 weeks from beginning the Project); and three for time period
three (end of the Project). These nine rank scores were then con-
verted to T-scores (Guilford, 1942) due to differing Ns per section
(from 6 to 15). However, upon examining the correlation matrix
of these nine measures as T-scores,it was discovered that these
nine scores were also highly intercorrelated (as shown in Table
17.) Therefore, the nine scores were again averaged to obtain one

measure of overall in-class evaluation ranking.

Process Measures

Measure development. Process measures were examined in

order to ascertain whether what occurred between the student and
her/his assigned youth--how they got along, how often they got
together, etc., as reported by different sources--in any way pre-

dicted to outcome or any other measures. For example, it was



LYE96® 41 74N 19628° Lnyday 0°001L 0’ ¥6.00° (¥
29196° 8GEYS” L1918° 3S34d3ul SMoys 0°00l 0 90600° 02
19066° LLL8E" 28v68 Indut saALb 6°66 0° £voL0° 6l
621¥68° L2916° L6€EL” ybnouyy smoyios 6°66 L 80L10° 8l
veLee’ 8L68L° 060SS° uiem 8°66 L €e1eo’ Ll
v1626° LSYSL” 9t96S° dtyzedus L° 66 L 6L€20° 91
66216° 8EVL9” 1£869° S3uapnys Aq payL|-|[3m 9°66 L v820° Gl
SJ40sLA4adNS
Lviv6” ¢EES9’ lsLeL” Aq payL|-|1am v°66 ¢’ GG8€0° 14!
eeLY6” 69829° 968€L°  493J4eD UL |N$SSIIONS €°66 ¢’ 966€0° €l
¥eLS6° L6LEY’ 68¥.8° pajeAtjou L°66 A 86¥10° el
ev596° 6L0€Y” 8€£88° LNJ3d4n0sad 6°86 £ L6£S0° Lt
¥0068" otv9eL: 66109° Juesanasuad 9°86 € ¥S¥90° ol
66918° 9t 128" Levly” Lnjueyd €786 v 668.0° 6
sjetdtijo
92/88° L5118’ 14874 Looyss/m buole s3ab 6°L6 g’ 9t601° 8
ysov8° 81¢69° 6L109° Altwey/m buole s3ab ANA L GL9sL” L
£2698" 29669° 6£029° ynoA/m buoje s3ab 9°96 6 26588L° 9
68916° GGGSE” 08506° SALIey (B} 8°G6 0L vatie” S
€68€6° 66699° 0ceLL” L9pow spuejsaapun 8°¥6 L 6€19¢° 1
60868° esavL’ 8LE8S° 9AL133349 G'€E6 L1 919¢” €
60.68° 801€8° 98.0%° yoeoudde/m saaube 8° L6 LS LLo6l" L 4
92€26° 2a8ly” £6%98° JuapLjuod 1798 1798 62¥80° 8L L
A3L1eunuwo) (g juauodwo)) Juauodwo) awepN 124 wn) J4ep JO 324 anjeAuabry 3Juauodwo)
uoLjen|eaj alqeLaep

S493d Aq sbulyuey uorienjea3 ssej)-u]

vl 3lqel



75

£9508° 09599° 02209° thyday 0700l L Lvz1o: 12
98168° 82LEL" Gl06S" 1Sa493uUL SMOYS  6°66 L £¥810° 02
LYEL6" 60t9L° VARZAN ndut saatb  6°66 L ¥1220° 6l
t8€8" 8848Y" rACTAN ybnouayz smo| oy L' 66 L 82.20° 8l
#05€8" 8v129° £6699° wieM  9°66 2 LLLYO° A
¥05€8"° 8v129° 1L069° otyzedwds 466 A 6£9%0° 91
£EV6L” 88606G" 00lEL° Sjuapnis AQ pajyL|-LIaM  2°66 € 9%990° Gl
S40StLA4dNS
€oLy8” LL66Y" LE69L° Aq payLL-LI3M  6°86 v L6YL0° vl
62€88" 2eY19° L2L1L°  493J4eD UL |NsSsSaIINs 686 v 6€180° £l
09868° ovL2L” 98/09° pajeAtjoul L°86 v L6160° 2l
G1998° ¥1589° ¥€0€9" LN432unosau L L6 9 170N Ll
2€548° L66€S" ANA T Juesdnasdsad L" L6 8" gLELL” ol
£60LL" 99425G" €0v0L" (ngueyd €796 0°1l 80€12° 6
s|erots40
912¢S" 229¢L" $2210°-  Looyds/m buofe s3ab  g°gG6 2'1 0l9s2" 8
20€SL° ¥19€9° 1206S" K wwey/m buofe s3ab 0" v6 o | 696/2° L
2¥608° 8Lv¥9° £vL29° yanok/m buoje s3ab L°26 81 9628¢" 9
608" 89tpL" (840" aALIeyle}  6°06 £°2 GgL6h” g
62.99° ¥1850° 9/¥18° L3pow spuejsaapun  G°gg 0°€ 19129° s
2v€06° 85867 " 22608° 9AL}09443 9°GB 0¥ 8/6€8" £
sotbL” 2Lz 02818" yoeouadde/m saaube  g9°|g Gt 2vEY6° 2
26£88° 2eoLL” £6519° Juaptjuod 1" 4L L* 4L 09161°91 L
A31 (eunuwo) (g juauodwo)) 3Juauodwo) awey 324 wn) Jep JO 394 an|eAuabr3 juauoduo)
uoLjenjeal Jlqetdep

S40SLA43dnS Aq sbupjuey uorLjenjeA3 sse[)-ul

Gl 3lqel



76

LY106° 2tvoe” 99206° Lnddiay 000l L 60€ 10" 12
¥9858" ¥1€6S° 26LLL” 1Sa433Ul SMOYS  6°66 L 8G610° 02
LelvL” 9e6L1" 052¢8° Indup saalb 866 L ££620° 61
£5908° LY 10S" SoStL” ybnouayyz smooy  /°66 L £6920° 8l
20518° 9291¢" 090tL* waem  9°66 2 LGEE0" LL
6tL£8" 82€8Y" eLLLL” oyjedwd  $°66 A soLyo* 9l
16£06° 86.L0%" 80198° S3uapnys Aq payL(-LLaM  2°66 2 026t0° GlL
SJ40S LA43dNS
29968° ¥50Sb° ¥82€8" AQ PMLL-LI3M  0°66 £ LY6S0° vl
LLLLS vLL0L° G/029°  4934®D UL |N4SSAIINS L°86 v oLLL0° £l
82618° 9G16h" ¥009¢° pajeALjow 86 v 60880° 2l
ocLeL” L09LY” rAVA 7N LNa24n0saL  6°/6 G L0s0L” LL
998/8" 2616L° £610G° juedadndsaad  p° /6 L 885G 1" ol
918L° 6¥298° ¥8€61° Lnjueid /96 8" 261" 6
S|eLdtiyo
928" 90908° 008L¥" Looyss/m buoje s3ab  6°G6 "1 LS0€2° 8
62v18° £62€L° 0%925° A|rwey/m Buoje s3ab g p6 6L 9090¢" L
1£GS8" 88/bL" o vs” yanoA/m buoje s3sb  ¢°gp 9°1 Ly8ze” 9
81858° LLs0t° 282¢€8" aALIRjIeY /16 81 LosLE" g
S008° ££909° 65099° 9pow spue3ls4apun  0°06 G2 L6€2G" b
L2£€8" ¥2129° 8/899° 9AL308449  G°/8 2t 612.8° £
228LL’ 282¢€8° 16062° yoeoudde/m saaube  ¢°gg €9 9LpLE"L 2
8.898" 16885" 6L22L" Juaptjuod L"LL L*LL Lv281°91 L
A3 eunuwo) (g juauodwo)) Juauoduo) auey 394 wn) Jep JO 394 anpeauabr3l quauodwo)
uotLjenj|eay a|qeLaep

91 alqel



77

Table 17

Intercorrelations of Peer, Supervisor
and Self In-Class Evaluations
Rankings Component Scores

P1 Sul Sel P2 Sul Se2 P3 Su3 Se3

Peer Ranking, Time 1

(P1)

Supervisor Ranking,
Time 1 (Su2) .83

Self Ranking, Time 1
(Sel) .60 .58

Peer Ranking, Time 2
(P2) .74 .65 .58

Supervisor Ranking,
Time 2 (Su2) .57 .66 .41 .75

Self Ranking, Time 2
(Se2) .50 .36 .56 .51 .35

Peer Ranking, Time 3
(P3) .59 .58 .50 .82 .71 .33

Supervisor Ranking,
Time 3 (Su3) .55 .58 .37 .75 .90 .29 .79

Self Ranking, Time 3
(Se3) 47 .51 .45 .40 .44 .48 .46 .48
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possible to look at whether the youth's reporting that s/he 1iked
her/his assigned student was related to the youth's staying out
of trouble while s/he was involved with the assigned college stu-
dent. This information was obtained from the "intervention"
questions of the process interviews conducted during the inter-

vention period. Table 18 shows the process interview schedule.

Development of scalte scores. Interviews were conducted with

the adolescent referred to the Project, her/his parent, one peer
nominated by the adolescent and the undergraduate assigned to the
youth, as mentioned earlier, by interviewers blind to any student
measures. Endorsement frequencies were examined, and any questions
with 1ittle variance were dropped. Scales of the remaining items
were constructed using a rational-empirical method (Jackson, 1970).
Fourteen scales emerged from this procedure, with Cronbach's alphas
ranging from .51 (Recreational Activities) to .95 (Contracting
Activities). (See Table 19.) Due to high correlations of scale
across scoures of information, it was decided to collapse the scale
scores across source. Thus, there were 14 scale scores at each of
three time periods, or 42 scale scores available for analyses.
Intercorrelations of the final scale scores within time period are

presented in Tables 20 to 22.

Outcome Measures

Measure development. Outcome criteria were what had

happened with the youth during the intervention period. Outcome

was obtained from three sources initially: police records
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Table 19

Summary and Reliability of Intervention
Scale Scores

10.

1.

12.

. Volunteer/Target Involvement: frequency and amount of contact.

(a = .53)

. Lack of Complaints/Positive Involvement: the extent to which

the youth and the assigned volunteer get along and the lack of
problems involved in the intervention process. (o = .86)

. Parent Involvement: the extent to which parent(s) are included

in the intervention and the extent of a relationship built up
between the parent(s) and the volunteer. (o = .85)

. Peer Involvement: extent to which friends of the youth are

involved in the intervention. (o = .81)

. Recreational Activity: amount of recreation involved in the

time spent with youth by volunteer. (a = .51)

. Family: Focus on Changing Parents: extent to which the inter-

vention focused upon changing the parents' behavior in the
family. (o = .86)

. Family: Focus on Changing Youth: extent to which the inter-

vention focused upon changing the youth within the family
context. (a =.71)

. School: Focus on Changing School: extent of the intervention

focusing on bringing improvement to the school environment by
focusing on school staff. (o = .70)

. School: Focus on Changing Youth: extent of the intervention

focusing on school behavior of the youth. (o = .86)

Job-seeking: extent to which the intervention focused upon
getting the youth employment. (o = .86)

Legal System Involvement: extent to which the volunteer became
involved in the juvenile justice system for the youth. (a = .77)

Contracting Activities: extent towhich the voluntter utilized
behavioral contracting as an option in the intervention.
(a = .95)




81

Table 19 (Cont.)

13. Relationship Activities: extent to which the volunteer
%tiTized)relationship building as an intervention strategy.
o = .84

14. Advocacy Activities: extent to which the volunteer intervened
on behalf of the youth to gain needed resources. (o = .82)
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(number and severity of contacts), court records (number and se-
verity of court contacts) and school records (grade point average,
number of days present, number of creditsearned). A1l data were

collected by coders blind to any of the student measures.

Development of outcome score. Once the outcome data had

been collected, it was scrutinized for meaningful patterns. At
this point, it was decided to ignore school data, because there
was no clear breakoff between attenders and nonattenders. Ideally,
police contacts would be used as the sole measure of recidivism
(failure). However, due to the incompleteness of available police
data, it was decided to classify as a failure anyone having any
further contact with either a police department or the Probate
Court. In this way, the most conservative criterion was adopted,
for even the most minor offenses were considered a failure on

the part of the Project.



CHAPTER I1I

RESULTS

From the various scale and component score developments
reported above, there were 62 independent variables remaining
at this stage: 15 component scores of the behavioral measure,
four PRF components, one overall ranking based on in-class evalua-
tions and 14 Intervention scale scores at each of three time
periods. In this section, results of three major areas of interest
in this research will be examined. The effect of different
training conditions on the behavioral measure will be determined
using analyses of variance and planned comparison Scheffé tests.
The interrelationship of the potential predictors of a successful
volunteer will also be scrutinized by examining the intercorre-
lations of the independent measures. Finally, the results of the
major design will be reported--looking at the multivariate
predictive power of the independent measures and the potential
building of a selection battery to forecast a "successful"
volunteer.

Effects of Training Conditions on
Behavioral Measure

Due to the lateness of the administration of the behavioral
measure (after approximately 3/4 of the training was completed), it
was conceivable that the training conditions could have interacted

86
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with the behavioral measure factor scores. Therefore, a step-down
multivariate analysis of variance was computed, examining the
effects of the 15 component scores of the behavioral measure as
classified by type of training received. Since a significant
multivariate F-ratio was obtained (F = 2.16, p < .001), univariate
oneway analyses of variance were conducted on each component score
by type of training. Six component scores yielded significant
results at the p < .05 level. Tables 23 to 28 display these

results; the following subsections describe these results in detail.

Observer raters. Four component scores as scored by the

observer raters were significant. Using a planned comparison
Scheffé test, it was discovered that the Action training condition
was rated significantly more highly by observer raters on
Resourcefulness than the other three conditions (F = 4.08, p < .05).
Students trained in this condition thought of more plans and steps
for their ideas for the adolescents. This was anticipated, since
the Action training condition focused primarily on assessing the
youth's needs, brainstorming options and generating specific plans
to follow in carrying out the options. Secondly, students in the
Low Intensity--Large Group training condition were seen as signi-
ficantly more judgmental by the observer raters than the other
three training conditions (F = 10.65, p < .05). Due to the infre-
quency and lower intensity of supervision received by these students,
it was suspected that perhaps these students would not be

"schooled" as well as the other students in thinking objectively
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Table 23

Analysis of Variance

Resourcefulness (Observer Rater)
by Training Condition

Source Df Ms F Sign. wz
Between conditions 3 .58 3.91 .013 .13
Within conditions 53 .15
Table 24
Analysis of Variance
Judgmentalness (Observer Rater)
by Training Condition
Source Df Ms F Sign. w2
Between conditions 3 .54 5.28 .002 .18
Within conditions 53 .10
Table 25
Analysis of Variance
Empathy (Observer Rater)
by Training Condition
Source Df Ms F Sign. w2
Between conditions 3 1.57 4.60 .006 .16

Within conditions 53 .34
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Table 26

Analysis of Variance

Voiced Social Comparison (Self)
by Training Condition

Source Df Ms F Sign. w2
Between conditions 3 .46 3.63 .0-9 12
Within conditions 53 13
Table 27
Analysis of Variance
Judgmentalness (Self) by
Training Condition
Source Df Ms F Sign. w2
Between conditions 3 g1 3.51 .021 12
Within conditions 53 .20
Table 28
Analysis of Variance
Overall Evaluation (Observer Rater)
by Training Condition
Source Df Ms F Sign. w2
Between conditions 3 1.77 2.98 .04 .10

Within conditions 53 .60
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about their youth. Thirdly, students receiving the Relationship
training were rated as more empathic (i.e, labeling more of the
youth's feelings) than any of the other conditions by the observer
raters (F = 9.46, p < .05). This was clearly the way in which
they were trained to interact with their youth, and apparently they
did so significantly more often than students from the other three
conditions. Finally, on the Overall Evaluation by the observer
raters, those students receiving the Action training were rated
more highly by the observer raters (F = 6.76, p < .05). This
implies that the observer raters felt that the students in the
Action training condition were more likely to speak easily with
the youth, to create more helpful options and to eventually be a
more effective volunteer. This was anticipated for two reasons.
First, although the observer raters had been trained on the
frequency count items, the three overall evaluation items were
left up to the observer raters' hunches. Although all of the
observer raters were blind to condition, two of the three were at
one time trained in the Action condition. It was therefore possible
that if there was a difference among conditions, the observer
raters would favor students on the Overall Evaluation than the
other three conditions. Students in the Relationship skills
training condition were rated by observer raters more highly on
Empathy, and rated themselves as lower on both the Voiced Social
Comparison and the Judgmentalness scores than the other three

training conditions. The students in the Low Intensity--Large
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Group were rated by observer raters as higher on the Judgmentalness
score; the students in the Low Intensity--Small Group, however,
appeared to have no distinguishing features on the behavioral
measure.

Intercorrelations of Independent
Measures

At this point in the analyses, the number of subjects in
the study changed slightly. Two students were assigned adolescents,
but due to unavailability of the assigned youth for process data
(one youth ran away and one youth decided to drop from the Project
after assignment), there is complete data for the following

analyses on only 53 subjects.

Relationships between behavioral measure and PRF. Of the

15 component scores of the behavioral measure, only one was
significantly correlated (p < .05) with any of the four PRF
components. Namely, the self-rating of Voiced Social Comparison
was correlated with Impulsivity on the PRF (-.29). Those who

rated themselves as having mentioned similarities and dissimilari-
ties with the youthmore often were less impulsive and playful,
according to the PRF factor score. So, of 60 possible correlations,

only one was significant.

Relationships between behavioral measure and overall in-

class evaluation rank. Similarly, one one behavioral measure score

was correlated significantly (p < .05) with the overall in-class

evaluation rank. Here, the self-rating of Historicalness was
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correlated with the in-class evaluation rank. Students who
believed that they asked questions about the youth's past in the
behavioral measure were rated more highly in the in-class evaluation
ranking. Thus, out of the possible 15 correlations, only one was

significant.

Relationships between the behavioral measure and the Inter-

vention Scale. Tables 29 to 31 present the intercorrelations of

the behavioral measure component scores with the Intervention scale
scores at each of the three time periods.

At time 1, 24 of the 210 correlations were significant
(Table 29). Students rated by the observer raters as more resource-
ful (generating more plans and steps to plans and more optimistic)
also focused more on both the school and the youth in the school
context, did more contracting, relationship and advocacy activities.
Students rated as warmer by the observer raters complained more and
were positively involved with their youth less while being more
involved with the parents. Those students rating themselves as
voicing more similarities and dissimilarities with the youth also
complained more and were less positively involved with their youth
and engaged in more advocacy activities. Students rating themselves
as more resourceful also exhibited a greater focus on changing
both the school and the youth in school and greater relationship
and advocacy activities. Those rating themselves as more judgmental
in the behavioral measure engaged in more recreational activities

with their youth. People who rated themselves as more historical
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