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ABSTRACT 

 

 

Community-based mental health services such as consumer-run organizations (CROs) 

have been shown to yield positive community integration outcomes for individuals who actively 

participate in these services. However, CROs have been historically underutilized despite having 

a growing evidence base that supports the financial and programmatic effectiveness of these 

consumer-driven services. Little is known about the organizational, social, and psychological 

factors that help engage mental health consumers in these organizations.  

 The current study used the activity setting framework to conduct a comprehensive 

analysis of the organizational resources and peer support processes that impact members’ sense 

of community and organizational participation in CROs. Interviews, setting observations, and 

survey methods were used to collect data on 16 CROs located across the state. Descriptive, 

correlational, and stepwise regression analyses were conducted to identify key characteristics 

that positively impact member outcomes. 

 The activity setting framework provided a comprehensive lens for which to assess CROs. 

Results showed that organizational climate had the strongest impact on sense of community, 

while member characteristics (e.g., length of CRO membership and frequency of attendance) had 

stronger influences on organizational participation. CRO responsiveness was also a predictor of 

both sense of community and organizational participation. Suggestions are provided to help 

improve CRO practices and maximize member benefits from participation in these organizations. 
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Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 

While active participation in consumer-run organizations (CROs) has been shown to 

yield positive individual outcomes for those with a serious mental illness (SMI), these 

community-based mental health support services remain underutilized across the country. 

Currently, little is known regarding how to increase member involvement in these organizations. 

Based on the activity setting framework, both the tangible and intangible underlying social 

processes within a setting are key factors that influence the behavior and cognition of individuals 

in a setting. The goal of this study is to conduct a large-scale analysis of the various 

organizational and peer support characteristics of CROs that contribute to an increased sense of 

community and participation for their members. Implications from this research include how to 

best support the development of CROs, as well as how to engage and enrich the experience of 

mental health consumers who participate in these organizations.  

In 2003, the President’s New Freedom Commission on Mental Health’s final report, 

Achieving the Promise: Transforming Mental Health Care in America, recognized consumer 

operated services such as CROs as an “emerging best practice” because of the growing amount 

of evidence that they are effective and cost efficient in improving the lives of individuals in 

recovery (New Freedom Commission on Mental Health, 2003). In order to fully be considered a 

best practice, however, there must be a continuation of research on the organizational 

characteristics and practices of CROs that help maximize positive outcomes for individuals.  
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Overview of CROs  

The Recovery Movement continues to change the face of mental health services. Since 

the 1960s, efforts have been made to empower mental health consumers and give them a voice in 

both their personal lives and in the community at large. To supplement traditional mental health 

organizations, which are primarily staffed by professionals, consumer-run organizations (CROs) 

have emerged across the nation. CROs are small, peer support oriented organizations that are 

governed and directed by mental health consumers, or individuals in recovery from a serious 

mental illness. In Kansas, CROs are primarily focused on providing peer support for adults. 

Typically, this is achieved by having their own designated space for which to provide activities, 

operating a drop-in center, hosting support groups, and/or organizing recreational and 

educational activities.  

The history of consumer-run organizations is rooted in the consumer/survivor initiatives 

that began after deinstitutionalization in the late 1960s, and have become an increasingly 

common component in the community mental health system. Thousands of CROs and self-help 

mental health groups have emerged across the United States over the past decade (Goldstrom et 

al., 2006), many of which provide peer support, advocacy, outreach, technical assistance, and 

education to youth and adults in recovery from mental illness.  

Consumer-run organizations are designed to foster empowerment, which Mowbray, 

Lewandowski, Holter, and Bybee (2006) have described as necessary attribute in order for 

individuals in recovery to work toward gaining the skills and resources necessary to accomplish 

their life goals. Historically oppressed populations such as mental health consumers often have 

difficulty trusting professionals (Noordsy et al., 2002), which can serve as a barrier to recovery 
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and service utilization. CROs are an ideal environment for consumers to receive non-

professional, peer support from individuals who have lived experience with mental illness. 

A study of 31 CROs in Michigan (Holter & Bybee, 2006) showed that these 

organizations not only provide social support, but also provide opportunities for members to 

participate in meaningful activity as well. These organizations provide numerous ways for 

members to become more involved. Individuals with psychiatric disabilities can become 

involved in formal, administrative ways that are clearly defined, or they can be involved 

informally, such as helping with cleaning and building maintenance, organizing parties or 

activities for other members, assisting with leading or leading a group for members (i.e. cooking, 

arts and crafts, book clubs, support groups), or helping with surveys or other research for the 

CRO. Formal roles (e.g., executive director, board member, paid staff) have duties and 

expectations that are defined by the organization. For example, directors are responsible for 

coordinating activities and reporting to funders. Informal CRO roles include volunteers and 

active members. The expectations for these types of involvement are less clear. That is, there is 

no common expectation for more informal membership roles.  

CROs, which  have been estimated to operate at an average cost ranging from $8 to $11 

per person per day (Holter & Mowbray, 2005; Brown, Shepherd, Wituk, & Meissen, 2007), 

provide a low-cost supplement or alternative to traditional mental health services, and can 

perhaps reach consumers who “slip through the cracks” of the mental health system. With 

government spending on mental health continues to be cut, the need for cost-effective mental 

health services is critical. Without a cost-effective way of addressing mental illness in the 

community, mental health consumers are at risk of facing major disparities in service utilization. 
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It has been estimated that the State of Kansas reduced their mental health budget by 12.4 percent 

between 2009 ($115 million budget) and 2012 ($101 million budget) (Honberg et al., 2011).  

Impact of CROs on community integration 

Past research on community-based peer services, such as CROs, suggest that these 

services yield social, physical, and psychological benefits related to community integration for 

those who participate. An overview of these findings will be highlighted in the subsequent 

sections.   

One major indicator of recovery from mental illness is community integration, which has 

been defined as an interrelation between physical, social, and psychological well-being that can 

be reached through the promotion of community involvement, empowerment, community 

support, social justice, and access to valued resources (Nelson, Lord, & Ochocka, 2001; Aubry & 

Myner, 1996; Wong & Solomon, 2002). Community integration encompasses three major 

domains- physical, social, psychological integration into the larger social context. Physical 

integration refers to the extent to which an individual spends time, participates in activities, and 

uses goods and services in the community outside his/her home or facility in a self-initiated 

manner (Segal & Baumohl, 1980). Psychological integration refers to the extent to which an 

individual perceives membership in his/her community and expresses an emotional connection 

with community members, while exercising influence in the community (Aubry & Myner, 1996; 

McMillian & Chavis, 1986). Finally, social integration refers to the relationships mental health 

consumers develop with others (both consumers and non-consumers) in the community. Piat, et 

al. (2006) found that when mental health consumers have more personal relationships, this 

promotes autonomy, personal responsibility for change, and assists individuals in recovery. Past 

literature has found that being physically present in the community, having higher perceptions of 
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sense of community and belonging, and being socially integrated in the community  were 

positively associated with quality of life among mental health consumers, which suggests that the 

community integration domains can also lead to enhanced life satisfaction (Prince & Gerber, 

2005; Aubry & Myner, 1996). 

 One of the biggest barriers to community integration for mental health consumers has 

been inadequate community support (Chinman, Weingarten, Stayner, & Davidson, 2001). 

Without the proper supports in place to help mental health consumers adapt to the community, 

they are at an increased risk of isolation and re-hospitalization. Chinman et al. (2001) explained 

that consumers chronically return to inpatient services because of a lack of person-environment 

fit between consumers’ needs and the community. Further, the authors found that while 

consumers prefer living in the community, they feel more isolated in the community than they do 

in the hospital. In interviews with consumers who utilize inpatient services, Davidson et al., 

(1997), as cited in Chinman et al. (2001), found that hospitals offer a sense of belonging and a 

safe haven that consumers do not receive in the community. Additionally, consumers reported 

that outpatient services (community-based mental health services) do not provide adequate tools 

to prevent relapse. 

As the provision of mental health services continues to shift from traditional to 

community-based settings, determining evidence-based practices and programs that promote 

community integration will be a main interest of funders (Forchuk, Martin, Chan, & Jensen, 

2005). One promising way to support mental health consumers in the community is through peer 

support, which has been described as the social, emotional, and instrumental support mutually 

provided by consumers to other individuals with a mental illness in order to facilitate positive 

change and growth (Solomon, 2004). Chinman et al. (2001) suggest that peer support programs 
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such as CROs can reduce hospitalizations by enhancing quality of life, self-esteem, and support 

networks. Qualities of consumer providers that may help facilitate these changes include being 

“better able to empathize, to access social services, to appreciate clients' strengths, to be tolerant 

and flexible, to be patient and persistent, to be aware of and respond to clients' desires, and to be 

able to create supportive environments which can foster recovery and the restoration of 

community life” (Chinman et al., 2001, p. 221).  

Social impact of CRO Involvement 

Developing and sustaining mutual, supportive relationships is critical to the process of 

recovery for mental health consumers (Noordsy et al., 2002). The social support provided within 

CROs has been theorized to help consumers cope with physical and mental issues as well as 

foster supportive relationships that contribute to positive adjustment (Solomon, 2004). In a 

literature review of peer support organizations such as CROs, Davidson et al. (1999) summarized 

several outcomes of participating in these organizations, including increased social networks, 

social adjustment, self-esteem, and improved social functioning. The reviewers concluded that 

organizations providing peer support to consumers help contribute to social integration, which 

they defined as having three core elements –“voluntary relationships, valued social roles, and 

life-enriching activities” (p. 170). 

To better understand how CROs benefit their members, Maton and Salem (1995) 

conducted observational research on the setting characteristics of a network of support groups 

called GROW (which were also operated and facilitated by mental health consumers). 

Researchers observed approximately one thousand of the organization’s activities over a 5-year 

period, as well as conducted a series of longitudinal interviews with 29 members. In their 

experience at the peer support groups, they observed the unique formal and informal exchange 
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between CRO members, which they described as a supportive structure that is encompassing, 

peer-based, and fosters a sense of community and belonging for its members.  

CRO participation has also been shown to yield a direct social impact on members. In a 

survey conducted with 250 active CRO members, Brown, Shepherd, Wituk, and Meissen (2007) 

found that 73 percent of members reported doing better in social situations since they became 

involved in a CRO, 68 percent reported being better able to cope with problems with people and 

situations, and 65 percent said they got along better with their family since joining a CRO.   

Physical impact of CRO Involvement 

Through clinical observations and focus groups with consumers at the Mental Health 

Center of Greater Manchester, Noordsy et al. (2002) found that becoming involved in 

meaningful structured activity (e.g., church, clubs, and work) as well as recreational activity was 

a critical component of moving beyond mental illness. Consumer participation in CROs has been 

associated with an increase in the physical presence of consumers in the community. In a study 

that involved six Michigan CROs, Mowbray and Tan (1993) found that member participation led 

to increased involvement in positive community activities such as attending educational classes 

and church. Similarly, Nelson, Lord, and Ochocka (2001) conducted a focus group with users of 

CRO services. Members indicated that the utilization of mental health service supports such as 

CROs was a facilitating factor in their increased participation in the community (e.g., 

volunteering, participating in recreational activities, and attending church). Additionally, Brown 

et al. (2007) found that 55 percent of active CRO members reported doing better in school and 

work since becoming involved in a CRO. 

Previous research has also shown that participation in peer support groups can reduce 

hospitalization rates and the number of days spent in the hospital (Kennedy, 1989; Rappaport, 
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1993). More recently, in a study assessing the impact of CROs on hospital re-admittance, 

Chinman, Weingarten, Stayner, and Davidson (2001) compared members of a CRO to users of 

traditional outpatient mental health services. Their longitudinal study found that consumers who 

attended the CRO at baseline spent 40 percent more days in inpatient services than those who did 

not attend the CRO. This indicates that CRO members were initially at higher risk of 

hospitalization than non-attendees. However, at the 6-month follow-up period, CRO members 

experienced a 75 percent reduction rate in inpatient hospitalization. Further, CRO members had 

56 percent fewer inpatient hospitalizations than non-attendees at 6 months.   

Nelson et al. (2006) found similar decreases in the use of emergency services in their 

longitudinal study of CRO members. The authors found that while emergency room utilization 

for inactive CRO members was not significantly different from baseline measures, it was 

significantly lowered for those who remained active in CROs from baseline through the 9-month 

follow-up period. CRO members were also interviewed at 18 months, and researchers found that 

active members who had been involved for 18 months showed significantly lower hospitalization 

rates from baseline, whereas those who were inactive showed no change in hospitalization rates. 

Psychological impact of CRO Involvement 

Research regarding the influence of CROs on mental health has been promising. A 

survey conducted by Brown, Shepherd, Wituk, and Meissen (2007) showed that across 20 

different Kansas CROs, 81 percent of members reported feeling better about themselves and 

becoming more confident after joining a CRO. Additionally, a mixed method study of CROs in 

Canada indicated that active CRO members showed an improvement in mental health as length 

of membership increased (Ochocka, Nelson, Janzen, & Trainor, 2006). Members reported 

experiencing a reduction in symptoms and feelings of hopelessness, and reported higher feelings 
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self-assuredness after prolonged CRO involvement. Not only do the data imply that CRO 

participation can improve the mental health of consumers, but Trainor, Shepherd, Boydell, Leff, 

and Crawford (1997) also documented a reduction in service utilization among consumers after 

they had joined a CRO. Specifically, they found that CRO members experienced a significant 

decline in inpatient and outpatient services, physician visits, and crisis services from one year 

prior to joining a CRO to one year after joining. 

Studies have also shown that CRO participation has an influence on the development of 

coping skills and aids in social functioning. Yanos, Primavera, and Knight (2001) conducted a 

study in which they compared CRO and self-help group members to those who only attended a 

local community mental health center. The authors administered surveys measuring hope, self-

efficacy, and social functioning to consumers from three different sources: a local community 

mental health center, CROs, and self-help groups. Results indicated that there was a significant 

difference between those who attended CROs and self-help groups and those who do not. Self-

help and CRO attendees used problem-centered coping strategies more often than those who did 

not attend, and also showed higher levels of social functioning and community adjustment than 

non-attendees.  

Consumer-run organizations empower their members by allowing them to have decision-

making roles regarding how the organization operates. This type of empowerment has been 

referred to as organizationally mediated empowerment (Segal & Silverman, 2002). Segal and 

Silverman (2002) found that organizationally mediated empowerment was positively associated 

with personal empowerment (i.e., control over various life domains), independent social 

functioning (i.e., utilizing resources and being active in the community), and assisted social 

functioning (i.e. involvement in community activities with other individuals) in self-help groups. 
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The findings suggest that providing more leadership opportunities can enhance individual 

outcomes by fostering a sense of empowerment among members of consumer-run self-help 

groups.   

Underutilization of CROs and other peer support organizations 

While previous research indicates that meaningful, continued involvement in CROs and 

similar peer support organizations are instrumental toward enhancing positive outcomes such as 

community integration for mental health consumers, recruiting and maintaining active 

participants have become primary challenges for these organizations (Luke, Roberts, & 

Rappaport, 1993; Davidson et al., 1999; Holter & Mowbray, 2005). For instance, Davidson et al. 

(1999) found that while there is growing evidence for the effectiveness of CROs, these 

organizations remain underutilized by individuals with a mental illness. They attributed this 

underutilization to the cyclical nature of mental illness, the lack of access to CROs, and the lack 

of encouragement to join peer support groups by mental health professionals. The authors 

suggested that another possible reason why CROs are underutilized is because “mutual support 

appears currently to be appealing to only a minority, perhaps up to one third, of individuals with 

severe mental illness” (Davidson et al., 1999, p. 169).  

Several studies have found that mental health consumers underutilize opportunities for 

peer support even when they are aware of and can access these services. For instance, in a study 

surveying 90 self-help groups across the state of Kansas, 23.3 percent of the groups listed 

member participation as a serious problem they faced (Meissen et al., 1991). Similarly, a study 

of mental health self-help group attendance by Luke, Roberts, and Rappaport (1993) found that 

40 percent of attendees discontinued attending groups after only one month. Further, Kauffmann, 

Schulberg, and Schooler (1994) found  that only 17 percent of 90 consumers who were invited to 
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attend a peer support group actually did. In a brief report on their controlled study, Rogers et al. 

(2004) described a similar issue they faced in their research; only 15 – 20% of consumers 

assigned to utilize consumer-run services actually participated in these programs. Thus, the 

authors were not able to conduct their intended comparison between users of traditional mental 

health services and consumer-run services. These studies would suggest that individual 

differences and the lack of appeal to mental health consumers may play a more critical role in 

underutilization than access to and awareness of CROs.  

Further, CROs located in rural areas are more likely to be underutilized than those 

located in urban areas (Bjorklund & Pippard, 1999). This has been attributed to a lack of trained 

staff and program resources, as well as more negative, stigmatizing views of mental illness in 

rural areas. Underutilization of CRO services has also been experienced in Kansas, which has a 

large population of rural CROs. In 2006, the Center for Mental Health Services reported that 

100,729 Kansas mental health consumers received mental health services in community settings. 

In comparison, quarterly reports from Kansas CROs during the same time period indicated that 

approximately 1,006 consumers utilized CRO services. Additionally, while CROs in Kansas 

reported an average membership of 53 members per CRO, the average daily attendance at each 

CRO was only 14 members, which constituted less than 1/4 of the total membership. Further, a 

majority of members who attended on a daily basis were long-term members. Based on the 

sample (N = 132) from the 8 CROs that participated in the NIMH-SAMSHA funded “Statewide 

Implementation, Standardization, and Validation of Mental Health Consumer Operated Programs 

in Kansas” project, 75 percent of all participating members reported having been involved in the 

CRO for over one year. This indicates that few new members attend CROs on a daily basis. 
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To date, little research has been conducted on why some mental health consumers 

become actively involved in CRO activities while others discontinue participation shortly after 

becoming members. Because CROs have little room in their budget for hiring staff members, 

they are reliant upon volunteers and active members to help carry out program operations. 

Without member participation, CRO leaders struggle with tending to everyday program 

operations rather than focus on activities that can increase program sustainability (e.g., obtaining 

funding and managing finances). Stagnant membership, high attrition rates, and fluidity of 

membership can all serve as barriers to program effectiveness. Without volunteers to help with 

the management of daily operations such as leading a discussion group or teaching a class, CROs 

are at risk of becoming disorganized and even disbanding. Thus, it is important to explore how 

CROs can be more effective in engaging members in their activities in order to enhance both 

individual and organizational-level outcomes. 

Purpose of current study 

 Given the unique individual and organizational context of each of the 20 CROs located in 

Kansas, this study aimed to identify setting and peer support characteristics that are most 

effective in influencing sense of community and meaningful participation among CRO members. 

Findings from this study generated suggestions for CRO practices in order to create 

environments that are welcoming, supportive and empowering for both new and long-term 

members on their path toward recovery.  In order to achieve these goals a contextual analysis, 

guided by the activity setting framework, was conducted to better understand the characteristics 

that shape each CRO. The primary research aims of this study are to: 1) provide a contextual 

description of consumer-run organizations in Kansas.; 2) assess the relationship between peer 

support characteristics and setting resources on individual outcomes (i.e., sense of community 
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and organizational participation).; and 3) assess the extent to which peer support characteristics 

and setting resource characteristics influence sense of community and organizational 

participation. 
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Chapter 2 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

 

 

Activity setting model as a framework for analyzing CROs 

The literature on consumer-run organizations has primarily focused on the impact of 

member participation on outcomes such as empowerment, mental health, social integration, and 

coping. However, much remains to be understood about the characteristics that help attract and 

retain members to these effective yet underutilized community-based organizations. In order to 

better understand what makes CROs effective, it is necessary to understand both the individual 

and organizational-level characteristics of these organizations. In their description of CRO 

services and member involvement, Mowbray, Robinson, and Holter (2002) suggested, 

“Descriptive and process studies are needed to document how consumer-run programs operate, 

what they do, and the mechanisms through which they affect consumer outcomes. Unless we 

document significant differences in the components and operations of consumer-run and 

consumer-involved programs, outcomes are impossible to interpret” (p. 250).  

Similar to Mowbray et al. (2002), Maton (1993) also supports moving beyond an 

individual level of analysis, and suggested moving toward a more ecological perspective to better 

understand how CROs impact their members. Because effectiveness studies do not provide 

enough understanding of the phenomena of peer support, Maton (1993) suggested that CROs and 

similar programs that provide peer support should be studied in a community-based context. 

Further, Maton (1993) stated that peer support organizations are influenced by a “complex, 

interrelated network of factors that spans multiple variable domains and levels of analysis” (p. 

273). In order to better understand how CROs can increase member participation and 
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engagement, CROs should not only be studied at the individual-level, but also at the 

organizational-level. 

One model that could potentially guide a multi-level assessment of CROs is the activity 

setting model. The origins of this framework can be traced back to Roger Barker’s behavior 

setting theory (1968). The basic principle behind behavior setting theory is that each setting (or 

environment) has specific qualities and characteristics that can help explain individuals’ behavior 

within that setting. Barker suggested that within the environment there exist powerful behavior 

settings that influence the way that people behave, despite individual differences in personality 

and temperament. As Scott (2005) notes, “people enter the setting by choice, but once in the 

setting, they usually conform to its constraints” (p. 297-298). Important characteristics of each 

behavior setting include: 1) a specific location, 2) time, and 3) objects coupled with 4) a set of 

typical behavior patterns. Without these components, behavior settings cannot exist. It is 

important to note that while behavior settings are naturally-occurring phenomena, people also 

play an important role in regulating these settings (Wicker, 1979). When necessary components 

are missing from a behavior setting, individuals actively seek out these components to ensure 

sustainability of the setting.  

O’Donnell, Tharp, and Wilson (1993) saw beyond what behavior setting theory could 

explain and believed that communities should be analyzed at the activity setting level. According 

to the activity setting framework, within each community there exist numerous activity settings. 

These have been described as “areas in the physical environment that influence the social 

transactions where individuals have the choice of distributing their knowledge from peripheral 

participation and guided participation, to full participation in the physical environment” 

(Lippman, 2004, p. 5). While behavior setting theory posits that settings can occur spontaneously 
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in the environment, a major distinguishing feature of activity settings is that they are deliberate 

and do not occur at random. The individuals involved in activity settings do not enter by 

accident. Nor are activities implemented without a reason; these are settings with a more 

meaningful purpose. The purpose of activity settings is to reach a common goal, regardless of 

whether the goal is to produce a tangible or intangible product (Tharp & Gallimore, 1998).  

Similar to behavior setting theory, activity setting theory posits that observable setting 

characteristics (e.g., tangible resources) help moderate behavior in these settings. However, 

activity settings are further specified as places in which individuals’ subjective experiences also 

influence how people behave. The importance of individuals’ subjective experiences on behavior 

has also supported by Bonk and Cunnigham (1989), who explained that “because consciousness 

is a product of society, we should explore the individual-in-social action” (p. 37). Hence, it is a 

combination of both the objective and subjective characteristics in an environment that impact 

individual behavior in that activity setting.  

O’Donnell et al. (1993) state that using activity settings as the unit of analysis provides a 

contextual understanding of individual behavior (See Figure 1): 

Important characteristics of the activity setting include people, positions, the 

physical environment, time, funds, and symbols (O’Donnell & Tharp, 1990; 

Wilson & Morren, 1990). These characteristics, including behavior of each 

participant, are interdependent (cf., Kelly, 1987). Therefore, it is not possible to 

asses either the individual or the ‘situation’ independently without distorting the 

phenomenon. (O’Donnell et al., 1993, p.504-505). 

 

As shown in Figure 1, Roles, Symbols, Physical Resources, Time, and Funds all play an 

interdependent part in the functioning of an activity setting. 
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Figure 1. Activity setting framework 

Using the activity setting framework to evaluate CROs can help provide a more 

contextualized understanding of member outcomes. In order to fully understand a particular 

activity setting, several key resources must be identified and observed. They include: 1) Roles; 2) 

Symbols; 3) Physical Resources; 4) Time; and 5) Funds (O’Donnell et al., 1993). These 

interdependent resources, also referred to as setting resource characteristics, provide a 

comprehensive understanding of the perception and behavior-influencing characteristics of 

activity settings (Tharp & Gallimore, 1988). 

Roles 

O’Donnell et al. (1993) define roles as positions that have been created to fulfill the 

demands of activity settings. In CROs, like self-help groups, there are formal and informal roles 

that member can take on. Some of these roles include executive director, board member, paid 

staff, and volunteer. 
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Symbols 

These can include cultural values, beliefs, and norms of an activity setting (O’Donnell et 

al, 1993). Symbols can include specific ways in which operations are typically carried out as 

well as scripts, or patterns of behavior, in activity settings (Tharp & Gallimore, 1988). 

Physical Resources 

Physical resources refer to the physical elements in the immediate environment of 

activity settings, such as location, materials, and tools used to reach the goals of the activity 

setting (Tharp & Gallimore, 1988).  

Time 

 This refers to the capacity of time available to complete activities in the setting 

(O’Donnell et al., 1993). For instance, measuring Time as a resource would include meeting 

times, the time of day allotted for activities to occur, as well as duration and frequency of 

activities (Tharp & Gallimore, 1988). 

Funds 

 This refers to the capacity of funding to complete activities in a setting (O’Donnell et al., 

1993). For instance, Funds can include the total budget for an organization, salary for paid staff, 

donations made to the organization, etc.  

People  

One particularly important resource within an activity setting is the people within the 

setting. People carry out activities and create social processes that occur within a setting. A key 

feature of activity settings is that people must provide assistance and support to one another to 

help reach the setting’s goals. Applying this criterion to CROs, these organizations provide peer 

support to help members cope with mental illness. In order for activity settings to be effective, 
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Tharp and Gallimore (1988) posited that the support provided to individuals in these settings 

must be guided by the following principles: 1) Mutual Respect and Trust, 2) Intersubjectivity, 3) 

Responsiveness, 4) Joint Productive Activity, and 5) Reciprocity. Within the current study, these 

five characteristics will be referred to as peer support characteristics.  

Overview of Mutual Respect and Trust 

Mutual respect, as described by Brown, Stein, and Forman (1996), is the presence of an 

open and honest exchange of ideas between individuals in a setting. Mutual respect involves 

valuing and supporting one another, particularly in the beginning stages of a relationship. 

Overview of Intersubjectivity 

Forman (1992) describes Intersubjectivity as the shared values and goals between 

individuals. When Intersubjectivity is present, individuals in a setting share similar perspectives 

and are able to understand and relate to one another. Gallimore, John-Steiner, and Tharp (1992) 

lista lack of Intersubjectivity in settings as a primary cause of “deviant, alienated, non-

participating members” (p. 8). 

Overview of Responsiveness 

Brown et al. (1996) describe Responsiveness as being sensitive to the needs and 

capabilities of individuals in a setting. Further, it involves using feedback from those being 

assisted to tailor assistance to their needs. 

Overview of Joint Productive Activity 

In activity settings, individuals must work collaboratively toward a common goal in what 

Brown, Stein, and Forman (1996) describe as joint productive activities. Those who provide 

assistance as well as those receiving assistance must work together to produce something that is 

either tangible or intangible.  
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Overview of Reciprocity 

When individuals in a setting benefit from participating in Joint Productive Activity, 

regardless of their role or position, the assistance has a reciprocal effect. Brown et al. (1996) 

state that Reciprocity can be enhanced by increasing the amount of Joint Productive Activity in a 

setting. 

Tharp and Gallimore’s (1988) five peer support are focused on the social processes 

between individuals in activity settings. O’Donnell et al. (1993) support collecting data on these 

subjective measures, as they are interdependent with the setting resource characteristics within 

an activity setting. The authors further note that setting resource characteristics can be leveraged 

to enhance or strengthen the peer support characteristics of an activity setting, and vice versa.  

Tseng and Seidman (2007) have incorporated aspects of activity setting theory into their systems 

framework to help explain how social processes influence behavior in a setting. They suggested 

that the social processes similar to Tharp and Gallimore’s (1988) peer support characteristics are 

the most important aspects of a setting because of their direct influence on both individual and 

setting-level outcomes. Because CROs are focused on providing peer support, these social 

processes should be assessed to determine their role in impacting member outcomes as previous 

studies suggest. 

CROs as activity settings 

 In this study, activity setting theory was used as a framework to guide the analysis of 

Kansas CROs. Activity settings are purposefully created environments where individuals work 

toward a common goal, whether concrete or abstract. In order to achieve the goals of the activity 

setting, individuals must interact by contributing skills, training, knowledge, and provide support 

to one another. In CROs, quite often members share the common goals of recovery from mental 
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illness and personal empowerment. As activity settings, CROs are designed to help members 

attain these goals through peer support and educational opportunities. Because of their self-help 

orientation, one of the primary services provided by CROs is peer support. Thus, peer support 

characteristics (i.e., Mutual Respect and Trust, Intersubjectivity, Responsiveness, Joint 

Productive Activity, and Reciprocity) are critical to the functioning of CROs. A core principle of 

Kansas CROs is that they are governed and staffed entirely by persons with a serious mental 

illness. Because these organizations have adopted a non-hierarchical structure, Joint Productive 

Activity is possible. That is, all members (regardless of their role at the CRO) are able to work 

together to participate in an lead activities that promote recovery. Because CROs are operated by 

and consist of members who have the shared experiential expertise with mental illness, CROs are 

an ideal environment to foster reciprocal and mutually supportive relationships among mental 

health consumers.  

In their discussion of activity settings, Tharp and Gallimore (1993) noted that although 

individuals who participate in a setting may share the same goal (e.g., recovery), members may 

participate for very different reasons; the meaning behind their participation in activities may not 

be the same among members (e.g., some may be participating because their friends are 

participating). However, as individuals become more engaged in a setting, they begin to develop 

stronger Intersubjectivity with one another (Tharp & Gallimore, 1993). The interdependent 

nature of relationships within these organizations serves as an advantage to building 

Intersubjectivity, which is based on shared experiences, values, and meanings.  

The setting resource characteristics of a CRO may play an important role in attracting and 

retaining members. Davidson et al. (1999) suggested that “utilization of mutual support groups 

appears to be a matter of person-environment fit rather than a matter of universal appeal” (p. 
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169). Similarly, Luke, Roberts, and Rappaport (1993) found that person-environment fit is a key 

reason why individuals choose to stay or leave a self-help group. They explain that person-

environment fit is dependent on several psychological, behavioral, and social variables. In their 

study, they found that new attendees who viewed themselves as drastically different from the 

other members in a self-help group were less likely to continue participating in the group. Also, 

demographic and setting variables had a significant impact on member retention.  

Although the activity setting model has been primarily applied to school settings, 

community settings such as CROs also possess characteristics of activity settings. Each CRO is 

unique in the location they reside in, populations they serve, available funding, hours of 

operation, number of paid and volunteer positions, and physical environment. These setting 

characteristics, along with the relationships shared among members, are important aspects of 

activity settings that contribute to individual outcomes (O’ Donnell, Tharp, & Wilson, 1993). 

While O’Donnell et al. state that peer support and setting resource characteristics are interrelated, 

the nature of the relationships between each of these variables (e.g., correlational or causal) in 

CROs is currently unknown. In order to better understand how the activity setting characteristics 

of CROs can be designed to enhance members’ experiences, it is necessary to further explore 

these relationships more thoroughly. 

Need for more comprehensive assessment of CROs 

CROs vary in terms of the members they serve as well as their setting characteristics. 

Without knowing the specific details of how CROs are designed and implemented, and without 

detailed demographic information on the members they service, the predictors of member 

participation from previous studies may not be generalizable to other CROs. In their discussion 

on the program characteristics and costs of CROs, Holter and Mowbray (2005) argued that “we 
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need specific information on the operation of these centers so that differences in outcomes may 

be explainable by known differences in centers’ operating characteristics, rather than left to 

speculation” (p. 324). They stated that it is necessary to have an understanding of an 

organization’s constituents, context, and setting characteristics prior to conducting effectiveness 

or outcome studies. Similarly, Rogers et al. (2007) suggested that because some peer support 

services are more effective than others, it is necessary to examine the contextual variables that 

contribute to these differences in effectiveness.  

Gaps in organizational-level descriptions of CROs in the literature 

Because the focus of CROs is primarily to provide an empowering setting to assist mental 

health consumers in their recovery, they are run by a consumer staff and board, who each bring 

unique life experiences and skills to the table. Thus, CROs vary in the focus of activities within 

their organization, as well as the way in which services are delivered (Rogers et al., 2007). In 

their discussion on setting characteristics, Tharp and Gallimore (1993) stated that while activity 

settings may provide similar activities and services, the importance of each activity may be 

different for each setting, and the way that activities are carried out may be unique to each setting 

as well. 

 Many effectiveness studies fail to provide a program description of the CROs included in 

their study. The heterogeneity among CROs may complicate the results of program effectiveness 

studies, and the generalizability of findings is not clear because measures from numerous CRO 

sites are often aggregated to determine individual outcomes. While doing so may provide a 

general understanding of CRO effectiveness, this overlooks the fact that some CROs may be 

more effective than others. Holter and Mowbray (2005) championed providing richer 

descriptions on how CROs are operated in order to better understand differences in outcomes in 
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effectiveness studies. They suggested that differences in resources and service delivery could 

account for many of the outcome differences found in CRO research. In addition to describing 

basic setting resource characteristics (e.g., budget, location, number of activities, and total 

membership), descriptions of other organizational characteristics should be provided as well, 

such as underlying social processes within these settings (i.e., peer support characteristics). 

The few studies that have focused on describing CROs help provide important insight 

into the generalizability of previous findings. Within the literature, CROs nationwide (and even 

statewide) have shown to vary in their setting resource characteristics. For instance, while 

Chamberlin, Rogers, and Ellison (1996) described six New Hampshire consumer-run self-help 

groups as having annual operating budgets ranging from $47,000 to $2.9 million, Holter and 

Mowbray (2005) found that 32 CROs in Michigan operated on a more moderate annual budget 

ranging from $2,080 to $257,000. In terms of service delivery, Swarbick (2006) found that 

consumer-run self-help centers mainly provided self-help activities, social and recreational 

activities, and provided meals to members, whereas Michigan CROs primarily provided 

consumers with basic needs such as telephone access, clothing donations, meals, and 

transportation (Holter and Mowbray, 2005). Only 10 percent of the 32 Michigan CROs provided 

self-help and peer support. Even more distinct were the four Canadian CROs described by 

Goering, Durbin, Sheldon, Ochocka, Nelson, and Krupa (2006), which offered activities in 

leadership development, skill-building, social support, economic development, public education, 

advocacy, community planning, and research. 

Gaps in member-level descriptions in the literature 

Few CRO effectiveness studies provide information regarding who participates in these 

organizations beyond basic demographics such as gender, age, marital status, race, and level of 
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education. This lack of individual-level context creates difficulties in determining the 

generalizability of findings to others CRO members. A comparison of various research projects 

focusing primarily on providing a description of CROs and similar peer support organizations 

highlights the need for more thorough descriptions of service recipients in CRO research. While 

Swarbick (2006) did not mention any demographics of individuals utilizing consumer-run self-

help programs in her description of the 21 New Jersey consumer-run programs, Holter and 

Mowbray (2005) only described basic demographics (i.e., gender, race, and involvement in other 

mental health services) of CRO members in their description of 32 CROs in Michigan. Davidson 

et al.’s (1999) review of CRO research described members as predominantly Caucasian, as did 

Holter and Mowbray (2005) and Chamberlin, Rogers, and Ellison (1996). However, the 

organizations that Chamberlin et al. studied had a larger African American population (36 

percent) than did the CROs described by Holter and Mowbray (2005) (15 percent). Additionally, 

both studies described the gender makeup of CROs as represented evenly by males and females. 

While these studies provide some information on who uses CROs, the descriptions of members 

are broad and difficult to interpret. 

Member characteristics can have a large impact on setting characteristics, as shown in 

Chamberlin et al.’s (1996) study of mental health self-help groups. Their findings highlighted 

how the demographic characteristics of group members help shape the setting characteristics of 

each site. For instance, one of the self-help group sites (located in Oakland, California) served 

predominantly male, unemployed, homeless members. To address members’ specific needs, the 

site went above and beyond the typical role of a self-help group and provided assistance in 

obtaining basic needs (e.g., transportation and employment) in addition to social support.  
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Without having a full description of the population, it is difficult to understand why 

variations in services and resources exist among CROs and other peer support organizations. 

Providing more thorough descriptions of member characteristics (e.g., employment and disability 

status, relationship status, frequency and length of CRO attendance) is necessary to better 

understand how each CRO has adapted to its community and for which populations CRO 

effectiveness studies can be generalized and replicated. 

Methods for collecting activity setting data 

Previous methods used to collect data on setting resource characteristics 

Based on activity setting theory, both the physical characteristics of an organization and 

individual-level demographics of its members are considered setting resource characteristics. 

Methods for collecting data on setting resource characteristics have been well-documented in the 

literature. The various methods used to collect this data within CRO settings have ranged from 

telephone and face-to-face interviews to mail-in surveys.  

For instance, using a 9-page mail-in survey to collect data, Chamberlin et al. (1996) were 

able to gain descriptive information about six consumer-run self-help programs located 

nationwide. The survey asked questions about their program’s mission, funding, structure, 

activities, and physical facilities. This method was successful in obtaining high response rates, as 

the researchers were able to acquire completed surveys from 271 mental health consumers.   

In another study by Goering et al. (2006), researchers conducted in-person interviews 

with CRO members to determine the differences between CRO and non-CRO members. The 

interviews included validated self-report measures to assess member characteristics, and the 

Toolkit for Measuring Psychosocial Outcomes was used to assess living situation, level of 
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education, employment status, socioeconomic status, legal system contact, and hospital 

utilization.  

In Holter and Mowbray’s (2005) study on CRO services and costs, researchers conducted 

a telephone surveys with CRO directors across Michigan. The survey asked about qualitative and 

quantitative setting characteristics, including the center’s history and structure, member features 

(i.e., member characteristics, daily attendance, and activities ), program operations (services 

provided, hours of operation), budget and funding sources, number of staff, staff salaries, number 

of volunteers, and physical context (i.e., location, relationship with other agencies).  

In a separate study comparing differences between CROs and consumer clubhouses, 

researchers from Mowbray, Holter, Mowbray, and Bybee’s (2005) study used multiple methods 

to collect information on CRO characteristics. They conducted site visits to 29 CROs, during 

which they administered surveys to members, completed semi-structured observations of setting 

characteristics (including member and organizational characteristics), and conducted a 1.5-hour 

interview with directors regarding the types of services provided by CROs. This mixed-method 

approach to obtaining data has been supported by Maton (1993), who believed that contextual 

studies should adopt a combination of both ethnographic and quantitative research methods. 

Previous methods used to collect data on peer support characteristics 

Peer support characteristics (which can be thought of as the underlying social processes 

within an activity setting) are unique in that they are less concrete and are less straightforward to 

measure than physical settings characteristics. O’ Donnell, Tharp, and Wilson (1993) suggest 

possible ways in which peer support mechanisms can be measured, including concept mapping, 

conversation analysis, role analysis, and an examination of organizational values.  
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Most studies have used conversation analysis and coding to observe the presence of these 

characteristics in settings. For example, in a study on a mathematics reform initiative called the 

Quantitative Understanding: Amplifying Student Achievement and Reasoning (QUASAR) 

Project, Brown et al. (1996) conducted classroom observations and personal interviews, and also 

conducted course document reviews to assess the presence of Intersubjectivity and other peer 

support characteristics that Tharp and Gallimore (1988) described as essential for activity 

settings to thrive (i.e.,  Joint Productive Activity, Responsiveness, Reciprocity, and Mutual 

Respect and Trust). Following the implementation of the program, Brown et al. (1996) were able 

to provide a rich description of the degree to which peer support characteristics were present in 

the classroom settings. This helped them to better understand underlying processes that attributed 

to the QUASAR project’s effectiveness. 

Similarly, in a report on the Collaboration for Enhancing Mathematics Instruction 

(CEMI) Project, Brown et al. (2002) used qualitative coding to analyze audio transcriptions of 

group meetings for the presence of Intersubjectivity. In another project focused on improving 

methods of teaching mathematics in schools, researchers used videotapes of classroom sessions 

and written documents to analyze different teachers’ understanding of concepts. Then, during a 

discussion session, the researchers observed teachers and noted how differences in their 

understandings (which show a lack of Intersubjectivity) affected group interactions (Lage 

Ramirez, 2007). They found that incongruences in Intersubjectivity among teachers greatly 

hindered the progress of the program.  

The studies mentioned above have primarily relied on observable behavior and document 

reviews to measure the peer support characteristics in a setting. This method can also be applied 

to the study of peer support characteristics in Kansas CROs as well, as these organizations are 
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highly accessible for observational analysis and there are various pre-existing sources of data 

documenting CRO practices that can be obtained (e.g., CRO quarterly reports and grants). 

However, because some peer support mechanisms (e.g., Intersubjectivity and Responsiveness) 

are primarily subjective, assessing an organization’s level Intersubjectivity and Responsiveness 

based solely on observation of explicit behavior and recorded documents may not capture the full 

picture of how social processes in a setting are understood and interpreted by the individuals 

within the setting. Assessments of Intersubjectivity and Responsiveness would be more 

accurately measured using more subjective measures that allow CRO members to report their 

perceptions of the organizations in which they are involved (e.g., interviews and surveys).  

Community integration outcomes among CRO members 

While previous sections have described multiple studies which have identified the impact 

of CRO participation on member outcomes, community integration seems to be the most 

prevalent outcome of participation in peer support services. Because community integration 

plays a key role in mental health recovery, the current study focused on measures of community 

integration as key CRO member outcomes of interest. It has been suggested that community 

integration of mental health consumers entails more than simply having a physical presence in 

the community (Aubry & Myner, 1996; Wong & Solomon, 2003; Townley, Kloos, & Wright, 

2009). Gulcer et al. (2007) found that community integration includes both objective and 

subjective components, such as active participation within the community and individual 

perceptions of belonging to the community.  

Organizational participation as a measure of physical integration 

For any setting to have an impact, member participation is necessary. Two variables that 

have been said to influence outcome differences are quality and quantity of participation. While 
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some studies indicate that quality, or depth, of participation influences member outcomes, other 

studies argue that it is the length of participation in a CRO that impacts individuals. For instance, 

in a study of 250 CRO members in Kansas, Brown, Shepherd, Merkle, Wituk, and Meissen 

(2008) found that being involved in both leadership and peer support activities was associated 

with positive recovery outcomes for CRO members. Not only did acquiring friendships and 

providing support to other CRO members influence positive outcomes, but actively seeking 

leadership roles in the organization also helped increase these outcomes. Their findings support 

the notion that mental health consumers can gain the most benefits from engaging in quality 

participation.  

Several other studies have also shown that higher levels of participation in CROs and 

similar organizations can yield positive individual outcomes. For instance, in a study conducted 

to explore predictors of psychosocial outcomes for people with mood disorders, Powell, Yeaton, 

Hill, and Silk (2001) found that while self-help group involvement had a positive effect on the 

management of mental illness, frequency of attendance ( measured by the actual number of self-

help group meetings attended) did not have an effect on clinical outcomes. Rather, self-help 

attendees who had a higher perceived sense of involvement in the groups were more likely to 

develop cognitive strategies necessary for managing mental illness (e.g., tracking moods and 

monitoring symptoms).  

Additionally, in a study of the impact of CRO involvement on new members, Nelson and 

Lomotey (2006) found that perceived quality of CRO involvement predicted a variety of 

outcomes including: 1) social support, 2) community integration, and 3) quality of life. The 

authors found that quality, rather than frequency, of CRO involvement led to positive outcomes 

during the 9-month follow-up period. 
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Segal and Silverman’s (2002) research on users of self-help groups also found that 

meaningful participation (i.e., having increased responsibilities and more opportunities to be 

involved in decision-making) at a self-help organization was positively associated with the 

following outcomes: 1) personal empowerment (perceived control over common life domains), 

2) independent social functioning (the extent to which an individual participates in and makes 

use of the community in a self-initiated manner and without the help of others), and 3) assisted 

social functioning (community involvement with others). Their findings suggest that those who 

assume more responsibilities in their organization are more likely to show positive outcomes 

than those who are less active. The authors suggested that these outcomes could be generalizable 

to the mental health consumer population as well.  

While these studies provide support for the argument that quality of participation is more 

important than quantity, or length, of participation, one study by Ochocka et al. (2006) provides 

support for the argument that length of participation also impacts individual outcomes. The study 

found that individuals who had attended their CRO for 18 months showed positive increases in 

mental well-being, whereas those who had been a member for only nine months did not 

experience these changes. That is, no effects were found for those who had been a member for 

less than 18 months. The study suggests that prolonged exposure to a CRO can increase 

individual outcomes.  

The aforementioned studies provide support for the importance of both quality and 

quantity of CRO participation. Salzer (1997) further provides insight on CROs that stresses the 

importance of both. He states that one of the most-studied outcomes of CRO involvement is 

empowerment, which can be described as the “result of the process of change, through 

participation in, or control over decision-making” (p.427). Taking on leadership roles in a CRO 
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can help empower members because as leaders, they have decision-making control at their CRO. 

However, Salzer notes that empowerment does not simply occur once a consumer is elected as a 

board member. Rather, empowerment is a continuous process that must be fostered through 

active involvement in the organization. Thus, both active and long-term members are more likely 

to reap the full benefits of CRO participation. Taking these findings into consideration, the 

current study assessed both quality and quantity of participation in CROs as measures of physical 

integration within the community. 

Sense of community as a measure of psychological integration 

An additional measure that was used to assess community integration in the current study 

is each member’s sense of community within their CRO. In their discussion on activity settings, 

Tharp and Gallimore (1993) stated that individuals in an activity setting must be motivated to 

participate. Each individual creates personal meaning from their involvement in a setting, which 

motivates them to continue participating. While not all individuals who initially enter a setting 

share the same initial motive for participating (e.g., an individual may initially participate simply 

because his/her friends are participating), Tharp and Gallimore (1993) state that Intersubjectivity 

is developed within the group as individuals become more involved in the organization and as 

they form relationships with others in the setting. This suggests that there is a relationship 

between activity setting involvement and one’s sense of connectedness with others in the setting. 

That is, individuals in a setting are more likely to be motivated to participate and work toward a 

shared goal when there is a strong sense of community present. 

Sense of community has been shown in the literature to be directly tied to member 

participation. McMillan and Chavis (1986) describe the psychological concept of sense of 

community as having four components- membership, influence, integration and fulfillment of 
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needs, and shared emotional connection. Membership refers to feeling as if one belongs to the 

organization, while influence is the feeling of making a difference to the organization. McMillan 

and Chavis (1986) further explain that the opportunities for shared responsibility in voluntary 

organizations help members feel influential. This sense of ownership helps retain members. 

Another component of sense of community is integration and fulfillment of needs, which is 

having one’s own needs met through group membership. The final component, shared emotional 

connection, is particularly critical in CROs and other self-help oriented programs. This refers to 

the sharing of experiences with one another in an organization. 

In a study of individual and community characteristics related to sense of community, 

Brodsky, O’Campo, and Aronson (1999) administered surveys to residents of low-income, urban 

communities. Their analysis of 749 responses indicated that several variables pertaining to 

community involvement were correlated with sense of community, such as attending religious 

services and living in neighborhoods with high voter registration. From this data, they concluded 

that there is a positive correlation between sense of community and community involvement. 

That is, having a strong sense of community promotes active involvement, and being involved in 

the community also helps create a stronger sense of community for individuals.  

While these studies show that sense of community is highly correlated with member 

participation, it is important to understand the distinction between the two variables. While 

participation represents an individual’s behavioral response in a setting, sense of community 

represents a person’s cognitive response. It measures how an individual perceives the activity 

setting. Sense of community is particularly important in CROs because they are peer support 

organizations in which members share their experiential knowledge of mental illness with one 

another. Without a strong sense of community, members are less likely to share their personal 
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stories or recovery. Further, because CROs are volunteer-driven, fostering a high sense of 

community would help motivate members to become more involved in sharing responsibilities.  

Research aims, questions, and hypotheses 

The primary goal of this study was to determine how setting characteristics impact 

member involvement in consumer-run organizations. Using activity setting theory as a 

framework, this study specifically examined two community integration outcomes believed to be 

influenced by a CRO’s setting characteristics: 1) organizational participation; and 2) sense of 

community. The study’s specific research aims, related research questions, and proposed 

analytical approaches were as follows: 

Aim 1. Provide a contextual description of consumer-run organizations in Kansas. 

Research Question #1 

What are the peer support and setting resource characteristics of Kansas CROs? The 

purpose of this research question is to further the knowledge of the peer support and setting 

resource characteristics of the 16 CROs. Due to the exploratory nature of this research question, 

no hypothesis was developed for this particular question. Because of the empowering philosophy 

behind the establishment of CROs, each organization was expected to have unique peer support 

and setting resource characteristics. The focus of Question #1 was to learn more about these 

characteristics. 

Aim 2. Assess the relationship between peer support characteristics and setting resources on 

individual outcomes (i.e., sense of community and organizational participation). 

Research Question #2 
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What is the relationship between peer support characteristics, setting resource 

characteristics, and individual outcomes (i.e., sense of community and organizational 

participation)? 

Hypothesis 2.1 

The study of members’ attitudes and perceptions toward their CRO has the potential to 

facilitate a more thorough understanding of how members are motivated to participate in CROs. 

Based on this assumption, it was hypothesized that sense of  and organizational participation 

would have a positive correlation, as member perceptions of feeling connected to their 

organization were likely to increase members’ willingness to participate in CRO activities. 

Hypothesis 2.2 

As activity setting theory posits that peer support and setting resource characteristics are 

interrelated, it was hypothesized that all peer support and setting resource characteristics 

measured would be directly associated to some degree with sense of community and 

organizational participation.  

Aim 3. Assess the extent to which peer support characteristics and setting resource 

characteristics influence sense of community and organizational participation. 

Research Question #3 

To what extent do peer support characteristics influence members’ sense of community 

and level of participation in CROs? To what extent do the setting resource characteristics 

influence members’ sense of community and level of participation in CROs? 

Hypothesis 3.1 

Peer support characteristics will more strongly impact sense of community and organizational 

participation than setting resource characteristics. Because CROs are inherently designed to be 
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peer support organizations, member participation and connectedness were expected to be more 

strongly associated with peer support characteristics. 
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Chapter 3 

METHODS 

 

 

Data collection process 

Data collection for this study was conducted in two separate waves. In 2006, data were 

collected at eight CROs as part of a jointly funded National Institute of Mental Health (NIMH) 

and Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA) grant, “The 

Statewide Implementation, Standardization, and Validation of Mental Health Consumer 

Operated Programs in Kansas”. The aims of the funded research were to explore the individual-

level outcomes of participating in CROs, as well as to identify organizational-level 

characteristics that foster these outcomes.  

A mixed methodology approach was used to obtain data on setting resource and peer 

support characteristics within CROs. Data collection methods included surveying CRO 

members, interviewing key staff and board, and conducting setting observations of CROs. All 

completed Membership Surveys were included in data analysis. Each participant was given $5 

for completing the Membership Survey, and CROs received $100 for agreeing to participate in 

the study. In the summer of 2009, additional data were collected from 11 state-funded CROs in 

Kansas that were not included in the original grant study during the summer of 2006. 

Lave (1996), as cited in Lippman (2004), explained that because activity settings are 

ecological in nature, they “are not static areas, but rather, are dynamic” (pg. 6) in that they 

provide opportunities for member interaction, which in turn has a direct influence on the 

activities and resources provided in the setting. Further, some studies have shown that peer 

support characteristics fluctuate over time. In their study on leader-member Intersubjectivity in 
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common interest groups, Sabatier and McLaughlin (1990) found that the congruence between 

attitudes and beliefs of group members decreased when conflicts arose in the surrounding 

environment. Similarly, Intersubjectivity between CRO members is expected to fluctuate at 

different times as well. While the organizational assessment of the 16 CROs included in this 

study were collected during two separate waves (Summer 2006 and Summer 2009), the data for 

each site were collected within a short timeframe (within one month) in order to accurately 

capture the setting resource characteristics and peer support characteristics that may have 

impacted member participation and sense of community at a specific point in time.  

Study participants 

The current study included both an organizational-level and individual-level focus for 

analysis. Within each CRO, the primary criterion for membership was that an individual must be 

diagnosed with a serious and persistent mental illness. The 16 CRO sites participating in the 

current study represented the entire CRO population in Kansas, excluding six other consumer-

run groups that were either start-up groups or had been in operation for less than one year at the 

time the study was conducted. Because CROs that have been in operation for under a year 

typically focus on nonprofit start-up issues rather than organizational management, these 

organizations were excluded from the current study. Table 1 lists organizational characteristics 

of the 16 participating CROs. 
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TABLE 1  

ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF PARTICIPATING CROS 

 

CRO 

Members 

interviewed 

Length of 

existence 

Average daily 

attendance 

Population 

density of home 

county 

 

P.S. Club 11 20 yrs 10 

Densely-Settled 

Rural 

 

Project Independence 23 14 yrs 24 Urban 

 

S.I.D.E. 23 14 yrs 15 Urban 

 

Sunshine Connection 28 11 yrs 26 Urban 

 

Open Door 12 9 yrs 13 

Densely-Settled 

Rural 

 

High Plains 7 9 yrs 7 

Densely-Settled 

Rural 

 

Bridge to Freedom 13 4 yrs 9 Semi-Urban 

 

Morning Star 15 3 yrs 14 Semi-Urban 

 

Bright Horizon 11 7 yrs 10 

Densely-Settled 

Rural 

 

Caring Place 13 38 yrs 13 Semi-Urban 

 

Clear Skies 11 8 yrs 24 Urban 

 

CROs Nest 13 9 yrs 13 Semi-Urban 

 

Living, Inc. (LINC) 9 31 yrs 20 Urban 

 

Nuts & Bolts 12 15 yrs 7 

Densely-Settled 

Rural 

 

Recovery & Hope 

Network (RAHN) 13 5 yrs 

 

5 

 

Urban 

 

Wings Upon the Prairie 12 10 yrs 9 Rural 
 

Note: All CRO information is based on CRO quarterly report data submitted by CROS between 2006-2008. 

Urban/Rural classification is based on data collected by Holmes, Crickard, Cheon, O’Brien, and Corrigan (2007). 
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CROs were located in counties across the state of Kansas and ranged from rural to urban 

areas (See Figure 2 for map of CRO locations). The “Frontier and Rural Children’s Mental 

Health Services: Identification of Strengths and Challenges in Western Kansas” report (Holmes 

et al., 2007) was used to determine urban/rural classification of CROs during the data collection 

process. Based on their county classification system, “Rural” areas represented counties in which 

there were 6-19.9 persons per square mile, “Densely-settled rural” counties had 20-39.9 persons 

per square mile, “Semi-urban” represented 40-149.9 persons per square mile, and “Urban” 

counties contained 150 or more persons per square mile. Of the 16 CROs participating in this 

study, one CRO was rural, five were densely-settled rural, four were semi-urban, and six were 

urban.  

 
 

Figure 2. Map of Kansas CROs 
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Instrument Adaptation 

A majority of the methods and scales used in this study were adapted from the Fidelity 

Rating Instrument for Consumer-Run Drop-In Centers (FRI-CRDI). This instrument was 

developed by Mowbray, Holter, Stark, Pfeffer, and Bybee (2005) in order to discover 

organizational regularities in programs and practices across CROs in the state of Michigan. The 

researchers developed fidelity criteria through an extensive literature review of consumer-run 

services and drop-in centers. These criteria were then reviewed by a national panel of CRO 

experts, including mental health consumers, advocates, researchers, and service providers to 

ensure accuracy. The primary fidelity categories included in the FRI-CRDI include: 

organizational structure for service delivery, belief systems, opportunity role structure, and social 

support. Inter-rater reliability of each of the fidelity criteria was high, with a majority of criteria 

having a generalizability coefficient of .85 or more. Benchmark indicators were also developed 

to guide researchers in their observation of each organization’s fidelity criteria. The FRI-CRDI 

utilizes a multi-method approach to data collection during site visits to CROs. The FRI-CRDI 

consists of two components: 1) the Staff and Board Interview, in which the executive director 

and staff were interviewed to better understand CRO programming and activities; and 2) an 

observational analysis of the setting to identify available resources. All instruments used in this 

research were reviewed by CCSR researchers and the Kansas Consumer Advisory Council. 

Additional instruments were created to capture additional information related to setting and 

individual-level characteristics. 

Measuring setting-level characteristics of CROs 

Obtaining descriptive data of a setting provides contextual information that can help 

explain why people behave the way they do in that setting. Further, as Wicker (1979) explains, 



42 

 

“records that describe conditions existing in people’s everyday lives can, for example, allow 

researchers to make comparisons of psychologically relevant events in different cultures and in 

different historical periods” (p. 757). In order to gain a better understanding of factors that most 

strongly impact individual outcomes in CROs, the quantity and quality of resources available in 

these settings must be assessed. The setting-level measures collected for this study included 

Physical Resources, Roles, Time, People, Funds, and Symbols.  

Measuring Physical Resource characteristics 

The activity setting framework suggests that the Physical Resources in a setting are one 

of five factors that helps influence how people behave. According to Tseng and Seidman (2007), 

a description of Physical Resources should include the presence, quality, and other 

characteristics of resources in the setting. During setting observations, Physical Resources were 

grouped into three different categories for assessment: basic needs, social/recreational resources, 

and physical environment. 

Overview of the Setting Observation Guide 

Similar to Mowbray et al.’s CRO program fidelity rating process (2005), this project used 

observational analysis to collect information about the physical setting characteristics of CROs. 

During site visits, Mowbray et al. (2005) conducted setting observations to assess the physical 

environment and resources available at each CRO. The Setting Observation Guide was adapted 

from benchmark indicators developed for the FRI-CRDI (See Appendix A). For instance, in the 

FRI-CRDI the fidelity criterion “Activities and Services Available” includes benchmarks such as 

the quality and quantity of snacks and meals, telephone access, clothing donations, etc. For this 

study, these benchmark indicators developed by Mowbray et al. were used as a guide for 

researchers during setting observations to better understand the physical setting resources of each 
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CRO. Based on their observation of the benchmark criteria, researchers individually rated the physical 

environment of each CRO on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “poor”, “fair/below average”, 

“adequate”, “good/above average”, to “excellent”.  Researchers discussed their ratings with one another 

following each setting observation to explain their ratings. The following information was collected using 

the Setting Observation Guide:  

Basic needs 

Researchers observed the resources related to basic needs at each CRO. These included 

telephone access, quality and quantity of food/snacks, washer and dryer, personal hygiene 

products, clothing, shelter, and access to transportation to non-CRO places (e.g., doctor and 

dentist appointments, grocery shopping). 

Social/Recreational resources 

Items related to social and recreational activities at each CRO were documented during 

setting observations. The primary resources listed in the observation guide included television, 

number of computers, pool tables, various other games (e.g., board games), and stereo. However, 

other resources that were related to social and recreational activities (e.g., projectors, arts and 

crafts supplies) were also documented. 

Physical environment 

In addition to basic needs and social/recreational resources, researchers also assessed 

each CRO’s physical environment for building condition, handicap/wheelchair accessibility, 

space/crowding, smokiness, cleanliness, and adequacy of furniture. 

Measuring Roles and Time characteristics 

Face-to-face Staff and Board Interviews were also conducted during site visits with CRO 

staff and board members in order to obtain further details about the program operations of each 



44 

 

organization (See Appendix B). These interviews were conducted with all possible staff and 

board members (including the executive director) as a collective group to ensure that information 

was fully captured. The following activities were documented during Staff and Board Interviews 

and were used for the purposes of this study: 

Roles  

It is important to examine the specific roles assigned to or sought out by individuals in 

the setting (Gallimore et al., 1992). Additionally, according to Barker’s theory of undermanning, 

when a setting has too few active participants, existing members are more inclined to step into a 

larger number of valued roles and thus become more involved in the setting. In order to better 

understand the number of roles or positions available to CRO members, participants were asked 

to provide information regarding the number of paid staff, board members, and volunteers. 

Detailed information regarding the roles and responsibilities of each position were also 

discussed. For instance, researchers asked, “In the following chart please list the positions or 

titles of all staff and part-time employees at your CRO and briefly describe the roles and 

responsibilities of each employee.” Participants also provided researchers with the average 

number of members that attend each CRO on a daily basis. 

Time 

In order to better understand each CRO’s capacity to engage members in activities, the 

characteristic of Time (i.e., hours of operation, length of CRO existence) was assessed. Time is a 

variable that can impact individual outcomes in a setting- particularly how time is planned and 

organized to support a CRO’s activities (O’Donnell et al. 1993). During the Staff and Board 

Interview, participants provided the hours (i.e., morning, afternoon, or evening) and days of 



45 

 

operation of each organization with researchers. In addition, the number of years each CRO has 

been in operation was also recorded. 

Measuring People characteristics 

 The People aspect of the activity setting framework refers to the basic demographics of 

the individuals who participate in a setting. A description of the various individuals who inhabit 

a setting will help provide a better understanding of how similarities or differences amongst 

CRO members contribute to individual outcomes. Demographic questions asked during the CRO 

Membership Survey included questions regarding individuals’ gender, age, race, employment 

status, highest level of education, and relationship status. 

Overview of the CRO Membership Survey 

In addition to interviewing key CRO staff and board members and conducting 

observational site assessments, a survey instrument called the CRO Membership Survey was 

designed to better understand members’ demographics, behavioral patterns, and attitudes and 

beliefs. This instrument was administered to all CRO members (including paid staff) present 

during site visits to these organizations. The CRO Membership Survey (see Appendix C) was 

administered to approximately 250 CRO members using a non-proportional quota sampling 

technique. This non-proportional quota sampling approach ensures that CROs with fewer 

members in attendance are adequately represented in the sample (Trochim, 2006). A minimum 

number of CRO members were specified for participation in the CRO Membership Survey at 

each CRO based on the average daily attendance reported to Kansas Social and Rehabilitative 

Services: Disability and Behavioral Health Services (see Table 1). The average daily attendance 

for each CRO was determined by summing the total number of participants present in activities 

held within one quarter, then dividing that sum by the number of days the CRO was open in that 
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quarter. Each CRO’s average daily attendance was used as a quota during researchers’ visits to 

CROs.  

Measuring Funding characteristics 

The funding available to support CRO activities is important to measure because it can 

have a major influence on member outcomes (O’Donnell et al., 1993). For instance, without 

sufficient funding to provide resources such as building maintenance, utilities, staff salaries, and 

educational and recreational activities, a CRO will not have the capacity to recruit and engage 

members in meaningful participation. In order to assess funds at each CRO, data were analyzed 

based on a review of formal documents (i.e., information reported in each CRO’s most recent 

SRS Quarterly Report and grant proposals to SRS). These documents were easily accessible due 

to the CCSR’s ongoing partnership with Kansas CROs, in which the CCSR is contracted to 

provide grant writing and quarterly reporting capacity building assistance to SRS-funded CROs. 

This analysis was initiated prior to conducting site visits with each CRO in order to better 

understand each organization’s operating budget.  

Measuring Symbols characteristics 

According to O’Donnell et al. (1993), the Symbols in activity settings help create shared 

meaning and values, which help bring the group closer together. Further, the authors suggest that 

because Symbols reflect common understandings, they can help identify the values that are most 

important to members in the setting. In order to assess the meaningful values held by each CRO, 

the Organizational Climate Scale (which is part of the CRO Membership Survey) was 

administered to CRO members.  
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Overview of the Organizational Climate Scale 

Questions from the Organizational Climate Scale were created for the University of 

Kansas Recovery Paradigm Project (Ridgway & Press, 2004). The questions assess consumer 

perceptions of their local community mental health center. Some questions from the survey were 

not relevant to CROs (e.g., questions regarding staff members). Therefore, they were either 

removed or modified for the current study. The current scale was used in the CRO Membership 

Survey and contains 11 self-report items, each with a 5-point scale (“strongly agree”, “agree”, 

“neutral”, “disagree”, and “strongly disagree”) designed to measure the each individual’s 

perception of the values demonstrated by their CRO. Questions include, “This place promotes 

learning, striving and growth”, “This organization provides opportunities for meaningful 

participation and contribution”, “This place helps people feel valued and respected”, and “This 

organization provides leadership opportunities” (see Appendix C for complete scale). The 

reliability of the original Organizational Climate Scale created by the University of Kansas was 

very high (α = .97). 

Community integration outcome measures 

As O’Donnell et al. (1993) explain, activity settings differ from microsettings and 

behavior settings in that subjective human experience is incorporated into analysis. While setting 

resource characteristics play a major role in individual development in activity settings, 

cognition is also an influential factor in individual outcomes. Thus, subjective measures should 

be incorporated into an analysis of activity settings in order to fully comprehend their impact on 

CRO members. The individual-level measures collected for this study include psychological 

sense of community and level of CRO participation, or organizational participation.  
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Overview of the Sense of Community Scale 

CRO members’ self-reported sense of community in their CRO was measured during the 

administration of the CRO Membership Survey using the Sense of Community Scale, developed 

by Mowbray, Holter, Teague, and Bybee (2003) as part of their research on peer support 

organizations (See Appendix C). The scale has been shown to have high internal reliability (α = 

.84). In the current study, CRO members were asked to gauge to what extent they agreed with a 

set of 13 questions, each based on a 3-point scale (“not at all”, “a little”, and “a lot”). The items 

in the Sense of Community Scale ask questions pertaining to sense of belonging, socialization, 

and the extent to which members feel connected to others at their organization, including “I feel 

like I belong to the community here”, “The friendships I have with people here mean a lot to 

me”, “I believe people here would help me in an emergency”, and “I think of myself as similar to 

others here”. 

Overview of the Organizational Participation Scale  

Each member’s level of participation in their CRO was measured using Segal, Silverman, 

and Temkin’s (1995) Organizational Empowerment Scale. This 17-item scale has been used by 

other organizations such as Assessing Consumer Centered Services and the Consumer Operated 

Services Project. Further, the scale has been found to have a high degree of internal reliability (α 

= .87 at baseline, .90 at 6 month follow-up) (Segal & Silverman, 2002). For the current study, 

several items were added to the original scale to reflect the broad range of CRO activities 

available to members, and the scale was renamed the Organizational Participation Scale. The 

scale includes a list of 21 ways in which members may have participated in their CRO (e.g., 

voting in an election for board members, being a volunteer on a regular basis, leading a 

discussion or support group, and helping organize activities). Responses were closed-ended, with 
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members answering “yes” if they had participated in one of the activities listed, or “no” if they 

had not (see Appendix C). The scale was meant to capture the various different levels of 

participation in each CRO. 

Measuring peer support characteristics of CROs 

Peer support characteristics (i.e., Intersubjectivity, Responsiveness, Joint Productive 

Activity, Reciprocity, and Mutual Trust and Respect) can be described as social processes in 

which there are “ongoing transactions between two or more people or groups” (Tseng & 

Seidman, 2007, p. 219). These processes help reinforce messages and behaviors that are 

commonly valued by those in the activity setting. Peer support characteristics that can be 

observed in CROs include relational units such as norms, relationships, shared values, and 

participation in activities. For the purposes of this project, three peer support characteristics were 

measured: Intersubjectivity, Joint Productive Activity, and Responsiveness.  

Intersubjectivity 

Activity settings are physical areas in the environment where members can share their 

ideas or understandings with one another, and also work together to build common 

understanding (Lippman, 2004). In volunteer-based organizations such as CROs, which are 

dependent on member participation, congruence between members’ perceptions are likely to 

have a strong impact on their level of participation in the organization.  In activity settings, 

Intersubjectivity (or value congruence) brings members of a setting together by transforming 

personal meaning into shared meaning (O’Donnell et al., 1993). Exploring differences among 

members of the perceived values of a CRO will help capture the level of Intersubjectivity- 

specifically in terms of how members perceive the organization.  



50 

 

Past studies in the organizational climate literature have found that organizational leaders 

tend to have a more positive perception of organizational climate than others (Payne & 

Mansfield, 1973). Another study found that during certain periods of organizational conflict, 

differences between leader and member perceptions are more noticeable (Sabatier & 

McLaughlin, 1990). A study by Brown and Trevino (2009) found that organizational leaders 

have a major influence on fostering value congruence among members. By acting as role models, 

leaders can influence members’ values and motivate them toward a common organizational 

vision. Brown and Trevino further found that value congruence between organizational leaders 

and members mediates member attitudes toward their organization. Thus, the current study 

measured Intersubjectivity by comparing member and leader perceptions of their CRO’s 

organizational climate. These differences in perception could help explain why some CRO 

members participate in CRO activities more than others. In order to assess members’ perceptions 

of their CRO’s values, two steps were taken: 1) identify leaders and active members within a 

CRO, and 2) compare differences in perceptions between CRO leaders and active members.  

Identifying CRO leaders 

In order to compare the level of Intersubjectivity between CRO member and leader 

perceptions, it is first necessary to create a CRO Leadership Subscale to identify those in 

leadership roles- particularly members in positions with high administrative responsibility. In 

order to do so, each participant’s level of participation in their CRO was measured using the 

Organizational Participation Scale (see Appendix C) from the CRO Membership Survey.  

 Item analyses were conducted on five Organizational Participation Scale items believed 

to assess active leader status at a CRO. Each of the items was correlated with the construct of 

administrative leadership. Item-total correlations for the 5-item subscale yielded acceptable 
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correlations were all .53 or higher. The subscale was named “CRO Leadership” to reflect the 

content of the items. Coefficient alpha for the CRO Leadership subscale was .78, which suggests 

that the subscale has high internal consistency. Results from item analyses are shown in Table 2. 

TABLE 2  

ITEM ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR CRO LEADERSHIP SUBSCALE ITEMS 

 

Scale Item 

Corrected 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

 

Have you taken part in deciding whether to hire someone? .51 

 

Have you taken part in deciding what rules people need to follow here? .60 

 

Have you taken part in deciding what to do if someone breaks the rules here? .58 

 

Have you taken part in writing the yearly grant here? .58 

 

Have you taken part in writing the quarterly reports here? .54 

 

In calculating scores for the CRO Leadership subscale, a cutoff value needed to be 

determined in order to identify the most administrative leaders at each CRO. Because the 

subscale was based on a 2-point scale (“no” responses were coded as a 1 and “yes” responses 

were coded as a 2), a score of 10 indicated the highest possible level of administrative leadership 

while a score of 5 represented the lower end of administrative leadership. In this study, a cutoff 

score of 9 was used to determine CRO leaders. This indicated that a member had participated in 

at least 75% of leadership activities. Thus, in each CRO setting those who obtained a score of 9 

or 10 were classified as having an administrative leader status. 

Measuring level of Intersubjectivity within CROs 

 Once administrative leaders were identified, their scores on the Organizational Climate 

Scale (see Appendix C) were averaged to create an overall Leader Score. A difference score was 
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then calculated for each CRO member by subtracting their score on the Organizational Climate 

Scale from the overall Leader Score. The absolute value of the difference score represented the 

level of Intersubjectivity between each CRO member and the administrative leaders. The closer 

the difference score was to zero, the more Intersubjectivity was present between each individual 

and administrative leaders regarding CRO organizational climate. Separate Mann-Whitney U 

tests were conducted for each CRO to determine the extent to which administrative leaders and 

members differed in their perception of organizational climate. The Mann-Whitney U test was 

chosen because it is considered equivalent to a t-test, yet does not require a normal distribution 

or equal sample sizes. 

Joint Productive Activity 

Joint productive activity has been described as individuals working together toward a 

common goal Dalton (1998) . Further, O’Donnell et al. (1993) stated that Joint Productive 

Activity “requires cooperative interaction, which facilitates learning, relationships, and 

individual, family, and community development” (p. 505). An increase in the variety and 

richness of Joint Productive Activity provides more meaning making opportunities, because it 

increases opportunities for members to talk and learn about their experiences. An important 

aspect of Joint Productive Activity is that it must provide individuals an opportunity to assist and 

be assisted by one another. In relationships where there is a power differential, Joint Productive 

Activity is difficult because it is often the case that the person with more power instructs the 

other without actually participating in activities that could help the two develop a common 

understanding with one another. 

Using activity setting theory as a framework for enhancing CROs can help not only retain 

existing membership, but also to increase participation through Joint Productive Activity. Some 
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examples of Joint Productive Activity in CROs include opportunities for consumers to learn 

about mental illness through group discussion, members teaching one another various ways to 

handle crisis situations, and informal educational classes in which members can share their 

knowledge of various topics such as diet and nutrition, cooking, and computer skills to one 

another. Thus, Joint Productive Activity within a CRO can be categorized as either educational 

or social activities.  

Overview of the CRO Activity Survey 

In order to collect details of the educational and social activities provided at each CRO, 

executive directors and board members participated in the CRO Activity Survey during 

scheduled site visits (See Appendix B). Participants provided a list of all activities (both social 

and educational) held during the month in which site visits were conducted at each CRO. 

Further, they provided detailed information about how often each activity is held per month as 

well as how many members help set up and participate in each event. For instance, participants 

were asked, “Please provide a list of this past month’s activities, and describe each activity”. 

This was followed by, “Describe the number of times this activity was done this month”, “How 

many members helped plan/set up this event?”, and “How many members participated in this 

event?”  

Responsiveness  

Responsiveness has been defined as “the outcome that can be achieved when institutions 

and institutional relationships are designed in such a way that they are cognizant and respond 

appropriately to the universally legitimate expectations of individuals” (de Silva, 2000, p. 3). A 

responsive setting is member-driven, is receptive to member feedback, and tailors assistance and 

support to the needs expressed by its members (Brown et al., 1996). A setting in which there is 
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Responsiveness to participant needs is an important aspect of activity setting theory. For 

instance, a CRO that allows members to make key decisions and seeks and incorporates 

feedback from its members can be thought of as a responsive CRO. Two questions from the 

CRO Membership Survey were used to measure CRO Responsiveness. They included: 1) “This 

organization makes changes based on member input and satisfaction”; and 2) “Members have 

control over decisions made at this CRO”.   

Plan of analysis 

Three separate analyses were conducted to address the specific aims of the study. A 

descriptive analysis was performed on all peer support and setting resource characteristics 

measured to provide a descriptive overview of the activity setting characteristics present in 

Kansas CROs.   

Correlational analyses were calculated to investigate the relationships between 

individual-level outcomes, peer support characteristics and setting-level resources. Results from 

the correlational analyses were used to help inform the effectiveness of a multilevel model, 

which was implemented in Aim 3. 

In order to determine organizational and peer support characteristics that serve as 

predictors of individual outcomes for CRO members, multilevel modeling is proposed. Because 

members at each CRO come from various clusters (i.e., the same neighborhood, have similar 

socioeconomic status, etc.), members at each CRO are not necessarily independent of one 

another, as a normal regression might assume. Multilevel modeling analyses were planned to 

account for the fact that some CRO members who attend the same CRO may be more similar in 

outcomes than members from other CROs. Multilevel modeling is ideal for capturing the 
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variation among individual-level regression coefficients across groups (or CROs) and making 

predictions about new groups (Gelman & Hill, 2007).  

Multilevel modeling assumes that every CRO pulls a slope and intercept from a normal 

distribution, and that each CRO has a different regression line due to differences at 

organizational and setting levels across each CRO. In a traditional regression equation it is the 

assumption that the intercept and slope are fixed, but for the current data analysis each CRO 

should have a different slope and intercept due to variation in organizational and social setting 

characteristics. A multilevel model takes these CRO differences into account when determining a 

prediction equation. Thus, a multilevel model is favored over a traditional regression.     

Statistical power in a multilevel model is a function of the cluster size and number of 

CROs or clusters (J), the intra-class correlation (, and the effect size (, keepingconstant. 

The power in multilevel models is primarily determined by the number of CROs, not the number 

of members within each CRO. Thus, increasing the number of CROs (J) increases the power of 

the analyses. Because this study included the entire population of CROs in Kansas (not including 

those CROs that are start-up groups and newly developed), a sample size of 16 CROs was 

expected to be appropriate for this analysis.  

The power for this study design was determined using the Optimal Design Program, a 

power analysis software designed for multilevel models. Assuming an effect size of  = 0.5 

while holding  = 0.05, J = 16, and  = .05, a sample CRO size of 16 is needed to achieve 

statistical power at the .8 level. As such, with the intended sample size of 16 CROs, the proposed 

analyses should be sufficiently powerful to detect any meaningful effects. 
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Chapter 4 

RESULTS 

 

 

Results from the descriptive analysis of Kansas CROs 

A total of 16 CROs across the state of Kansas were included in the analysis. Two 

hundred and twenty-six participants across the CROs completed the CRO Membership Survey. 

Member-level demographics and CRO-level characteristics are further described under 

appropriate setting resource characteristic headings below. 

Cross-site an individual CRO peer support characteristics 

Intersubjectivity results 

In order to calculate an Intersubjectivity value for each CRO, it was necessary to 

distinguish CRO leaders from CRO members. The average number of administrative leaders per 

CRO was 3.37 (range = 1 – 7, SD = 1.75). For 14 of the CROs, there was no significant 

difference between member and leader perceptions of their CRO’s organizational climate. This 

suggests that Intersubjectivity was high across these CROs. However, two CROs showed 

significant differences between leader and member perceptions. A Mann-Whitney test indicated 

that a more positive organizational climate was perceived for CRO leaders than for CRO 

members at Project Independence (U = 13.5, p = .019) and Sunshine Connection (U = 9, p = 

.031). Table 3 provides data on the key variables used to determine Intersubjectivity scores for 

all CROs. 
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TABLE 3  

TOTAL NUMBER OF ADMINISTRATIVE LEADERS AND OVERALL 

INTERSUBJECTIVITY SCORE FOR EACH CRO 

 

CRO/Site 

Members 

surveyed 

Administrative 

leaders
a
 

CRO Leadership 

Score
b
 Intersubjectivity

c
 

 

Bridge to Freedom 13 

 

4  54.50 1.65 

 

High Plains 7 3 47.67 0.76 

 

Morning Star 15 3 46.00 1.20 

 

Project Independence 23 5 50.60 6.95* 

 

P.S. Club 11 1 53.00 4.18 

 

SIDE 23 4  49.25 1.14 

 

Sunshine Connection 28 3  55.00 6.64* 

 

The Open Door 12 3  48.33 0.75 

 

CROs Nest 13 3  48.67 1.49 

 

RAHN 13 1  51.00 3.54 

 

LINC 9 2 47.50 3.17 

 

Nuts and Bolts 12 3 47.33 1.92 

 

Wings Upon the Prairie 12 3 49.00 0.83 

 

Caring Place 13 2 44.50 3.73 

 

Bright Horizons 11 7 51.86 2.31 

 

Clear Skies 11 7 42.29 1.44 
 

Notes: 
a 
The number of administrative leaders was based on CRO member responses to the five administrative 

leadership items. Those who indicated that they had engaged in 80 percent or more of the items listed in the 

subscale were identified as administrative leaders at their CRO. 
b
The CRO Leadership Score is the average Organizational Climate Score for the administrative leaders at each 

CRO. 
c
 The asterisk (*) represents a significant difference at the .05 level between administrative leader and member 

scores on the Organizational Climate Scale. 
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Joint Productive Activity results 

For the purposes of this analysis, Joint Productive Activity at CROs was categorized into 

three separate types of activities. They included member-facilitated: social-recreational activities; 

educational activities; and support group activities. Table 4 lists the counts for each type of Joint 

Productive Activity by CRO. 

 

TABLE 4  

TOTAL NUMBER OF JOINT PRODUCTIVE ACTIVITIES OFFEREND BY EACH CRO 

ONE MONTH PRIOR TO SITE VISITS 

 

 
Number of joint productive activities offered by type 

of activity 

CRO/Site 

Social-

recreational 

activities (n) 

Educational 

activities (n) 

Support group 

activities (n) 

 

Bright Horizons 9 3 1 

 

CRO's Nest 8 7 2 

 

Clear Skies 14 8 8 

 

Wings Upon the Prairie 12 2 1 

 

Living, Inc. (LINC) 13 4 0 

 

Caring Place 27 4 4 

 

RAHN 14 1 15 

 

Nuts & Bolts 7 0 3 

 

Bridge to Freedom 

 

7 

 

5 

 

1 
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TABLE 4 (continued) 

CRO/Site 

Social-

recreational 

activities (n) 

Educational 

activities (n) 

Support group 

activities (n) 

 

The Open Door 25 4 2 

 

Project Independence 7 2 6 

 

P.S. Club 13 0 0 

 

Sunshine Connection 8 4 0 

 

SIDE 14 8 17 

 

Morning Star 13 0 0 

 

High Plains 6 6 5 

 

Social-recreational activities 

Across the 16 CROs, 100 percent (n =16) offered pre-planned social-recreational 

activities to their members during the past month. On average, CROs offered 12.31 social-

recreational activities during the past month (range = 6 – 27, SD = 6.11). While most CROs 

provided between 6 to 14 social-recreational activities, two CROs provided a much higher 

number of activities, thus positively skewing the data (Caring Place: n = 27; The Open Door: n = 

25). 

Social-recreational activities offered at CROs included activities that occurred both 

within and outside of the CRO (i.e., in the community), though a majority of events offered were 

hosted at the CRO. The most common types of social-recreational activities held each month are 

listed in the table below. The most commonly held activities across the CROs were food-based 

events (e.g., potluck dinners, member appreciation luncheons/dinners). Eighty-one percent (n 
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=13) planned activities that were based on gathering members together to share a meal. Birthday 

celebrations, BINGO, movie night, game night (e.g., board games, pool tournaments, playing 

cards), and community outings (e.g., field trips to local businesses, shopping, plays, zoos, and 

parks) were also common across CROs (see Table 5). 

TABLE 5  

TYPES OF SOCIAL-RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES OFFERED BY CROS 

 

Social-recreational activity 

Number of CROs that 

offered activity in the 

month prior to site 

visit 

Frequency Percent  

 

Arts and crafts 7 44% 

 

Movie night 9 56% 

 

Game night  9 56% 

 

Birthday celebrations 10 63% 

 

BINGO 9 56% 

 

Sports and active outdoor activities  5 31% 

 

Food-based events  13 88% 

 

Community outings  9 56% 

 

Other 13 81% 

 

Educational activities 

In addition to social-recreational activities, 88 percent (n =14) provided educational 

activities for their members throughout the year. Eight-one percent of CROs (n =13) reported 

providing educational activities during the past month, while three CROs did not report offering 
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any educational activities for members during the past month. Educational activities included 

having guest speakers from the community discuss various health and mental health topics, 

computer classes, cooking and nutrition classes, and basic living skills demonstrations. The 

average number of educational activities held per month across all CROs was 3.70 (range = 0 –

8.17, SD = 2.73).  

Support group activities 

Eighty-one percent of CROs (n = 13) reported providing mental health support groups for 

their members throughout the year, while three CROs (Morning Star, Sunshine Connection, and 

LINC) reported that they did not provide any support groups. The average number of mental 

health support groups held per month across all CROs was 4.13 (range = 0 – 17, SD = 5.26). 

Two CROs (Bridge to Freedom and P.S. Club) did not provide any mental health support groups 

in the month prior to the site visit, though they did report providing mental health support group 

activities occasionally throughout the year. While most CROs provided between an average of 0 

to 8 support group activities per month, two CROs (RAHN and SIDE) provided a greater number 

of support group activities, thus positively skewing the data (see Figure 3). Support groups 

typically addressed topics such as stress, suicide, anger management, and spirituality. Several 

CROs also used more structured curricula such as Common Ground, WRAP, 12 Steps, and 

Recovery Incorporated. 
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TABLE 6  

MEMBER PERCEPTIONS AS TO WHETHER CHANGES ARE MADE BASED ON 

MEMBER INPUT AND SATISFACTION 

 

 

CRO/Site N M SD 

 

Bridge to Freedom 13 4.62 0.65 

 

Bright Horizons 11 4.36 0.51 

 

Caring Place 13 3.54 0.78 

 

Clear Skies 11 4.00 0.63 

 

CROs Nest 13 4.62 0.65 

 

High Plains 7 3.86 1.07 

 

LINC 9 3.78 1.30 

 

Morning Star 15 4.07 1.05 

 

Nuts and Bolts 12 3.18 0.52 

 

Project Independence 23 3.96 0.85 

 

PS Club 11 4.27 0.91 

 

RAHN 13 4.23 0.60 

 

SIDE 23 4.43 0.66 

 

Sunshine Connection 28 4.32 0.86 

 

The Open Door 12 4.08 0.90 

 

Wings Upon The Prairie 12 4.67 0.49 
 

Note: Scores are based on a scale ranging from 1 to 5; 1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3= neutral, 

4= agree, and 5= strongly agree.  
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Members across all CROs expressed that on average they only have some control over 

the decisions made at their CRO (M = 3.23, SD = 0.90). Site-level CRO data on members’ 

perceptions of control over decisions made at their CRO are provided in Table 7. 

TABLE 7  

MEMBER PERCEPTIONS OF WHETHER MEMBERS HAVE CONTROL OVER 

DECISIONS MADE AT THEIR CRO 

 

CRO/Site 

CRO/Site 
N M SD 

 

Bridge to Freedom 13 3.77 0.44 

 

Bright Horizons 11 3.82 0.41 

 

Caring Place 13 2.77 0.83 

 

Clear Skies 11 3.09 0.94 

 

CROs Nest 13 3.31 1.11 

 

High Plains 7 3.14 1.07 

 

LINC 9 2.89 1.05 

 

Morning Star 15 3.33 1.05 

 

Nuts and Bolts 12 3.08 1.17 

 

Project Independence 23 3.00 0.85 

 

PS Club 

 

11 

 

3.27 

 

1.01 

 

RAHN 13 3.69 0.48 

 

SIDE 23 3.35 0.78 

 

Sunshine Connection 28 2.93 0.94 

 

The Open Door 12 3.33 0.78 

 

Wings Upon The Prairie 12 3.25 0.87 
 

Note: Scores are based on a scale ranging from 1 to 4; 1= none, 2= a little, 3= some, and 4= a lot. 
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Of the 16 CROs, three sites averaged below a 3.00 for this question, indicating that for these sites 

members tended to feel that they only had “a little” control over decisions made at their CRO. 

Cross-site and individual CROs setting resource characteristics 

Physical Resources 

Basic needs  

During site visits, services offered to help address the basic needs of CRO members (i.e., 

telephone access, food/snacks at the center, laundry facilities, availability of personal hygiene 

products, shower or bath access, clothing donations, whether the CRO is used as a shelter, and 

access to transportation to non-CRO places) were documented using the Setting Observation 

Guide. All 16 CROs provided members with access to a telephone to make personal calls, 

though a majority of CROs also indicated during site visits that they had developed formal rules 

for telephone usage to ensure that all members had the opportunity to use this amenity.  

A majority of CROs (n =11, 69 percent) had food available to members during regular 

hours of operation. The food included free meals prepared on-site by volunteers and/or store-

bought meals, as well as non-perishable snack items. Thirty-one percent of CROs (n =5) did not 

store food or snacks at their facility. In order to determine whether the quality of snacks provided 

at each CRO was adequate (i.e., snacks with moderate to high nutritional value), two observers 

present during each site visit took inventory of the types of foods stored at CROs as part of the 

Setting Observation Guide. Food was stored in either food pantries and/or CRO kitchens (though 

not all CROs had a kitchen area). At the conclusion of each site visit, observers reviewed the list 

of food items and collaboratively made the determination as to whether the snack quality at each 

CRO was adequate. Through this process, half of the CROs (n =8) were determined as offering 

adequate quality snacks. Healthy snacks included juice, sandwiches, fruits, vegetables, and other 
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fresh foods. Snacks that were not considered adequate or healthy included soda, potato chips, 

cookies, and other items with little to no nutritional value.  

While most CROs operated solely as a drop-in center, two CROs also offered their center 

as an overnight shelter for members to stay during times of crisis. Three CROs also had a 

shower/bath at the facility for members to use. Only one CRO provided a washer/dryer for 

members. Nearly half of the CROs (n =7) stored a supply of hygiene products (e.g., shampoo, 

soap, deodorant, feminine hygiene products) to distribute to members. Fourty-four percent (n =7) 

also donated clothing to members and regularly kept a clothing donation box at the center. More 

than  half of the CROs (n =11) provided transportation from the CRO to other non-CRO places 

to help members access services such as the doctor’s office, mental health center, etc. 

Social-recreational resources 

The social-recreational resources available to CRO members were documented during 

site visits using the Setting Observation Guide. Overall, CROs provided a wide range of social-

recreational resources. Across all 16 CROs, the types of social-recreational resources available to 

members fell into six key categories: media entertainment (e.g., television, radios, movies, 

DVDs, karaoke machines, and record players) (n =59); physical health equipment (e.g., gym, 

equipment and outdoor sports accessories) (n =22); arcade-style games (e.g., pool tables, air 

hockey, dartboards, playing cards) (n =20); strategy games (e.g., board games, video games) (n 

=17); leisurely reading (e.g., books, magazines) (n =13); and arts and crafts supplies (n =11) (see 

Figure 5). 
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Figure 4. Chart of the six most common types of social-recreational resources provided 

across all CROs. 

 

The number of social-recreational resources offered at each CRO ranged from 5 to 25 

across the 16 CROs in the study. On average, CRO members had access to at least 12 social-

recreational resources at their CRO (range = 6 – 26, SD = 4.44). Additionally, all CROs had at 

least one computer that members could access for personal use. CROs had an average of 2.93 

computers at their center (range = 1–5, SD = 1.53). The bar chart in Figure 5 shows the 

distribution of the number of computers accessible to CRO members among the 16 CROs.  
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Figure 5. Number of computers accessible to CRO members at each CRO. 

 

Most CROs had formalized rules for computer usage, including having a sign-in sheet and 

time log to track usage. This was to ensure that all members had the opportunity to use the 

computers. 

Physical environment 

Using the Setting Observation Guide, each CRO’s physical environment was assessed on 

6 domains: building condition, handicap accessibility, space/crowding, smokiness, cleanliness, 

and furniture adequacy. During site visits, at least two observers conducted a walk-through and 

provided scores for each of these domains using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = poor, 2 
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Time  

Data reported by CRO personnel in the Staff and Board Interview helped identify key 

trends across the CROs in terms of Time characteristics, such as years in operation, number of 

days open per week, and number of hours open per day. The 16 CROs varied in terms of the 

number of years they have been in operation (range = 3–31, M = 10.88, SD = 6.43). While the 

current study only sampled CROs that had been in existence for over one year, the minimum 

number of years a CRO had been in operation for this sample was 3 years. The maximum 

number of years a CRO had been in existence was 31 years. The average number of days CROs 

were open was five days per week, with low variation across the 16 CROs (range = 3–7, SD = 

.82). 

CROs were open for only an average of 3.56 (range = 1.79–5.14, SD = 1.14) hours per 

day, indicating that these organizations were not accessible to members for a long period of time 

each day. This was often a purposeful decision and was done for several reasons: to account for 

limited CRO funding; to account for limited CRO staffing; and to reduce competition with local 

mental health centers. By structuring their hours around mental health centers’ hours of 

operation, CROs were able to provide a complimentary service and place for members to spend 

their time during the day. 

People  

Demographic characteristics of CRO members were collected through the CRO 

Membership Survey to obtain descriptive information on those who attend these organizations. 

Demographic variables included: gender; ethnic background; relationship, disability, and 

employment status; length of CRO membership; CRO attendance; highest level of education; 

and involvement in other mental health services. 
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Gender 

Across all sites, the gender makeup of CRO members was evenly split between males (n 

= 113) and females (n = 112) in the current sample, indicating that these organizations appeal to 

both genders (see Figure 13).  

 
Figure 13. Count of males and females across entire sample of CRO members. 

Looking at the gender count for individual CROs, half of the sites (n = 8) had a higher 

female membership, while seven CROs had a higher male membership. One CRO (Wings Upon 

the Prairie) had an evenly distrusted membership of males and females (see Figure 14). 
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Figure 14. Count of males and females by CRO. 

Ethnic background 

CRO members were asked to identify their ethnic background in the CRO Membership 

Survey. Possible responses were Caucasian, African American, Asian/Pacific Islander, 

American Indian/Alaskan, Spanish/Hispanic, and Other. Across all sites, the distribution for 

ethnicity was positively skewed, with a majority of the sample (n =177, 78 percent) indicating 

that they were Caucasian (M =1.54, SD = 1.24) (see Table 8). 
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TABLE 8  

CROSS-SITE ETHNIC DISTRIBUTION OF CRO MEMBERS 

 

 

Race/Ethnicity Frequency Percent 

 

Caucasian 177 78% 

  

African American 21 9.3% 

  

Asian/Pacific Islander 1 0.4% 

  

American Indian/Alaskan 13 5.8% 

  

Spanish/Hispanic 9 4% 

  

Other 5 2.2% 

 

On the individual CRO level, data on ethnicity also showed that membership within each 

CRO primarily consisted of Caucasians, with the exception of SIDE, which had a predominantly 

African American membership (66.7 percent). 

Relationship status 

CRO members were asked to provide information on their current marital status at the 

time interviews were conducted. Possible responses were single, married, living with significant 

other, separated, widowed, or divorced. Nearly half of the sample of CRO members (n =107, 47 

percent) reported that they were single at the time of interviews. Another 30 percent were 

divorced (n =68). A small percentage of the sample had a spouse or significant other (n =7, 3 

percent) (see Table 9). 
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TABLE 9  

CROSS-SITE RELATIONSHIP STATUS DISTRIBUTION OF CRO MEMBERS 

 

Relationship Status Frequency Percent 

 

Single 107 47.3% 

  

Married 24 10.6% 

  

Living with significant other 7 3.1% 

  

Separated 12 5.3% 

  

Widowed 8 3.5% 

  

Divorced 68 30.1% 

 

On the individual CRO level, data on relationship status also showed that members 

within each CRO were primarily single at 11 CROs; members were mostly divorced at 4 sites. 

At one CRO (Bridge to Freedom), a sizable percentage of members (23 percent) were also living 

with a significant other. 

Disability and employment status 

Over half of the CRO members in the sample (62 percent) reported that they were on 

disability. A majority of members reported being on disability in 13 of the 16 sites. At High 

Plains, RAHN, and LINC, most members reported not being on disability. While only a small 

minority of CRO members reported having a full-time job (n = 38), most members in the sample 

were employed part-time (n = 105). This included regular part-time employment as well as 

irregular part-time employment. The one outlier was The Open Door- nearly half of the members 

at The Open Door reported being unemployed (n = 5, 55.6 percent) (see Figure 15).  
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Figure 15. Count of members on disability within each CRO. 

Length of CRO membership 

Across the sample, a majority of members (n =168, 74 percent) indicated that they were 

long-term members; a large majority of CRO members had been a member for one or more years 

at the time of interviews. Similarly, across each individual CRO a majority of members were 

long-term members who had attended their CRO for more than one year (see Figure 16). 
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Figure 16. Count of membership length within each CRO. 

CRO attendance 

As shown in Figure 17, the distribution for the number of days members attended their 

CRO per week and the number of hours members stayed at their CRO per visit followed a 

normal distribution. Across the entire sample, the mean number of days members attended their 

CRO was 3.5 days per week (SD = 1.76). This suggests that CROs are a routine place for 

members to visit during the week.  
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Figure 18. Average number of days members attend their CRO per week, by CRO. 

Across the entire sample of 226 CRO members, participants reported that on average, 

they spent 4.1 hours at their CRO each time they attend (range = .33 –10, SD = 1.77). As 

indicated earlier in the Time subsection, CROs were open for an average of 3.56 (SD = 1.14) 

hours per day. This suggests that when members attended CROs, they stayed for the entire 

duration that the CRO is open (see Figure 19). 
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Figure 20. Bar chart of CRO member involvement in other mental health services by 

CRO. 

 

Funds 

While the average annual budget for CROs was $58,696.30, the 16 CROs varied in the 

amount of funding they received per year (range = $31,423.00–$111,577.00, SD = $24,812.39). 

Figure 21 shows that most CROs had an annual budget ranging from $30,000- $55,000, though 

the distribution is positively skewed, with two larger CROs (Sunshine Connection and SIDE) 

receiving a larger amount of funding. These primarily modest budgets may help explain why 

CROs remain understaffed and only have the capacity to operate for a few hours per day. 
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Figure 21. Estimated annual budgets by CRO. 

Symbols 

The construct of Symbols was measured using the total score on the 11-item 

Organizational Climate Scale for each CRO. Overall, CROs scored high on the scale and a 

majority of members agreed with the statements in the scale. While the maximum score for the 

scale was 55, the average score across all CROs was 47.50 (SD = 6.88). Descriptive statistics for 

each of the scale items are listed in Table 10. Response distributions for each of the 11 individual 

items in the scale were negatively skewed, indicating that in general, CRO members viewed their 

CRO as promoting the symbols and values listed in the table below.  
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Table 10  

CROSS-SITE MEMBER PERCEPTIONS OF ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE  

 

  

Organizational Climate Scale Items M SD 

 

Q1. This place promotes learning, striving and growth. 4.35 0.79 

Q2. This place has a hopeful environment that promotes positive 

expectations. 4.36 0.77 

Q3. This place is inspiring and encouraging. 4.29 0.84 

Q4. This place provides opportunities for meaningful 

participation and contribution. 4.32 0.80 

 

Q5. This place helps people feel valued and respected. 4.35 0.82 

Q6. This place helps people feel positively connected to others. 4.33 0.81 

 

Q7. This place is safe. 4.42 0.72 

Q8. Creative and interesting things happen here. 4.30 0.79 

Q9. This place asks for member feedback. 4.32 0.84 

Q10. Changes are made based on member input and satisfaction. 4.22 0.80 

Q11. This place provides leadership opportunities. 4.24 0.83 
 

Note: Scores are based on a scale ranging from 1 to 5; 1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3= neutral, 4= agree, 

and 5= strongly agree.  

 

Results from the correlational analyses 

The second research aim of this study is to: 1) evaluate the relationship between sense of 

community and organizational participation; and 2) evaluate the relationship between setting and 

peer support characteristics and the dependent variables (i.e., sense of community and level of 

CRO participation). The association between sense of community and organizational 
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participation, as well as the relationships between setting and peer support characteristics with 

member outcomes were analyzed using bivariate correlations (rpb).   

A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was computed to assess the 

relationship between sense of community and organizational participation. The correlation was 

found to be positive and statistically significant, r(224) = .29, p < .01. The results show that in 

general, CRO members who felt a stronger sense of community also tended to participate in their 

organization more.  

The relationship between dichotomous independent variables and the dependent variables 

(sense of community and organizational participation) were assessed using the point-biserial 

correlation coefficient. The point-biserial correlation coefficient for organizational participation 

in relation to the existence of hygiene products for members to have or take home (yes/no), CRO 

members’ gender (male/female), and members’ disability status (on disability/not on disability) 

were fairly small. There was a negative correlation between organizational participation and the 

presence or absence of hygiene products at a CRO, rpb (224) = -.14, p < .05. The less likely 

CROs were to provide hygiene products to members, the higher the level of organizational 

participation at a CRO. Similarly, a negative correlation was found between members’ disability 

status and organizational participation, rpb (224) = -.16, p < .05. Members who were not on 

disability tended to participate more in CRO activities. There was a positive correlation between 

gender and organizational participation, rpb (224) = -.18, p < .01. Females tended to participate in 

CRO activities more than males. All significant point-biserial correlations can be found in Table 

11. 
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TABLE 11  

POINT-BISERIAL CORRELATIONS BETWEEN MEASURES 

 

Measure 

Sense of 

community 

Organizational 

participation 

 

Hygiene products are available at the 

CRO for members to take home - -.14* 

 

Gender - .18** 

 

Disability status 

 

- 

 

-.16* 
 

Note: *p < .05, **p < .01 

 

A Kendall tau-b correlation coefficient was run to assess the relationship between two 

ordinal variables or ordinal and interval variables. Significant correlations were found between 

sense of community and the following variables: number of computers at the CRO; how long 

members attended the CRO; organizational climate; changes made based on member input; and 

extent to which members have control over decision made at their CRO. Significant correlations 

were found between organizational participation and the following variables: how long members 

attended the CRO; smokiness at the CRO; organizational climate; number of educational 

activities held at the CRO per month; changes made based on member input; and extent to which 

members have control over decision made at their CRO. All significant Kendall tau-b 

correlations can be seen in Table 12. 
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TABLE 12  

KENDALL TAU-B CORRELATIONS BETWEEN MEASURES 

 

Measure 

Sense of 

community 

Organizational 

participation 

 

Number of computers at CRO -.10* - 

 

Length of CRO membership .11* .37** 

 

CRO Smokiness - -.13* 

 

Organizational climate .35** .16** 

 

Number of educational activities held at 

CRO per month - .12** 

 

Extent to which members feel that 

changes are made based on member input 

 

.30** 

 

.13* 

 

Extent to which members feel they have 

control over decision made at their CRO .31** .23** 
 

Note: *p < .05, **p < .01 

 

A Spearman’s Rho Correlation Coefficient was run to determine the relationship between 

ratio data and the ordinal dependent variables (sense of community and organizational 

participation). There was a negative correlation between Intersubjectivity and organizational 

participation, rs (224) = -.21, p < .01. That is, the lower the incongruence in CRO members’ and 

leaders’ perceptions of their CRO, the higher the level of participation in the CRO. There were 

positive correlations found between hours stayed at the CRO and sense of community as well as 

organizational participation, rs (224) = .16, p < .05; and rs (224) = .25, p=.01, respectively. The 

longer number of hours members stayed at their CRO, the higher their perceived sense of 

community and the higher their level of participation at the CRO. Positive correlations were also 
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found between the number of days attended per week and sense of community as well as 

organizational participation, rs (224) = .18, p < .01; and rs (224) = .43, p < .01, respectively. The 

more often members attended their CRO per week, the higher their perceived sense of 

community and level of participation at the CRO. All significant Spearman’s Rho correlations 

can be seen in Table 13. 

TABLE 13  

SPEARMAN’S RHO CORRELATIONS BETWEEN MEASURES 

 

Measure 

Sense of 

community 

Organizational 

participation 

 

Difference (Intersubjectivity) score - -.21** 

 

Hours stayed at CRO .15* .25** 

 

Number of days attended CRO per week .18** .43** 
 

Note: *p < .05, **p < .01 

 

Results from the regression analysis  

Predictors of organizational participation 

A multilevel modeling approach was initially implemented in order to determine whether 

there were any differences at the CRO level on organizational participation, and to confirm 

whether multilevel modeling was necessary. A null model with no predictors for organizational 

participation was conducted, and results of the null model suggest that intercepts for 

organizational participation do not vary significantly across the sample of 16 CROs (Wald 

Z=1.085, p=.278). The intraclass correlation indicates the proportion of variance in 

organizational participation that lies across CROs is [2.04/(2.04+34.89)=2.04/36.93], or 0.055 

(six percent). Only six percent of the total variability in level of organizational participation lies 
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length of time spent at CRO per visit, weekly CRO attendance, CRO smokiness, disability status, 

gender, and perceived organizational climate) and four were peer support characteristics (extent 

to which members have control over decisions made at their CRO, extent to which changes are 

made based on member input,  Intersubjectivity, and number of educational activities offered). 

The multiple regression model contained six of the twelve predictors (length of CRO 

membership, weekly CRO attendance, CRO smokiness, disability status, gender, and extent to 

which members have control over decisions made at their CRO) and was reached in six steps. 

The prediction model produced an R
2
 of .45, which was statistically significant, [F(6, 219) =  

29.36, p < .001]. All six predictor variables together accounted for 45 percent of the variance in 

organizational participation scores. The standard error for the model was 4.57. This indicates 

that, on average, estimates of organizational participation scores with this model will be wrong 

by 4.57 points (based on a scale with results ranging from a minimum score of 21 to a high score 

of 42 for the Organizational Participation Scale). The regression equation (1.1) for predicting 

organizational participation is: 

 

Predicted Organizational Participation = 17.66 + 1.60 Gender - 1.69 Disability Status – 

1.69 CRO Smokiness + 1.35 Member Control + 1.21 Weekly CRO Attendance + 2.41 

Length of CRO Membership 

(1.1) 

 

 

 As can be seen in Table 14, all six of the variables included in the model had statistically 

significant regression weights. Length of CRO membership and weekly CRO attendance were 

the strongest contributors to the regression equation, whereas gender and disability status were 

weaker predictors. Variables that were positively related to organizational participation included: 

gender (β = .13, t = 2.61, p < .05); weekly CRO attendance (β = .35, t = 6.69, p < .01); length of 

CRO membership (β = .37, t = 7.11, p < .01); the extent to which members feel they have control 
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over decisions made at their CRO (β = .20, t = 3.94, p < .01); and CRO smokiness (β = .21, t = 

4.08, p < .01). Disability status was negatively related to organizational participation (β = -.14, t 

= -2.67, p < .01). 

TABLE 14  

STEPWISE REGRESSION RESULTS FOR SIGNIFICANT PREDICTORS OF 

ORGANZATIONAL PARTICIPATION AMONG CRO MEMBERS 

 

Variable M SD 

Correlation 

with 

organizational 

participation 

Multiple 

Regression Weights 

b β 

 

Organizational participation 30.54 6.06 - - - 

 

Gender
1 

 .50 .50 .18** 1.60* .13 

 

Disability status
2 
 1.62 .49 -.16* -1.69** -.14 

 

Weekly CRO attendance  3.48 1.75 .43** 1.21** .35 

 

Length of CRO membership  3.52 .92 .43** 2.41** .37 

 

Extent to which members 

feel they have control over 

decisions made at their CRO 

(Responsiveness) 3.23 .90 .29** 1.35** .20 

 

CRO smokiness
3 
(Physical 

Environment) 4.68 0.75 -.16** -1.69** -.21 
 

Notes: * p < .05 ** p < .01 
1
coded as 0= Male and 1= Female 

2
 coded as 0= Not on disability and 1= On disability 

3
coded as 1= Excellent, 2= Good/above average, 3= Adequate, 4= Fair/below average, 5= Poor 

 

Predictors of sense of community 

A multilevel modeling approach was initially implemented in order to determine whether 

there were any differences at the CRO level on sense of community, and to confirm whether 

multilevel modeling was necessary. A null (or baseline) model with no predictors was 
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 A stepwise multiple regression was conducted with seven independent variables to 

evaluate which combination of peer support and setting resource characteristics best predict CRO 

members’ sense of community (dependent variable). Of the variables, five were setting resource 

characteristics (number of computers at CRO, length of CRO membership, length of time spent 

at CRO per visit, weekly CRO attendance, and perceived organizational climate) and two were 

peer support characteristics (extent to which members have control over decisions made at their 

CRO and extent to which changes are made based on member input). The multiple regression 

model contained four of the seven predictors (length of CRO membership, weekly CRO 

attendance, perceived organizational climate, and extent to which members have control over 

decisions made at their CRO) and was reached in four steps. The multiple regression model with 

all four predictors produced an R
2
 of .34, which was statistically significant, [F(4, 221) =  28.10, 

p < .001]. All four predictor variables together accounted for 34 percent of the variance in sense 

of community scores. The standard error for the model was 3.69. This indicates that, on average, 

estimates of sense of community scores with this model will be wrong by 3.69 points (based on a 

scale with results ranging from a minimum score of 13 to a high score of 39 for the Sense of 

Community Scale). The regression equation (1.2) for predicting sense of community is: 

 

Predicted Sense of Community = 12.44 + .29 Organizational Climate  + .74 Length of 

CRO Membership + .72 Member Control + .30 Weekly CRO Attendance  

(1.2) 

 

 

 As can be seen in Table 15, all four of the variables included in the model had statistically 

significant regression weights. Perceived organizational climate was the primary contributor to 

the regression equation, whereas weekly CRO attendance, extent to which members feel they 

have control over decisions made at their CRO, and length of CRO membership were weaker 
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predictors. All variables were positively related to sense of community: perceived organizational 

climate (β = .45, t = 7.32, p < .01); length of CRO membership (β = .15, t = 2.70, p < .01); 

weekly CRO attendance (β = .12, t = 2.06, p < .05); and the extent to which members feel they 

have control over decisions made at their CRO (β = .14, t = 2.34, p < .05). 

TABLE 15  

STEPWISE REGRESSION RESULTS FOR SIGNIFICANT PREDICTORS OF SENSE OF 

COMMUNITY AMONG CRO MEMBERS 

 

Variable M SD 

Correlation 

with sense of 

community 

Multiple Regression 

Weights 

b β 

 

Sense of community 
32.25 4.49 - - - 

 

Organizational climate 
47.49 6.89 .52** .29** .45 

 

Length of CRO membership
1
 

3.52 .92 .18** .74** .15 

 

Extent to which members feel 

they have control over 

decisions made at their CRO 

(Responsiveness) 

3.23 .90 .36** .72* .14 

 

Weekly CRO attendance 

(days) 

3.48 1.75 .21** .30* .12 

 

Notes: * p < .05 ** p < .01 
1
coded as 1= A few weeks, 2= A couple months, 3= More than 6 months, 4= More than 1 year 
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Chapter 5 

DISCUSSION 

 

 

Summary of findings 

Individuals with a serious mental illness have been found to be at risk of isolation, which 

can lead to negative physical, psychological, and social problems (Chinman et al., 2001). While 

research has shown that organizations that provide peer support such as CROs serve as a cost 

effective way to yield physical, psychological, and social benefits for individuals who have been 

diagnosed with a serious mental illness, these organizations continue to be underutilized by 

mental health consumers.  

The purpose of the current study was to identify and further understand key CRO 

characteristics that contribute to members’ sense of community and involvement in these 

organizations. The study sought to fill the gap in the literature on community-based  mental 

health support organizations, which has typically focused on the impact of CRO involvement on 

individual outcomes, but has not thoroughly explored ways to increase actual involvement in 

these historically underutilized organizations. The rationale for this study was based on the 

assumption that a better understanding of the characteristics that influence members’ sense of 

community and level of participation in CROs can provide important information to CRO 

leaders and stakeholders on more strategic programming that can help increase engagement and 

utilization of CROs. 

The activity setting framework was used as a basis to explore the unique characteristics 

among 16 CROs. Variables that could impact sense of community and level of participation in 

CROs were identified and operationalized in the course of the study based on an extensive 
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review of the activity setting framework. In this manner, the following peer support and setting 

resource characteristics were identified as possible predictors of sense of community and level of 

participation in CROs: 1) Physical resources (basic needs and resources provided to members 

and the CRO’s physical environment); 2) Funding (annual CRO budget); 3) People (gender, 

ethnic background, marital status, involvement in other mental health programs, length of CRO 

membership, employment pattern, disability status, weekly CRO attendance, length of stay at 

CRO per visit); 4) Roles (number of paid staff, number of members participating in activities 

each quarter, number of volunteers per quarter); 5) Symbols (organizational climate); 6) Time 

(years of CRO operation, daily hours of operation, weekly days of operation); 7) Joint Productive 

Activity (recreational activities, educational activities, mental health support group activities); 8) 

Responsiveness (changes made based on member input and satisfaction, members have control 

over decisions made at CRO); and 9) Intersubjectivity (differences between leader and member 

perceptions of their CRO). 

It was expected that each of the CROs included in the sample would be unique in terms 

of their peer support and setting resource characteristics, and that these differences across 

organizations would cause clustering of members’ organizational participation and sense of 

community outcomes by CRO. Results showed that while the 16 CROs did in fact vary in terms 

of the combination of peer support and setting resource characteristics at each organization, the 

key individual outcomes of primary interest in the study (organizational participation and sense 

of community) do not tend to vary across CROs. That is, despite having diversity in terms of 

their resources, CROs across Kansas yielded similar member outcomes.  
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Interpretation of key descriptive analysis findings  

One key aim of the study was to develop a descriptive summary of the CROs 

participating in the study in order to better understand the unique characteristics of these 

organizations operating within the state of Kansas. Although no hypothesis was developed for 

Research Question #1, it was expected that peer support and setting resource characteristics 

would vary across CROs due to differences in location, size, funding, and other demographic 

attributes. However, descriptive analyses of the data showed that there was predominantly low to 

moderate variation across sites for most activity setting characteristics. The CROs in Kansas 

tended to have many common overarching features despite demographic nuances. Several 

generalizations can be made about these organizations and their members. 

Peer support characteristics of Kansas CROs  

While the original activity setting framework identified five peer support characteristics 

in activity settings (Mutual Respect and Trust, Intersubjectivity, Responsiveness, Joint 

Productive Activity, and Reciprocity) (Tharp & Gallimore, 1988), the current study only assessed 

three peer support characteristics based on the  availability of information in pre-existing data 

from the CROs visited in 2006. They included: Intersubjectivity, Joint Productive Activity, and 

Responsiveness. These three peer support characteristics varied across CROs. Despite this 

heterogeneity, several overarching generalizations can be made regarding peer support 

characteristics at CROs. 

Intersubjectivity in Kansas CROs 

Intersubjectivity, which indicates that members within a setting tend to share similar 

views and interpretations of their CRO’s organizational climate, was identified between CRO 

members and leaders within 14 CROs. This is a positive finding, as Intersubjectivity can help 
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reduce isolation and increase member participation (Gallimore et al., 1992). Only two CROs 

(12.5% of the sample) had a significant incongruence between member and leader perceptions. 

These CROs were located in more urban locations (Wichita and Topeka) and had a larger 

membership and average daily attendance than other CROs. These factors, coupled by the fact 

that the CROs had a low ratio of administrative leaders and staff in relation to their membership 

size, may have influenced the level of Intersubjectivity within these organizations.  

Joint Productive Activity in Kansas CROs 

In terms of Joint Productive Activity, three key types of structured activities offered at 

CROs were analyzed (i.e., social-recreational, educational, and mental health support group 

activities). It was expected that mental health support group activities would be the most 

frequently offered activity at CROs, as these organizations are mental health-based 

organizations. However, findings revealed that these organizations are not simply self-help 

groups; all CROs in the study provided more social-recreational than mental health support 

group activities. A large majority of members reported receiving mental health support services 

from other sources in addition to attending their CRO, which may help explain why CROs are 

more focused on providing social-recreational and educational activities than support group 

activities. Because most members already receive mental health support, they may be attending 

CROs more for social purposes rather than for additional mental health support. 

In addition to providing multiple types of social-recreational activities, all 16 CROs were 

also found to maintain a generous inventory of social-recreational resources (e.g., games, crafts, 

and sports equipment) accessible to members. Based on the findings, it is evident that Kansas 

CROs place a heavy emphasis on providing social-recreational activities and resources for 

members. This aligns with previous research, which has found that participation in peer support 
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services tends to facilitate increased participation in recreational activities among mental health 

consumers (Nelson et al., 2001). Although the descriptive analysis shows that mental health 

support group activities are not the primary focus of CRO activities, involvement in social-

recreational activities can be instrumental in reducing isolation and facilitating physical, 

psychological, and social integration.  

Responsiveness in Kansas CROs 

The descriptive analysis of the two measures of CRO Responsiveness revealed that while 

not all members are involved in the direct decision making processes within their CRO, these 

organizations seek input and modify practices based on member feedback. On average, 

participants in the sample perceived that they have only some control over decisions made at 

their CRO, but members agreed that CROs make changes in response to their feedback. This is 

supported by a common activity carried out across Kansas CROs; Kansas CROs routinely 

administer a member satisfaction survey, which provides members an opportunity to voice their 

opinions and feedback to CRO leaders.  

Setting resource characteristics of Kansas CROs  

The setting resource characteristics observed at CROs included a multitude of contextual 

variables such as basic needs available at CROs, social and recreational resources, CRO funding, 

characteristics of members, the physical environment, formal and informal positions, CRO 

symbols and values, and hours and days of operation. 

Basic needs 

Nearly half of the CROs provided hygiene products (e.g., toothbrushes, shampoo, soap) 

and maintained a clothing donation box for members to maintain their hygiene and personal 

appearance, and a few CROs had a shower/bath within their facility for members to use. Most 
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CROs in the sample operated solely as a drop-in center. Only two CROs also allowed members 

to use the center as a shelter during times of crisis. The low number of organizations operating as 

a crisis shelter shows that CROs did not have an overwhleming need to address homelessness 

among members. This is in line with findings from a previous study by Folsom et al. (2005), 

which found that individuals accessing outpatient mental health services (such as CROs) were 

less likely to be  homeless than those using inpatient and emergency-type services. 

While a majority of CROs provided food/snacks for members during regular hours of 

operation, a closer examination of the quality of food offered at CROs showed that only half of 

the CROs in the sample provided healthy snacks (e.g., juice, sandwiches, fruits, vegetables, and 

other fresh foods with high nutritional value). Given that other studies conducted with the same 

population have found that CRO members in Kansas typically experience comorbidity of 

physical health issues (Shagott, 2009), this is an area where CROs could provide more support to 

improve physical health among their members. Being more intentional about providing healthier 

snack options would help model more positive eating habits for CRO members.  

People 

The demographic characteristics of current CRO members have implications for future 

recruitment efforts and provide a better understanding to whom CROs most appeal. The 

descriptive data provide a profile that provides a helpful description of a typical CRO member. 

The finding that gender was evenly split between males and females across all CROs indicates 

that these centers appeal to both genders. A majority of CRO members identified themselves as 

Caucasian (78%), which mirrors the demographics of mental health consumers in general across 

Kansas. Additionally, most members from the sample were single or divorced; very few reported 

having a spouse or significant other. While this may place them at a greater risk of isolation, half 
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of the sample were employed either part-time of full-time, which has been shown to promote 

social skills development or helps consumers strengthen their social networks (Marrone & 

Golowka, 1999). Over half of the sample reported being on disability, which also indicates that a 

large majority of CRO members had limited income and limited financial resources.
1
  

The members in the sample were predominantly those who had greater exposure to 

CROs. In terms of length of membership, a majority of the sample were longer-term members 

who had been attending the CRO for a year or more. The data also revealed that CRO members 

had frequent and regular exposure to their CRO. On average, members attended 3.5 days per 

week, which means that CRO members had regular exposure to peer support. Further, while 

CROs were open on average for four hours per day, members in the sample reported that on 

average they tended to stay for the entire duration that CROs are open. It is important to take 

these findings into consideration when drawing conclusions about activity setting characteristics, 

as the generalizations may apply more to long-term members who attend on a regular basis. 

Physical environment 

Based on observer ratings of the physical environment of CROs, the organizations in the 

sample had acceptable ratings in terms of building condition, handicap accessibility, 

space/crowding, smokiness, cleanliness, and furniture adequacy. However, four CROs scored 

lower on handicap accessibility due to limited accommodations for wheelchair access (e.g., stairs 

with no ramp, inadequate space in common areas for wheelchairs to easily navigate). Given that 

half of the sample was on disability, it would be beneficial for these CROs to make building 

accommodations for members who may have mobility issues. This would increase the pool of 

                                                 
1
 Based on the U.S. Social Security Administration criteria for disability status eligibility for 

adults (http://www.ssa.gov/ssi/text-eligibility-ussi.htm#disabled-adult) 



106 

 

mental health consumers able to access CROs. In terms of smokiness, most CROs had formal 

rules banning smoking both inside and near the facility, though two CROs only scored adequate 

and fair/below average rankings because they either did not have rules against smoking or they 

allowed smoking too close to the building. Within these two CROs, the pervasive cigarette 

smoke placed other members at risk of secondhand smoke.  

Roles 

While the average 3:14 staff to member ratio may have been adequate on a daily basis, 

the ratio of paid staff to CRO members may not be sufficient during planned CRO events (e.g., 

game night, banquets, and birthday celebrations), which tend to draw a larger number of 

participants. Data from CRO quarterly reports showed that an average of 51.63 members per site 

participated in CRO events. This highlights a strong need for CROs to engage members in 

voluntary leadership roles to reduce the burden on staff members. This need may have been 

addressed by members who took on less formal, voluntary leadership positions at their CRO. An 

average of 27 members per site provided voluntary leadership services in some way at their 

CRO. This indicates that while formal leadership opportunities may be limited within CROs, 

many members served as a valuable resource to their organization, providing additional support 

to staff members when needed. 

Interpretation of correlational analysis findings 

One of the main assumptions of the activity setting framework is that setting resource 

characteristics (which include measures of Funds, Roles, Symbols, People, Physical Resources, 

and Time) all play an interdependent part in the functioning of an activity setting (Tharp & 

Gallimore, 1988). Based on this premise, one would expect measures of all six activity setting 

characteristics to be related to organizational participation and sense of community. While all 
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peer support characteristics were found to be associated with these member outcomes, only 

setting resource characteristic measures within the Symbols, People, and Physical Resources 

categories were correlated with member outcomes of interest. Funds (i.e., the amount of CRO 

funding), Roles (i.e., number of paid staff at each CRO), and Time (i.e., such as years in 

operation, number of days open per week, and number of hours open per day) had no association 

with the outcome variables.  

Peer support characteristics and their associations with member outcomes 

Among the three peer support characteristics measured, all three (i.e., Responsiveness, 

Intersubjectivity, and Joint Productive Activity) were significantly correlated with organizational 

participation and sense of community. Intersubjectivity had a stronger association with 

organizational participation than Joint Productive Activity. That is, as the difference increased 

between how administrative leaders and CRO members perceived their CRO’s organizational 

climate, organizational participation among members tended to decrease. This finding supports 

past research, which has suggested that a lack of shared perspectives, values, and goals within a 

setting leads to decreased member participation (Gallimore et al., 1992). The two measures of 

Responsiveness (the extent to which changes are made based on member input and the extent to 

which members have control over decisions made at CRO) were both positively correlated with 

organizational participation and sense of community. Stronger member perceptions that their 

CRO made changes based on their input and gave members control over decisions made at their 

center led to more member involvement and stronger sense of connectedness within their center. 

Setting resource characteristics and their associations with member outcomes 

Three measures of setting resource characteristics (the availability of hygiene products 

for members to take home, members’ disability status, and CRO smokiness) were negatively 
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correlated with organizational participation. These findings suggest that participation was lower 

when members had poor health and require financial assistance and when CROs had smokier 

environments. Participation also tended to be lower for CROs that provided assistance with 

hygiene essentials (e.g., toothbrushes, shampoo, soap). This is an interesting finding, as the 

descriptive analysis showed that nearly half of the CROs did in fact provide these resources for 

members who needed them. While CROs made an attempt to be responsive to members’ basic 

needs, this seemed to be associated with lower participation. Perhaps members who fall into 

these categories were not able to participate as actively due to transportation, physical, and 

financial challenges.  

Findings also show that: females tended to be more involved in CRO activities than 

males; individuals who had been a member of their CRO for a longer period of time, attended 

their CRO more frequently during the week, and who stayed at their CRO for a longer period of 

time were more likely to participate in CRO activities; and members who perceived their CRO to 

have a more positive organizational climate tended to be more active. Weekly CRO attendance 

and length of membership had the strongest correlations with the outcome variable. These 

findings are not surprising, as one would expect that frequent exposure to CROs over a long 

period of time would provide members with a wealth of opportunities to become meaningfully 

involved in their organization. 

A total of five setting resource characteristics were found to be significantly correlated 

with sense of community (i.e., number of computers, average length of time spent at CRO per 

visit, weekly CRO attendance, length of membership, and perceived organizational climate). 

Several interesting findings emerged from these correlations. Among the setting resource 

characteristics, perceived organizational climate had the strongest of relationship with sense of 
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community. Members who viewed their CRO as supporting positive organizational 

characteristics (in terms of fostering relationships among members, member relationships with 

staff and leaders, communication patterns among members and leaders, and the organization’s 

decision-making, problem-solving and peer support processes) tended to feel a stronger sense of 

community at their organization. Positive perceptions of organizational climate have been shown 

to help sustain member commitment in organizations (Butterfoss et al., 1993). Focusing on 

creating an environment that promotes positive organizational characteristics can help CROs 

increase sense of community among members.  

The number of computers accessible to CRO members was negatively correlated with 

sense of community, which indicates that members tended to feel less connected with others at 

their CRO when more computers were available. A possible explanation for this finding is that 

when members spend their time on the computer, they miss opportunities to create meaningful 

relationships with their peers. Being on the computer may take away from members’ time to 

socialize with others and can potentially isolate members from their peers.  

Relationship between sense of community and organizational participation 

The study also aimed at identifying the association between sense of community and 

organizational participation. The findings supported the hypothesis that sense of community was 

positively correlated with organizational participation. This is in line with previous research, 

which posits that member involvement in a setting helps to build a deeper connection among all 

individuals in the setting (Tharp & Gallimore, 1996). There was a moderately positive 

correlation between members’ sense of community and their level of CRO participation, which 

suggests that as members perceived themselves to be more connected with others at their CRO, 

they were more likely to participate in CRO activities. Because behavior is often preceded by 
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attitudes, it is important for CROs to help members feel connected with others and feel a sense of 

belonging within the organization before they actively engage in CRO activities. 

Interpretation of regression analysis findings  

The third research question of the study aimed at identifying the extent to which peer 

support and setting resource characteristics influence organizational participation and sense of 

community among CRO members. Initially, it was assumed that clustering would occur, and that 

members that attend the same CRO would be more similar to one another than members from 

other CROs due to differences in each organization’s location, membership, and other setting 

resource and peer support characteristics. However, a deeper look at the null multilevel models 

(i.e. no predictors models) for organizational participation and sense of community revealed that 

very little between-groups variance existed between the CROs in the current sample. This 

coincides with the findings from Research Question #1, which showed that while there were 

slight variations among the 16 CROs in terms of their activity setting characteristics, CROs in 

Kansas had more similarities than differences. The null multilevel models revealed that a 

majority of the variance in members’ organizational participation and sense of community scores 

resided more within CROs rather than among CROs. A possible explanation as to why the CROs 

in the sample had more similarities than differences is because their leaders received the same 

trainings and technical assistance (provided by the Wichita State University Center for 

Community Support and Research), they had the same primary funder (Kansas Social and 

Rehabilitation Services Division of Mental Health), and they were often brought together by 

their partners (which included researchers, technical assistance providers, and community 

psychologists) to receive organizational  support and leadership training. Hence, there were 

numerous opportunities for CRO leaders to engage in peer consultation and share organizational 
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strategies and ideas with one another. Another possible reason why there were fewer differences 

among CROs in terms of the predictor variables is because the peer-led nature of these activity 

settings generated empowering environments that overpowered any individual differences 

among the sites. Although the current study was primarily focused on the dependent variables 

(i.e., sense of community and organizational participation), future research should further 

explore the differences among CROs in terms of their unique setting characteristics (e.g., via 

cluster analysis). 

Predictors of organizational participation 

Six activity setting characteristic measures were found to impact organizational 

participation among the CRO members in the current sample. They included: length of CRO 

membership, weekly CRO attendance, CRO smokiness, disability status, gender, and extent to 

which members have control over decisions made at their CRO. Length of CRO membership and 

weekly CRO attendance were the strongest predictor variables. While past research has been 

inconclusive as to whether it is the frequency or quality of CRO participation that has a stronger 

impact on member outcomes (Ochocka et al., 2006; Segal and Silverman, 2002; Nelson and 

Lomotey, 2006; Powell, Yeaton, Hill, & Silk, 2001), the current study revealed that frequency of 

participation has a direct association with quality of participation (measured by organizational 

participation). Longer length of CRO membership and more frequent CRO attendance led to 

increased organizational participation in CRO activities. These findings show that the focus of 

the research should not be on determining whether quality of participation or frequency yields 

more benefits, but rather on how both can be encouraged and promoted to maximize member 

outcomes. 



112 

 

The level of smokiness at the CRO and members’ disability status negatively impacted 

organizational participation. The direct link that has been found between smoking and poor 

physical health provides a possible explanation for the finding that smoking and disability status 

have a negative impact on organizational participation. This may be because smokiness has been 

associated with a deterioration in physical health (Ford, Greenlund, and Hong, 2012; Brown, 

Kim, Mitchell, and Inskip, 2010). The more members tend to smoke at their CRO, the less they 

may be willing or even able to actively participate and lead activities at their organization.   

The finding that gender was a predictor of organizational participation in CROs has 

several possible explanations. While there were an equal number of males and females that 

attend CROs, females in the sample tended to participate in more meaningful ways in CRO 

activities than males. One possible reason why males had lower participation levels may be 

because the types of CRO activities being offered appealed more to females. Acquiring feedback 

from males and tailoring activities toward both genders could help balance the gender 

disproportionality in organizational participation. Another possible explanation for the gender 

participation difference could be due to health reasons. Related to the previous discussion on 

smoking and its impact on physical health, past studies (Wu et al., 2013; Johnson et al., 2010) 

have shown that among mental health consumer populations, males are more likely to be 

smokers, which can limit their physical ability to engage in CRO activities. 

Predictors of sense of community 

Four activity setting characteristic measures were found to impact sense of community 

among the CRO members in the current sample. They were: length of CRO membership, weekly 

CRO attendance, perceived organizational climate, and extent to which members have control 

over decisions made at their CRO. Member perceptions of their CRO’s organizational climate 
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was the strongest predictor of sense of community. Individual perceptions of organizational 

climate have been shown in work environment studies to have a stronger impact on 

psychological well-being and organizational satisfaction than on actual work performance 

(Parker et al., 2003). This helps explain the current study’s finding that organizational climate is 

the strongest predictor of sense of community, but is not a predictor of organizational 

participation.  

Strongest predictors of community integration measures 

While it was hypothesized that peer support characteristics would have a stronger impact 

on both outcome variables than setting resource characteristics, this hypothesis was not 

supported. The strongest predictors of both organizational participation and sense of community 

were setting resource characteristics. Of all the activity setting characteristics assessed in this 

study, measures of the People characteristic had the most significant relationship with 

organizational participation. This suggests that individual characteristics of CRO members (i.e., 

demographic and attendance patterns) have the strongest influence in motivating members to 

participate in meaningful ways at their CRO. On the other hand, the Symbols characteristic (i.e., 

organizational climate) had the greatest influence of sense of community. Ensuring that members 

have positive experiences at their CRO and improving their perception of their CRO’s 

organizational climate is the best way to enhance sense of community. 

Of the three peer support characteristics observed in the study, only Responsiveness (i.e., 

the extent to which members perceived that they have control over decisions made at their CRO) 

was found to be a predictor of organizational participation and sense of community. While it was 

unexpected that more setting resource characteristics would impact member participation and 

sense of community than peer support characteristics, the finding that Responsiveness was the 
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only significant peer support characteristic is justifiable. Unlike traditional mental health 

services, these organizations are designed to be consumer-driven peer support organizations. 

Given the heavy emphasis of consumer empowerment among CROs, it makes intuitive sense that 

member control over decisions made at their CRO has a stronger impact on organizational 

participation and sense of community than Intersubjectivity and Joint Productive Activity. 

Kansas CROs and peer support organizations from past studies 

Overall, the findings from this study support previous research that organizations like 

CROs help foster community integration (i.e., community participation, personal empowerment, 

community support, social justice, and increased access to valued resources) for mental health 

consumers (Nelson, Lord, & Ochocka, 2001; Aubry & Myner, 1996; Wong & Solomon, 2002). 

While Kansas CROs have many characteristics in common with other CROs, mutual/peer 

support organizations, self-help groups, and drop-in centers from other cities, states, and 

countries documented in the past, the CROs in Kansas are unique in that they incorporate a blend 

of elements from each of the aforementioned types of organizations. The 16 community-based 

CROs were shown to provide a wealth of resources for mental health consumers, including 

social-recreational resources, basic needs, educational classes, and support groups. Further, they 

provide numerous opportunities for members to participate in events and activities as either 

leaders or members, and provide a sense of community and belonging for their members. 

Sense of community is particularly important within CROs because they are peer support 

organizations. Previous studies have shown that mutual help groups can lead to psychological 

integration by providing a sense of safety, acceptance, and understanding (Maton and Salem, 

1995). Similarly, being part of a group has previously been shown to give mental health 

consumers a sense of mutual understanding, shared identity, shared experiences and a sense of 
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belonging (Faulkner and Kalathil, 2012). In line with previous findings, the current study found 

that the average sense of community score was consistently high across the 16 CROs in the 

study. CRO members in the current sample of CROs reported a high sense of belonging, trust, 

and friendship with others at their organization. This is particularly important because previous 

studies have found that mental illness can often lead to isolation, which can exacerbate 

symptoms  of mental illness. Having a place in the community where individuals can relate to 

their peers and receive encouragement and support is particularly empowering for this 

population.   

Similar to previous studies of community-based peer support organizations, Kansas 

CROs also provide opportunities for physical integration. The physical presence and 

involvement of mental health consumers in their community is an integral part of community 

integration (Nelson, Lord, & Ochocka, 2001). Given the many community-based activities that 

the CROs plan and offer on a monthly basis, the members in the sample have plenty of 

opportunities to become more active in the community by participating in activities like field 

trips to local businesses, shopping, attending plays and other performances, and visiting local 

parks. Previous studies of similar types of mental health organizations have shown that 

participation is correlated with increased community involvement (Nelson, Lord, and Ochocka, 

2001; Mowbray and Tan, 1993; Noordsy et al., 2002). 

The only peer support characteristic that was found to be a predictor of organizational 

participation and sense of community was Responsiveness. The study used two measures of 

Responsiveness, though only one of the two measures was a predictor of organizational 

participation and sense of community (i.e., members’ perceived extent to which they feel they 

have control over decisions made at their CRO). This finding supports past research on 
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organizationally mediated empowerment, which is described as the type of empowerment that 

allows members to have decision-making power regarding how the organization operates (Segal 

& Silverman, 2002). Organizationally mediated empowerment in self-help groups has been 

found by Segal and Silverman (2002) to be a mediating factor for member outcomes (i.e., 

personal empowerment, utilizing resources and being active in the community, and involvement 

in community activities with other individuals). 

Previous studies have posited that People characteristics have a strong influence on 

organizational involvement. The current study confirmed those findings, as several setting 

resource characteristics within the People domain were the strongest predictors of organizational 

participation. However, while the current study found gender, disability status, weekly CRO 

attendance, and length of CRO membership to be predictors of organizational participation, a 

previous study found a different set of People characteristics (age, a high level of education, 

single marital status, and poor psychological functioning) to be predictors of mental health self-

help group attendance (Luke, Roberts, and Rappaport, 1993). These differences may be 

influenced by the fact that while the Luke, Roberts, and Rappaport study focused on self-help 

groups, the current study collected data from CROs, which do not operate solely as self-help 

groups (as established by the findings from the descriptive analysis of CROs). 

Another area in which previous findings contrast with the current study findings is in 

member use of other mental health services. Trainor, Shepherd, Boydell, Leff, and Crawford 

(1997) found that involvement in CROs tended to cause a decrease in the use of other mental 

health services (i.e., inpatient and outpatient services, physician visits, and crisis services), while 

81percent of CRO members in the current sample reported using other mental health services in 

conjunction with CRO attendance. This suggests that CROs may serve as a supplementary 
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service to other mental health services used by consumers in Kansas. One potential reason why 

Kansas consumers continue to use both traditional mental health services and CROs is because 

CROs have a unique role in the community; they are staffed and run by members, they are 

community-based, and often their hours of operation are coordinated with local mental health 

centers to avoid competition for membership with state-run agencies. Further, Kansas mental 

health centers generally support membership in CROs and CRO members encourage each other 

to seek out all sources of assistance needed to manage their mental illness. 

Limitations of the study 

The current study included an investigation of the activity setting characteristics of 16 

Kansas CROs, as well as a thorough examination of the relationship between multiple peer 

support and setting resource characteristics at these organizations and two member outcomes: 

organizational participation and sense of community. The study used multiple methodologies to 

identify key individual and organizational-level variables impacting member outcomes. By using 

descriptive analyses, the study was able to identify key CRO commonalities and differences; 

correlational analyses were used to describe significant relationships between activity setting 

characteristics and member outcomes; multilevel modeling techniques were applied to account 

for the between groups variance for organizational participation and sense of community; and 

finally, due to a lack of variation between the CROs on the two outcome variables, a stepwise 

regression was conducted to identify the strongest predictors of outcome variables of interest. 

Though this study used multiple methods to answer key research questions, there were 

also limitations. First, the study design was based on data and instruments that had been 

originally designed for another federally funded study of eight of the CROs, which may have 

limited the strength of the measures used to capture peer support and setting resource 
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characteristics. The pre-existing data measures and instruments were thoroughly reviewed and 

compared with existing literature on the activity setting framework to identify which measures 

aligned with the various peer support and setting resource characteristics. However, stronger 

measures (particularly for peer support characteristics) could have been developed had the study 

not incorporated pre-existing data from eight CROs. Only three of the five peer support 

characteristics were measured in the study due to a lack of data from the previously assessed 

CROs. The study could be strengthened by using measures and instruments that more directly 

address constructs of interest. 

Because the study was cross-sectional in nature (i.e., data were collected at one point in 

time), the study only provides a snapshot of how the activity setting characteristics impact 

organizational participation and sense of community during the time that data were collected. 

Hence, the study is unable to establish causality between the variables measured because data 

were not collected before or after the data collection period. While the activity setting 

characteristics and outcome variables were measured at the same point in time, the study can 

only assert that that the two are related, but they cannot positively determine if one variable 

caused the other, or if confounding variables may have influenced the findings. Additionally, 

because the study only sampled individuals who were present at their CRO when researchers 

collected data at each site, the study excludes members who were not able to or were unwilling 

to attend their CRO during the data collection period. Thus, the sample may be subject to non-

response bias or selection effects.  

Overall, the study has high generalizability within the state of Kansas because the study 

sampled all CROs within the state that had been in operation for over one year. Further, as 

results from the descriptive analysis showed, these CROs how low variability in activity setting 
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characteristics across sites. Therefore, the results can be generalized across the state to help CRO 

leaders and TA providers make informed decisions regarding CRO activities and events. There 

may be limited external validity because, as shown in the findings in both the current study and 

previous literature, activity setting characteristics of CROs are unique to each region. Although 

the study has shown that Kansas CROs do have some commonalities with other peer support 

organizations that have been studied in other areas within and outside the United States, there 

were also some key differences in terms of how they operate, their funding mechanisms, the 

services, resources, and activities they offer to members, and individual outcomes related to 

organizational involvement. 

Implications for practice 

The findings provide evidence to support the basis of this study-  to find ways to improve 

member retention and involvement in CROs. The data suggest that members who attend their 

CRO more frequently during the week as well as those who have been members for longer 

periods of time reap more psychological, social, and physical benefits from their CRO. This was 

demonstrated by the regression analyses, which showed that greater exposure to CROs led to 

increased sense of community and participation in these organizations.  

Of the three peer support characteristics measured in the study (i.e., Intersubjectivity, 

Joint Productive Activity, and Responsiveness), only Responsiveness (measured by the extent to 

which respondents perceived that members have control over decisions made at their CRO) was 

found to be a significant predictor of sense of community and organizational participation. The 

need to have a voice in CRO decision-making seems to be a critical component in keeping 

members engaged. In light of the current findings, it would be beneficial for CROs to develop 

strategies for obtaining member feedback and involving members in decision-making. At the 
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time that site visits were conducted, these organizations were already taking steps toward 

Responsiveness by implementing a regular member feedback process through the administration 

of member satisfaction surveys.  It is important that CROs not only gather member feedback, but 

they must also respond to the feedback in a timely manner. Scheduling activity planning 

meetings or board meetings following the administration of satisfaction surveys is one strategy to 

ensure that organizational changes are made in a timely manner, thus expediting CRO 

Responsiveness. While feedback surveys are a helpful way to obtain member feedback, 

concentrated efforts should also be made to engage newer members and members who attend 

less frequently in the feedback process in order to foster ownership among members with less 

exposure to CROs. Tailoring programmatic activities and policies to the needs of all members 

will ensure that both newer and longer-term members feel as if their input is valued. 

Because organizational climate was the strongest predictor of sense of community, CROs 

should be strategic about improving their organizational climate to increase members’ sense of 

belonging within these organizations.  Though CROs received high ratings on the Organizational 

Climate Scale, they received slightly lower average scores in three particular areas: being 

inspiring and encouraging; making changes based on member input and satisfaction; and 

providing leadership opportunities. These are areas where CROs could focus additional efforts. 

Suggestions for future practice such as obtaining regular feedback and addressing member input 

in a timely manner, tailoring programming to the needs and interests of members, and providing 

more leadership opportunities can help CROs take steps toward improving their organizational 

climate. 

The findings also support organizational policies restricting smoking at CROs. 

Organizational participation was negatively influenced by the level of smokiness at CROs. CROs 
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that are interested in increasing participation should reconsider allowing smoking in or near their 

facilities. The general trend among Kansas CROs seems to be already heading in this direction, 

which is promising. At the time data were collected for this study, only two CROs in the sample 

of 16 actually allowed smoking. Since the data were collected, all Kansas CROs except one have 

become smoke-free. Given the health risks associated with smoking, it would also be beneficial 

for CROs to establish peer support programs to help members quit smoking in general and not 

just ban smoking within the facility. In fact, since this research was conducted the Kansas Health 

Foundation has established a long-term initiative designed to reduce tobacco use among those 

with mental illness considering this small population (8-10%) consumes well over half of all 

cigarettes sold in the United States (Ford, Greenlund, and Hong, 2012; Brown, Kim, Mitchell, 

and Inskip, 2010).  It is likely that Kansas CROs will play a role in this Kansas Health 

Foundation initiative, as Kansas is the only state that has predominantly smoke-free CROs. 

While the findings showed that there was a direct impact of members having a voice in 

decision-making within their CRO on sense of community and organizational participation, the 

number of administrative leaders who help carry out key administrative functions critical to the 

sustainability of CROs such as making key decisions regarding hiring staff, developing and 

enforcing CRO rules, and writing quarterly reports and grants was low across all sites. For 

organizations with a higher overall membership and average daily attendance, this means that 

only a small portion of members have administrative leadership responsibility. To help increase 

member involvement and connectedness, CROs could focus on providing more opportunities for 

members to take on administrative responsibilities. Leadership training and educational activities 

focusing on reporting, grant writing, and policies and procedures writing could help improve 

members’ skills and confidence in their leadership ability, and would help prepare them to 
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engage in administrative leadership opportunities that would benefit not only individual 

members, but the organization as a whole. 

Recommendations for future CRO research 

Future studies should consider examining the mediating and moderating variables that 

may help impact sense of community and organizational participation among CRO members. As 

O’Donnell et al. (1993) suggest, setting resource and peer support characteristics are 

interdependent in nature. Setting resource characteristics can be used to enhance the level of peer 

support characteristics present in a setting, and vice versa. While only seven activity setting 

characteristics in this study were directly associated with the two outcomes of interest (i.e., 

length of CRO membership; weekly CRO attendance; CRO smokiness; disability status; gender; 

perceived organizational climate, and extent to which members have control over decisions made 

at their CRO), these variables may be mediated or moderated by other activity setting 

characteristics that have more of an indirect impact on sense of community and organizational 

participation.  Looking deeper into the relationships between the various setting resource and 

peer support characteristics will help identify variables that impact the strength and/or direction 

of a relationship between the seven predictor variables and sense of community and 

organizational participation. It could also help explain how or why a particular effect or 

relationship occurs. By doing so, researchers and those who lead CROs can make stronger 

recommendations and structure CRO services in a way that increases sense of community and 

organizational participation among members. As an example, future studies could explore the 

variables that mediate or moderate male and female participation in CROs, as study findings 

showed that males have lower levels of involvement than women. Identifying these indirect 

relationships can help CRO leaders focus their efforts to increase participation among males. 
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Future studies should also explore additional instruments that can be used to measure the 

peer support and setting resource characteristics within CROs. The current study applied 

instruments and measures used in a pre-existing study and, to reduce burden on study 

participants, did not incorporate or develop new measures for the various activity setting 

characteristics. Additionally, including multiple measures for each activity setting characteristic 

rather than using a single measure for each will ensure that key indicators related to setting 

resource and peer support characteristics are adequately addressed, thus increasing the construct 

validity of measures.  In turn, this could help strengthen the correlations between the independent 

and dependent variables. 
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Chapter 6 

CONCLUSIONS 

 

 

The goal of this study was to apply the activity setting framework to a comprehensive 

analysis of peer support and setting resource characteristics that contribute to community 

integration outcomes, as measured by CRO members’ sense of belonging and involvement in 

CROs. While past studies have shown the benefits of participating in community-based peer 

support organizations for mental health consumers (Mowbray & Tan, 1993; Nelson, Lord, & 

Ochocka, 2001; Brown, Shepherd, Wituk, & Meissen, 2007; Maton & Salem, 1995), active CRO 

participation has been historically low (Meissen et al., 1991; Luke, Roberts, & Rappaport, 1993; 

Kauffman et al., 1994; Rogers et al., 2004). Because CROs are dependent on their members to 

facilitate events and activities, member retention and engagement is critical to organizational 

sustainability. Past research has not fully addressed the issue of how to increase member 

involvement in CROs, but findings from this study have identified key peer support and setting 

resource characteristics that are predictors of member connectedness and involvement in these 

organizations. Results from the current study helps provide implications for program design and 

practice.  

Based on a the descriptive analysis of the setting resource characteristics of the CROs, 

data from the study showed that Kansas CROs provide services beyond that of self-help groups 

or mental health agencies. The analysis provided an illustration of the abundant resources within 

each organization. CROs were shown to offer a variety of social-recreational, educational, and 

mental health support group activities. Additionally, the CROs provided members with snacks, 

hygiene products, transportation to non-CRO related places such as doctor appointments, 
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computer access; some CROs even offered their center as shelter for members who needed 

emergency housing. Another unique characteristic of CROs is that across all 16 sites, highly 

evolved administrative leadership roles had been developed that required members to build a set 

of skills necessary to conduct highly technical tasks critical to operating a non-profit 

organization (e.g., interviewing and hiring staff, writing grants and reports, developing rules and 

regulations). At least one or more members who performed these administrative duties were 

identified at each site included in the study.  

Perhaps one of the most unique characteristics of Kansas CROs that sets them apart from 

self-help groups and mental health drop-in centers is that they are consumer-driven; all of the 

activities that CROs provide are entirely planned and implemented by their members rather than 

mental health professionals. The empowering nature of these organizations fills a unique niche in 

the community that engages mental health consumers both cognitively and physically. The 

descriptive analysis showed that the 16 CROs in the current study were shown to provide 

comprehensive services that bring together individualized combinations of People, Symbols, 

Roles, Funds, Physical Resources, and Time characteristics to help build a community of support 

for members. 

In general, the findings show that the activity setting framework applies moderately well 

to Kansas CROs. The Activity Setting Framework was shown to have some applicable features 

that can be incorporated into the understanding of how setting and peer support characteristics 

can enrich member experiences at their CRO. The findings supported Tharp and Gallimore’s 

(1988) assertion that the People setting resource characteristic plays a key role in activity 

settings. As the authors explained, the people within the setting implement and sustain setting 

activities, and they initiate social processes within the setting. The findings from the regression 
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analyses support the activity setting theory in that a majority of the predictors of organizational 

participation and sense of community were People characteristics.  

Other components of the activity setting framework did not apply as well to the findings. 

According to the framework, peer support characteristics should be more important to member 

participation and sense of community than other setting characteristics. While all three measures 

of peer support characteristics included in the study (i.e., Intersubjectivity, Responsiveness, and 

joint productivity) were significantly correlated with the outcomes of interest, only one measure 

of peer support (Responsiveness) was a significant predictor of organizational participation and 

sense of community. Additionally, while activity setting theory developers hypothesized that 

member participation in a setting and members’ perceived sense of community would be lower 

for settings in which there is a significant lack of Intersubjectivity (Gallimore et al., 1992), the 

findings from the study did not support this notion. While Intersubjectivity had a moderate 

correlation with organizational participation, this peer support characteristic was not found to be 

a significant predictor of either organizational participation or sense of community. While some 

key components of the activity setting framework were not supported by the findings, future 

studies can further explore CRO model fit by developing more sensitive measures to capture peer 

support characteristics. 

In the context of competitive and rapidly diminishing financial resources, CROs provide 

a low-cost supplement to the array of mental health services available to consumers. The 

findings from this study identified the peer support and setting resource characteristics that can 

help play a significant role in increasing member sense of community as well as participation in 

community-based peer support organizations such as CROs. While CROs currently thrive as 

independently-operated organizations with their own unique programming and organizational 
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structure, incorporating findings from the research into program design could help increase 

member involvement and participation. By tailoring CROs to fit the unique and diverse needs of 

the populations they serve, Kansas mental health consumers will have increased exposure to peer 

support within their own communities. 
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APPENDIX A 

 

Setting Observation Guide 

 

 

Accessibility to resources to meet basic needs 
1) Does the CRO have a telephone that is accessible to consumers?    

 Yes  No 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

2) Is there a computer?  

 Yes  No 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

3) Is there internet access on the computer? 

 Yes  No 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

4) Is there an adequate quantity of food/snacks available? 

 Yes  No 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

5) Is the quality of food/snacks food/snacks adequate? 

 Yes  No 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

6) Is there a washer/dryer? 

 Yes  No 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

7) Are there personal hygiene products available (i.e. shampoo, soap, toothpaste, etc.)?  

 Yes  No 

______________________________________________________________________________  
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APPENDIX A (continued) 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

8) Is there a shower/bath? 

 Yes  No 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

9) Is there a clothing donation box? 

 Yes  No 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

10) Is there transportation available for consumers to get to non-CRO places? 

 Yes  No 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

11) Is the CRO also used as a shelter for consumers to stay at?  

 Yes  No 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Social/Recreational Resources:  

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Assessment of CRO’s physical environment: 

 
1) Building condition 

 excellent   good/above average   adequate   fair/below average   poor 
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APPENDIX A (continued) 

 

2) Handicapped/wheelchair accessibility 

 excellent   good/above average   adequate   fair/below average   poor 

 

 

3) Space/crowding 

 excellent   good/above average   adequate   fair/below average   poor 

 

4) Smokiness 

 excellent   good/above average   adequate   fair/below average   poor 

 

5) Cleanliness 

 excellent   good/above average   adequate   fair/below average   poor 

 

6) Adequate furniture 

 excellent   good/above average   adequate   fair/below average   poor 

 

 

7) Overall physical environment of CRO: 

 

 excellent/satisfactory 

The CRO is clean, comfortable, attractive, furniture in good condition, well laid out, and large 

enough to accommodate some growth in membership. Bathrooms are clean and contain 

necessary supplies. It has a functional kitchen and enough space to handle meal preparation for 

large celebrations. Interior is fully wheelchair accessible. 

 

 good/above average 

The physical environment at the CRO is satisfactory, not uncomfortable, perhaps not pleasing in 

its general upkeep, design or amenities. It may be slightly dingy, poorly lit, or barely large 

enough to accommodate the current membership. The CRO has a functional kitchen and enough 

space to handle meal preparation for members of the center, if not larger celebrations. Perhaps 

there are some barriers for consumers using wheelchairs, though they can access the areas of the 

center where most activity happens. 

 

 adequate 

The physical environment at the center is somewhat unpleasant and may be somewhat smoky, 

too hot/cold, may lack comfortable furniture, or crowded, and/or have minor maintenance 

problems. The kitchen may not be large enough of have the necessary equipment to handle much 

meal preparation. Perhaps there are some barriers for consumers using wheelchairs- though they 

can access the areas of the center where most activity happens. 

 

 fair/below average 

The physical environment does not necessarily pose a health risk, but definitely uncomfortable; 

too dark, too hot/cold, may lack comfortable furniture, crowded, bathrooms may not be clean,  
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APPENDIX A (continued) 

 

smoky, limited kitchen space or kitchen is difficult to use. Perhaps there are barriers for 

consumers using wheelchairs- they may not be able to access areas of the center where most 

activity happens. 

 

 

 poor 

The physical environment at the center is potentially unhealthy or very unpleasant and may 

include the following: heavily smoke-filled, filthy, foul odors, furniture in disrepair or 

uncomfortable, bathrooms dirty and/or not supplied with toilet paper/soap/paper towels, extreme 

heat/cold, leaking roof, cramped and crowded, non-working appliances or toilets. Perhaps there 

are barriers for consumers using wheelchairs- they may not be able to access areas of the center 

where most activity happens. 

 

 
Additional Comments/Observations: 

 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX B 

 

Staff and Board Interview 

 

 

Name of CRO: ____________________________________________ 

 

Name of Director: _________________________________________ 

 

Number of years CRO in operation:   ______ years and ______ months 

 

Hours and days of CRO operation: 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

In the following chart please list the positions or titles of all staff and part-time employees at 

your CRO and the number of hours that individual works every week. 

 

 Employee Position 

or Title 

Hours 

worked  

per week 

Briefly describe the roles and responsibilities 

of this employee below 

Circle 

Gender 

1 
 

_____ hours 

 Male 

Female 

2 
 

_____ hours 

 Male 

Female 

3 
 

_____ hours 

 Male 

Female 

4 
 

_____ hours 

 Male 

Female 

5 
 

_____ hours 

 Male 

Female 

6 
 

_____ hours 

 Male 

Female 
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APPENDIX B (continued) 

 

Average number of staff members working daily at the CRO: ____________________________ 

 

Average number of members that attend the CRO daily: ________________________________ 

 

CRO Activity Survey 

 

Please use the following chart to describe the fun things your organization did this past month.  

This does not include educational activities or support groups.   

 

 

 

Please describe this past month’s 

activities below: 

Number of times 

done this month 

Circle the number 

of people who 

organize this 

activity 

Circle the average 

number of people who 

participate in this 

activity 

 
 1-2   3-4   5-6  7+ 

1-5  6-9  10-14  15-19 

 

20-24    25-29    30+ 

 
 1-2   3-4   5-6  7+ 

1-5  6-9  10-14  15-19 

 

20-24    25-29    30+ 

 
 1-2   3-4   5-6  7+ 

1-5  6-9  10-14  15-19 

 

20-24    25-29    30+ 

 
 1-2   3-4   5-6  7+ 

1-5  6-9  10-14  15-19 

 

20-24    25-29    30+ 

  1-2   3-4   5-6  7+ 

1-5  6-9  10-14  15-19 

 

20-24    25-29    30+ 

  1-2   3-4   5-6  7+ 1-5  6-9  10-14  15-19 

 

20-24    25-29    30+ 

  1-2   3-4   5-6  7+ 1-5  6-9  10-14  15-19 

 

20-24    25-29    30+ 

  1-2   3-4   5-6  7+ 1-5  6-9  10-14  15-19 

 

20-24    25-29    30+ 

  1-2   3-4   5-6  7+ 1-5  6-9  10-14  15-19 

 

20-24    25-29    30+ 

  1-2   3-4   5-6  7+ 1-5  6-9  10-14  15-19 

 

20-24    25-29    30+ 
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APPENDIX B (continued) 

 

In the past year did your CRO offer any educational activities to CRO members?   

  Circle YES     or  NO 

 

 If YES then fill out one set of questions for each educational activity. 

 

 

Please describe the educational 

activity below: 

Number of times 

done this year 

Circle the number 

of CRO members 

who organize and 

run this activity 

Circle the average 

number of members who 

participate in this 

activity 

 

 1-2   3-4   5-6  7+ 

1-5  6-9  10-14  15-19 

 

20-24    25-29    30+ 

 

 1-2   3-4   5-6  7+ 

1-5  6-9  10-14  15-19 

 

20-24    25-29    30+ 

  1-2   3-4   5-6  7+ 1-5  6-9  10-14  15-19 

 

20-24    25-29    30+ 

  1-2   3-4   5-6  7+ 1-5  6-9  10-14  15-19 

 

20-24    25-29    30+ 

  1-2   3-4   5-6  7+ 1-5  6-9  10-14  15-19 

 

20-24    25-29    30+ 

  1-2   3-4   5-6  7+ 1-5  6-9  10-14  15-19 

 

20-24    25-29    30+ 

  1-2   3-4   5-6  7+ 1-5  6-9  10-14  15-19 

 

20-24    25-29    30+ 

  1-2   3-4   5-6  7+ 1-5  6-9  10-14  15-19 

 

20-24    25-29    30+ 

 

 

Does your CRO assist members with transportation to and from your CRO?  Circle YES or NO 

 If YES please estimate how many rides are given to members in a week.  ______ rides 

Please also describe how your CRO provides assistance with transportation: 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX C 

 

CRO Membership Survey 

 

 

Demographics 

 

1) Are you female or male?  Male     Female 

 

2) What is your race / ethnic background?  (Check all that apply) 

 White/Caucasian 

 Black/African American 

 Asian or Pacific Islander 

 American Indian or Alaskan Native 

 Spanish or Hispanic 

 Other, please specify _______________________________  

 

3) What is your marital status right now? 

 Single (never married) 

 Married (or Domestic Partner) 

 Living with Boyfriend or Girlfriend 

 Separated 

 Widowed 

 Divorced 

 

4) Are you currently a member/patient of other mental health programs or services (ex. Mental 

health center, drop-in center, clubhouse, etc)?  (circle)     Yes      No 

 

5) How long have you been coming to this CRO ? 

__ For a few weeks 

__ For a couple of months 

__ For more than six months (but less than a year) 

__ For more than a year.  How many years? _____ 

 

Employment and Volunteerism 

1) How long was your longest full time job? _____Years ____Months 
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APPENDIX C (continued) 

 

2) Over the past 12 months what has been your usual employment and volunteerism pattern. 

  Full time for less than 6 months. 

  Full time for more than 6 months 

**  Regular part time (less than 35 hours a week, regular scheduled volunteerism) 

**  Irregular part time (day work, volunteering without a schedule, set times)  

  ** - If volunteering name of organization(s)________________________ 

  Student 

  Military Service 

  Retired 

  Disability 

  Unemployed 

  In controlled environment (hospital, jail) 

  Homemaker (chose to stay home) 

 

In the past 60 days, how many days did you work for pay? _______ 

 Name of organization(s)_____________________________ 

 How many hours did you work a week during last 30 days _________ 

 What was your average rate of pay (hourly wage) for this work? ____________ 

 

 

CRO QUESTIONS 

 

We now have some questions about your CRO involvement. 

 

Attendance 

1) On average, how many days a week do you come here? 

__ Less than once a week 

__ 1 

__ 2 

__ 3 

__ 4 

__ 5 

__ 6 

__ 7 

 

2) When you come to your CRO how long do you usually stay?  _____ (record average stay in 

hours) 
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APPENDIX C (continued) 

 

Leadership & Participation 

Organizationally Mediated Empowerment 

People participate in different ways at places like this.  The following is a list of things that 

might be true about what you have done here.  Please tell me if you have done these things or not 

here.  Many people have not done any of the things on this list so do not feel bad about what you 

have or have not done.   

 

1. Have you voted in an election for Board members? 

 
Yes No 

2. Have you served on the Board of Directors here? 

 
Yes No 

3. Have you helped set up any meetings here? 

 
Yes No 

4. Have you been responsible for preparing meals or bringing 

refreshments here? 
Yes No 

5. Are you a volunteer on a regular basis here? 

 
Yes No 

6. Have you been a paid staff member here? 

 
Yes No 

7. Have you helped lead a discussion or support group here? 

 
Yes No 

8. Have you taken part in deciding what activities will be held here? 

 
Yes No 

9. Have you taken part in deciding whether to add a new program or 

service here? 
Yes No 

10. Have you taken part in deciding whether to hire someone? 

 
Yes No 

11. Have you taken part in deciding what rules people need to follow 

here? 
Yes No 

12. Have you taken part in deciding what to do if someone breaks the 

rules here? 
Yes No 

13. Have you suggested to the Board or director what you think might 

be changed or improved here? 
Yes No 

14. Have you taken part in writing the yearly grant here? 

 
Yes No 

15. Have you taken part in writing the quarterly reports here? 

 
Yes No 

16. Have you helped with cleaning or building maintenance here? 

 
Yes No 

17. Have you helped organize a fun activity or party here?  

 
Yes No 
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Democratic Leadership Process 

1) To what extent is leadership shared at this organization? 

None  A little  Some  A lot 

 

2) To what extent do members have control over decisions made here? 

None  A little  Some  A lot 

 

3) To what extent do you feel you have control over decisions made here? 

None  A little  Some  A lot 

 

Voluntariness of Member Participation in CRO Activities 

1) How much choice do you feel you have over how you spend your time here?   

  A lot of choice   Some choice   No too much choice   No choice 

 

2) Do you feel pressured from others (case manager, doctor, other CRO members, etc.) to 

participate in activities here?  (Circle) Yes   No 

 

 

Organizational Climate Scale 

Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each statement about your CRO. 

 

 Thinking about the qualities of this 

organization… 

Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Neutral Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

1. This place promotes learning, striving and 

growth. 
SA A N D SD 

2. This place has a hopeful environment that 

promotes positive expectations. 
SA A N D SD 

3. This place is inspiring and encouraging 

 
SA A N D SD 

18. Have you taught a class here? 

 
Yes No 

19. Have you designed or helped collect survey information  

(e.g. satisfaction survey, KU survey)? 
Yes No 

20.  Have you attended an external meeting or conference for this 

organization? 
Yes No 

21. Have you made a presentation at an external meeting or 

conference for this organization? 
Yes No 
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Sense of Community Scale 

Next, we have some questions about your experiences at your CRO.   

How much do you agree with the following statements… 

1. I feel like I belong to the community here. 

 
Not at All A Little A Lot 

2. I socialize with people from here at other places. 

 
Not at All A Little A Lot 

3. The friendships I have with people here mean a 

lot to me. 
Not at All A Little A Lot 

4. If something was being planned here, I’d join in. 

 
Not at All A Little A Lot 

5. If I needed advice about something, I could go to 

someone here. 
Not at All A Little A Lot 

6. I agree with most people here about what is 

important in life. 
Not at All A Little A Lot 

7. I believe people here would help me in an 

emergency. 
Not at All A Little A Lot 

8. I feel loyal to the people here. 

 
Not at All A Little A Lot 

4. This organization provides opportunities for 

meaningful participation and contribution. 
SA A N D SD 

5. This place helps people feel valued and 

respected. 
SA A N D SD 

6. This place helps people feel connected to 

others in positive ways. 
SA A N D SD 

7. This place is safe. 

 
SA A N D SD 

8. There are creative and interesting things 

going on here. 
SA A N D SD 

9. This organization asks for member 

feedback 
SA A N D SD 

10. This organization makes changes based on 

member input and satisfaction. 
SA A N D SD 

11. This organization provides leadership 

opportunities. 
SA A N D SD 
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APPENDIX C (continued) 

 

 

 

9. I borrow things and exchange favors with people 

here. 
Not at All A Little A Lot 

10. I plan to keep involved with people from here for 

a number of years. 
Not at All A Little A Lot 

11. I think of myself as similar to others here. 

 
Not at All A Little A Lot 

12. I have people from here over to my place to visit. 

 
Not at All A Little A Lot 

13. I regularly talk with other people here. 

 
Not at All A Little A Lot 
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