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ABSTRACT 

The impact of organizational culture and climate in child welfare agencies on outcomes 

for children involved in the child welfare system: A multi-level analysis of a nationally 

representative sample 

Emily Smith Goering, Doctor of Philosophy, 2019 

Dissertation Directed by Karen Hopkins, PhD, University of Maryland, School of Social 

Work 

Child welfare organizations in the U.S. are tasked with the overarching goal of protecting 

children from abuse and neglect. The achievement of this goal has been found to be 

difficult and some child welfare organizations seem to be more effective at reaching this 

goal than others. A dearth of empirical literature exists in understanding how child 

welfare organizational functioning impacts its ability to achieve positive outcomes for the 

children who come into contact with their local child welfare system. An extensive 

review of the literature revealed that culture and climate of organizations may play an 

important role, but the existing research is unclear about the extent and direction of that 

role. Additionally, methodological issues with the existing studies threaten the validity of 

the results. The present dissertation builds on existing research and conducts secondary 

analysis using a nationally representative sample. The study applied theories of 

organizational social context and ecological model to answer the research question: 

When controlling for risk factors related to child characteristics and organizational 

contextual characteristics, to what extent do the culture and climate of the child welfare 

agency impact child-level outcomes? 



Using the National Survey of Child and Adolescent Wellbeing (NSCAW II), bivariate 

and multivariate analyses were conducted to answer the research question. Results 

indicate that individual, agency, and local context characteristics impact recurrence of 

abuse during the study period. At the individual level, living in a poor household and 

having prior substantiated maltreatment increased the odds of recurrence. At the agency-

level, of the six culture and climate variables, only the climate score of functionality had 

an impact on risk of recurrence. The agency-level local context variable of county child 

poverty had the largest effect on recurrence and added explained variance to the model. 

However, both significant agency-level variables did not impact recurrence in the 

expected direction. Future research should continue to focus on research methods, better 

conceptualization and measurement of organizational constructs, and utilize an ecological 

perspective approach. 
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1 

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION TO PROBLEM 

Despite a long history of reforms, child welfare organizations often struggle to 

achieve positive outcomes for the children and families who come in contact with the 

system (Maher, Darnell, Landsverk, & Zhang, 2015). The individual and family 

characteristics (i.e., race, disability, substance abuse, etc.) that impact long-term 

outcomes for child welfare involved children are well-researched (Child Welfare 

Information Gateway, 2013; Fluke, Shusterman, Hollinshead, & Yuan, 2005; Solomon & 

Asberg, 2012). However, less is known about how the functioning of the child welfare 

organizations, themselves, impact outcomes for the children and families that they serve. 

A small body of academic literature on organizational factors and client outcomes has 

developed over the last 20 years. Most of this research has focused on organizational 

culture and climate, argued to be the most important dimensions of the organizational 

context in child welfare (Williams & Glisson, 2014). In general, organizational culture is 

viewed in the literature as higher-level abstractions, such as shared values, beliefs, and 

norms, whereas climate is “surface-level manifestations (how things are done)” (Kuenzi 

& Schminke, 2009, p.638) and the collective impact of those manifestations on 

employees’ well-being (Glisson, Green, & Williams, 2012). 

The limited research that does exist on culture and climate of child welfare 

organizations is challenged with issues related to organizational research methods, 

measurement of and conceptualization of organizational constructs, and inconsistent 

findings. Some studies have found promising, and others conflicting, links between 

specific dimensions of organizational culture and climate and outcomes related to 

psychosocial and behavioral child functioning and out of home placement (Glisson & 
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Green, 2011; Glisson & Hemmelgarn, 1998; Jordan, Leon, Epstein, Durkin, Helgerson & 

Lakin-Starr, 2009; Schoenwald, Carter, Chapman, & Sheidow, 2008; Schoenwald, 

Chapman, Sheidow, & Carter, 2009; Silver Wolf, Dulmus, Maguin, & Cristalli, 2014; 

Williams & Glisson, 2014; Yoo & Brooks, 2005). For example, in one study researchers 

found that children treated by organizations with the most engaged climates (high levels 

of personal accomplishment and investment in their clients) achieved both statistically 

significant differences in behavior scores on the Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL) and 

“clinically” significant differences when compared to those served by organizations with 

the least engaged climates. That is, youth served by organizations with the highest levels 

of engagement had CBCL scores that improved enough over the 7-year study period to 

move to the non-clinical range for psychosocial problems while those in the least 

engaged climates remained in the clinical range (Glisson & Green, 2011). Another study 

testing engaged climates confirmed those positive findings (Williams & Glisson, 2014), 

while another study found opposite effects (Silver Wolf et al., 2014) and yet another no 

effects (Schoenwald et al., 2008) on child-level outcomes. Despite these challenges, there 

are indications that this is a critical area of knowledge to explore further. 

Using a nationally representative sample from the second National Survey of 

Child and Adolescent Well-Being (NSCAW II) of children who have come in contact 

with a child welfare agency, the present study aims to look at the effects of organizational 

culture and climate on child outcomes from a different angle and correct for 

methodological concerns in existing research. Most prior research in this area has 

assessed the impact of organizational characteristics on child psychosocial outcomes. 

Due to the fact that child psychosocial functioning may be related to a myriad of factors 
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outside of the child welfare organization, this study seeks to build on past research by 

assessing child outcomes specifically related to the goals of the child welfare system, 

such as recurrence of abuse, placement stability, and time to permanency. Additionally, 

considering that these child welfare agencies are serving a specific geographic area, more 

should be done to disentangle the relationship between child outcomes, the child welfare 

organizations, and the possible confounding effects of the surrounding geographic 

context. Covariates regarding organizations’ geographic area, such as local poverty rates, 

have been largely absent from existing research. NSCAW II includes a limited number of 

local community context variables that can be utilized to explore and control for the 

situational context of organizations. And finally, past research has been limited by 

organizational samples that assess organizations within a single county (Yoo & Brooks, 

2005), state (Glisson & Hemmelgarn, 1998) or programs within a single large 

organizational system (Silver Wolf et al., 2014), thus lacking the ability to generalize 

findings across child welfare systems. 

NSCAW II offers researchers with agency-based questions a rare opportunity to 

assess the impact of child welfare organizational variables on outcomes across eighty-six 

independent child welfare agencies throughout the U.S. This is the only known national 

longitudinal study tracking outcomes for children who have come into contact with the 

child welfare system that includes the assessment of organizational culture and climate. 

Presently the weighting and instructions for statistical procedures of NSCAW II is 

designed to assist researchers with child-focused questions, rather than agency-focused 

questions. In fact, of the hundreds of publications listed on the National Data Archive on 

Child Abuse and Neglect (NDACAN) website of published secondary analysis using 
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NSCAW II, only six answered agency-based questions (canDL, 2018). Beyond the 

culture and climate variables, a large number of agency variables were collected, 

including, situation context of the organization, turnover rates, agency collaboration, 

staffing, and resources. Despite the rich opportunity to utilize NSCAW II to understand 

more about child welfare agencies and their impact on children receiving services, 

published research in this area has been limited. For researchers with agency-based 

questions one significant barrier is the lack of weights provided by NDACAN that are 

appropriate for use in the multi-level analysis required to answer these types of questions. 

Weights and statistical instructions for agency-based questions will assist researchers in 

studying a variety of important system-level factors in child welfare. 

The U.S. Child Welfare System 

Overarching Structure and Goals 

The protection of children in the U.S. is primarily carried out by state 

governments. Legal scholar John E. B. Myers (2008) notes that child protection has a 

long history in the U.S. dating back as early as 1642; however, it wasn’t until 1967 that 

most states had laws establishing local state government, rather than nongovernmental 

organizations, responsibility to protect children. Since 1912 the Children’s Bureau is the 

primary oversight agency on the federal-level providing support to local, state child 

welfare organizations. While support and assistance may be offered at the federal level, 

according to the U.S. Department of Health & Human Services, Administration of 

Children and Families (ACF, 2016), the structure and policies of these state child welfare 

systems vary. For example, some states have state administered structure, meaning there 

is centralized control and administration of child protection at the state-level, some 
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county, and some hybrid. Another example of the variability is in standards of evidence 

required to determine if abuse or neglect occurred, with some ranging from ‘clear and 

convincing’ evidence and other states requiring evidence to the level of ‘reasonable 

doubt’ (ACF, 2016). Thus, what might be substantiated for abuse or neglect in one state 

would lack sufficient evidence for substantiation in another. Despite these differences 

locally, states are guided by the Children’s Bureau focus on protecting children from 

abuse and neglect and on improving states outcomes related to: 

• Safety: prevent and protect children from child abuse and maintain them safely in 

their home. 

• Permanency: provide stable living situations and preservation of family connections. 

• Well-being: enhance a family’s ability to provide for their children, and ensure 

children’s education, physical, and mental health needs are met (ACF, 2014). 

Number of Children Served by Child Welfare 

Most recently available federal data indicates that in 2016 over 4.2 million reports 

of suspected child abuse or neglect were assigned for further assessment by the local 

child welfare agency, a rate of 46.7 per every 1,000 children nationally, ranging by state 

from as low as 12.0 per 1,000 in Hawaii to as high as 139.8 per 1,000 in West Virginia 

(ACF, 2018a). ACF estimates that these reports accounted for approximately 3.5 million 

alleged child maltreatment victims. Upon conclusion of an investigation, children are 

‘indicated’ or ‘substantiated’ for abuse and neglect at a rate of 9.1 children for every 

1,000 children in the population, resulting in an estimated 676,000 victims nationally in 

2016. By far the most common finding is neglect, with 74.8% of substantiated cases. 

Physical abuse ranks second with 18.2% of substantiated cases. Post-investigation it is 
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estimated that 1.3 million children receive some kind of services, including foster care 

services, from these systems. However, the number of unique children in a year receiving 

services is likely lower due to the data system counting children each time they receive 

services post-investigation, meaning multiple investigations and services in a year could 

result in a duplicate counting of a child (ACF, 2016). If children cannot remain safely in 

the home even with services, the child welfare system may take more extensive measures 

by requesting legal custody and responsibility for the children. In 2017 an estimated 

442,995 unique children were in the custody of state child welfare agencies in the U.S. 

(ACF, 2018a). 

Outcomes for Children and Families in Contact with Child Welfare 

 The intended goals of our national child welfare systems to provide safety, 

permanency, and well-being for children have proven to be difficult to obtain. This 

difficulty can be seen in the statistics concerning ongoing safety, stability of permanency, 

and lower well-being outcomes for children who have come into contact with the child 

welfare system (Fluke et al., 2005; Solomon & Asberg, 2012). For example, many 

children who received services from the foster care system experience reentry into the 

foster care system after an episode of out of home placement. Federal data from the 

Administration of Children and Families on outcomes from 2009-2012 indicates the 

national median rate of reentry into the child welfare system within 12 months of a child 

achieving family reunification is 11.9% (ACF, 2013). More recent data shows that 7.3% 

of all children, regardless of permanency type, reenter care within 12 months, with 

variation across states from 1% to 17.5% (ACF, 2018b). Over an 8-year period one study 

found states had reentry rates ranging from 21% to 38% (Wulczyn, Hislop, & Goerge, 
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2000). Another study including both children who were reunified with their families or 

with kin found that 37% of children reentered foster care within an average of 26.7 

months (Lee, Jonson-Reid, & Drake, 2012). Other children never achieve permanency; 

for example, 22,392 children ‘aged out’ of the system in 2014, meaning that no 

permanent placement solution was found for these youth and they transitioned from state 

custody into adulthood (ACF, 2015). 

Research also indicates that children who have come in contact with child welfare 

systems tend to have poorer health, social, cognitive and behavioral outcomes when 

compared to the general population. These poorer outcomes were found regardless of 

services received from the child welfare system following an allegation of abuse or 

neglect (Maher et al., 2015). Poor educational outcomes, low self-esteem, depression, and 

ADHD were also found across several studies of abused or neglected school-aged 

children (Maguire, et al. 2015). Additionally, these children are also more likely to 

become involved in the juvenile justice system later in life (Bogie, Johnson, Ereth, & 

Scharenbroch, 2011), have poor employment outcomes (Stewart, Kum, Barth, & Duncan, 

2014), and difficulty transitioning into adulthood (Courtney, Dworsky, Lee, & Raap, 

2009). 

In addition to permanency instability and poorer health and psychosocial 

outcomes, the difficulty of the child welfare system in achieving its goals of protecting 

children might be best viewed through the ability to prevent future abuse or recurrence of 

abuse of children known to the system. Once children and families have come to the 

attention of the child welfare system for abuse or neglect the primary hope is to ensure 

ongoing safety by preventing a child from experiencing maltreatment again; however, 
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this is not the case for all children and for some another episode of maltreatment is more 

likely than not. In fact, one study found that children who had been temporarily removed 

from the home as a result of an abuse/neglect case experienced a second episode of 

abuse/neglect 79.3% of the time (Solomon & Asberg, 2012). Another study found that, 

overall, 17% of children who have been substantiated for abuse or neglect experienced 

recurrence within 5 years (Fluke, et al., 2005). One systematic review found five studies 

placing recurrence rates in the 20% range over an 18-24-month period (White, Hindley & 

Jones, 2015). 

Not all children have the same level of risk for experiencing multiple episodes of 

maltreatment and extensive research has gone into what factors may lead to this outcome. 

The most recently conducted systematic review on this topic by White et al. (2015) found 

multiple studies connecting increased risk of future maltreatment to a child being of 

younger age, having a disability, the presence of caregiver substance abuse, caregiver 

mental health problems, increased household size, and low income. Gender, ethnicity, 

substantiation status, and family participation in services were also found to have a 

potential, although unclear, relationship across the studies (White, et al., 2015). Other 

studies point to the context of the surrounding environment; for example, neighborhoods 

with a high concentration of poverty are associated with higher maltreatment rates 

(Coulton, Korbin, Su, & Chow, 1995; Wandersman & Nation, 1998). Sampson and Laub 

(1994) found that neglect, specifically, was associated with neighborhoods with high 

poverty. Researchers caution that poverty does not cause maltreatment or recurrence but 

that an association exits (Coulton, et al., 1995). 
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These statistics about outcomes for children in contact with child welfare, and 

specifically repeat maltreatment of children who are already known to the child welfare 

system, indicate a gap in the effectiveness of child welfare agencies to meet their primary 

goals of child safety, permanency and well-being. What is clear is that the work of 

addressing child maltreatment is complicated and related to many levels of factors, from 

child risk, to family risks and community-level issues. Additionally, researchers have 

started to identify characteristics of the agencies themselves that may impact child-level 

outcomes. 

The Emergence of Organizational Culture and Climate in Child 

Welfare Research 

Researchers have spent substantial efforts to understand what influences negative 

outcomes for children involved in the child welfare system. The individual factors 

correlating to child welfare outcomes are well documented; less is known about the role 

the child welfare agency-level factors play in the success of outcomes for individual 

clients. Organizational research in child welfare is presently dominated by studies about 

workforce outcomes, particularly related to organizational factors predicting burnout and 

turnover (Aarons & Sawitzky, 2006; DePanfillis & Zlotnik, 2008; Hwang & Hopkins, 

2015; Mcfaddin, Campbell, & Taylor, 2015; Shim, 2010; Zeitlin, Augsberger, Auerbach, 

& McGowan, 2014). More recently, interest in the success and failure of evidence-based 

practice implementation has led to an emerging field of implementation climate research 

in child welfare (Aarons & Sommerfeld, 2010; Claiborne, Auerbach, Zeitlin, & 

Lawrence, 2015; Ehrhart, Torres, Wright, Martinez, Aarons, 2016; Gushwa, 2009). 
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Research on how organizational-level variables impact child-level outcomes has 

proved more difficult but stemming from theory developed in Industrial/Organizational 

Psychology (I/O) over the past 20 years, a small body of academic literature for child 

welfare, specifically, has developed (Glisson & Hemmelgarn, 1998; Glisson & Green, 

2011; Silver Wolf et al., 2014; Williams & Glisson, 2014; Yoo & Brooks, 2005). The I/O 

literature has developed two primary constructs in organizations, the culture and climate, 

and has spent decades defining the constructs and debating how to measure them 

(Denison, 1996; Glick, 1985; Hellriegel & Sloccum, 1974; Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009). 

Child welfare researchers have more recently grappled with defining and measuring the 

constructs to fit within the context of child welfare systems. 

Child welfare researchers have faced similar problems as in I/O, including lack of 

consistently defined dimensions, measurements of constructs, and unit of analysis 

questions (Denison, 1996; Glick, 1985; Hellriegel & Sloccum, 1974; Kuenzi & 

Schminke, 2009). Frequently, scales and definitions from I/O are taken from and directly 

applied to child welfare research (Claiborne, Auerbach, Lawrence, & Schudrich, 2013; 

Glisson & Hemmelgarn, 1998; Yoo & Brooks, 2005). However, there have also been 

efforts to develop and validate culture and climate specific to the unique needs of child 

welfare. 

One of the most well-known researchers working in the field of child welfare 

organizational research is Dr. Charles Glisson. Glisson has been working on measuring 

the constructs of culture and climate in child welfare since the 1980s (Glisson & Durick, 

1988). The Organizational Social Context theory developed by Glisson and his team is 

widely used to measure and define culture and climate in child welfare. Described in 
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further detail in Chapter 2, Glisson et al., (2012) define culture as the “expectations and 

priorities in an organization that determine the way work is done” (p.623). It is assessed 

on the dimensions of rigidity (flexibility in performing job, amount of bureaucracy, and 

decision-making structure), proficiency (competency and knowledge of staff), and 

resistance (openness to change and innovation). Climate refers to workers’ perceptions of 

the organizational environment and its impact on their well-being. They assess climate on 

the dimensions of engagement (personal accomplishment and attitudes towards clients), 

functionality (support and cooperation from co-workers and administrators), and stress 

(emotional exhaustion and role overload) (Glisson, et al., 2012). 

Only one other team of researchers has defined and developed a scale specifically 

for child welfare. Westbrook, Ellett, and Deweaver (2009) developed a measure of 

organizational culture for use in child welfare, which assessed the “visible norms, 

expectations, beliefs, and behaviors of organizational members” (p. 732). The dimensions 

included support from supervisors and administrators, cooperation, organizational ethos 

(attitudes about and preparation for helping clients), attitudes about parents, 

professionalism, and autonomy in decision-making. The main differences in Westbrook 

et al. (2009) measure of organizational culture, compared to Glisson et al. (2012) is the 

inclusion of support and cooperation as a culture dimension rather than climate, and the 

emphasis on staff attitudes towards clients, specifically parents involved in the child 

welfare system. 

Similar to the broader organizational research field, Westbrook et al. (2009) and 

Glisson et al. (2012) define culture and climate differently; however, both research teams 

agree that these constructs are multi-dimensional and should be assessed as the collective 
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workforce response. Both scales have also been validated on large samples (n>1,000); 

however, the Organizational Social Context measure has been used more widely and was 

validated and normed in several national samples (Glisson et al., 2008; Glisson et al., 

2012). And while they are specific to child welfare they are also built upon the 

operationalized constructs of culture and climate developed in the broader field of I/O, 

including but not limited to, centralization (Hage & Aiken, 1967), hierarchy of authority 

(Hall, 1963), participation in decision-making (Hage & Aiken, 1969), cooperation, role 

conflict, growth and advancement, emotional exhaustion, personal accomplishment, 

depersonalization (James & Sells, 1981). 

Despite the diversity of definitions, these organizational constructs have shown 

importance for achieving successful outcomes for individual clients served by the child 

welfare system (Glisson & Hemmelgarn, 1998; Glisson & Green, 2011; Silver Wolf, et 

al., 2014; Williams & Glisson, 2014; Yoo & Brooks, 2005). However, current literature 

is challenged by variability in how ‘outcomes’ is defined, leaving little ability to compare 

organizational effects across studies. Selection of an outcome relevant to the primary 

goals of the child welfare agency, such as recurrence of abuse, is important for 

understanding and comparing these effects. 

Research indicates that the organizational variables of culture and climate may be 

important factors influencing outcomes for the children who come into contact with child 

welfare systems. If the scientific evidence confirms the connection between organization-

level factors and individual child outcomes, intervening with the individual alone will not 

be sufficient. Instead, the child welfare field will benefit from the development of 

interventions to address organizational issues. But the criticism presented by Kuenzi & 
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Schminke (2009) about the broader field of culture and climate unfortunately rings true 

for child welfare, as well: “the literature has been disorganized in establishing what 

climates are most closely tied to which outcomes” (p. 706). Before effective interventions 

can be developed, all existing scientific study of culture and climate related to service 

outcomes in child welfare must be evaluated to understand the relationship and what 

dimensions specifically have an impact on which outcomes. 
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CHAPTER 2: THEORETICAL MODEL AND SYSTEMATIC 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Theoretical concepts regarding organizational behavior, specifically 

organizational culture and climate, are typically based on the work of I/O theory and 

applied to child welfare research (e.g., Claiborne et al., 2013; Glisson & Hemmelgarn, 

1998; Yoo & Brooks, 2005). However, there have also been efforts to develop and 

validate theoretical models of organizational culture and climate specific to the unique 

needs of child welfare service systems. By far the most common conceptualization of 

culture and climate in child welfare research to date is the Organizational Social Context 

(OSC), a theoretical model developed by Dr. Charles Glisson and his research team at the 

University of Tennessee. Glisson argues that there are multiple dimensions of an 

organization’s social environment, including an organization’s culture, climate, and 

worker attitudes. His model was developed based on the sociotechnical theory, a theory 

which also has origins in I/O. The present dissertation research is guided by the OSC and 

the decades of work done to refine and validate this model. In addition, this research 

takes into account the ecological perspective to further explain the many “outside” factors 

that may influence the organizations social context and subsequent child outcomes. 

Theoretical Framework 

Organizational Social Context Theory (OSC) 

The main theoretical driver of the present research is OSC theory, which grew out 

of past theoretical concepts from the Sociotechnical Systems theory (STS) (Glisson, 

2002). First introduced in the 1960s by Eric Trist, a researcher in organizational 
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development and psychology (Tasmin & Muhamad Saufi, 2011), the theory has a person 

in environment perspective. STS theory views the organizational environment as 

comprised of two parts: 1) the social system, consisting of relationships and attitudes of 

people, and 2) the technical system, which consists of processes, tools, and technology 

used to complete the work tasks of an organization (Bostrom & Heinen, 1977). Social 

and technology systems interact within the organization and the effectiveness of the 

organization is dependent on the fit between the social and technical systems. In child 

welfare organizations the ‘technology’ in STS has been identified as the casework and 

interventions utilized by the workforce (social system) (Glisson, 2002). Glisson (2002) 

asserts that ‘technology’ within these settings is particularly vulnerable to the social 

context. One other researcher has used STS in child welfare in a more traditional sense: 

to understand how a social system (employee opinions of the social system) interacted 

with information and communication technology (ICT) to impact organizational 

effectiveness (Jang, 2015). The differences between these two researchers’ application of 

STS is in Glisson’s identification of technology in child welfare as “soft” technologies 

versus Jang’s more traditional definition of a “hard” technology (Glisson, 2002). Hard 

technologies are predictable with “concrete processes and materials that can be clearly 

specified in advance”, such as a refrigerator which requires certain materials to produce 

and a specific process to make it function, whereas soft technology, such as the process 

of a case manager building rapport with a client, has “less predictable and determinant 

outcomes” (Glisson, 2002, p. 237). 

Dr. Charles Glisson has focused his career on the development of a theory of the 

organizational social context, which grew out of his assertion that in human services the 
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social element of STS is critical due to the social nature of the work and the vulnerability 

of the soft technology to the social context (Glisson, 2002, 2007). Conceptually, the 

social context is comprised of organizational properties and worker performance/attitudes 

(see Figure 1) (Glisson, 2007). 

 

Figure 1. Conceptual Model of social context from Glisson (2007). 

The culture and climate are organizational-level constructs that require agreement 

among an organization’s members, whereas work performance/attitudes is the only 

individual-level element of the social context and is based on individual attitudes and 

behaviors. Of particular importance, according to Glisson (2002, 2007), is the 

organizational culture and climate, which subsequently influence service quality, service 

outcomes, worker attitudes, and adoption of innovations. Glisson bases his broad 

definitions and conceptualization of organizational culture and climate on decades of 

research in the field of I/O and developed dimensions of each that are specific to his 

model of social context in child welfare. 
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Culture 

Similar to others in the field of I/O, Glisson’s model defines culture as “the 

norms, expectations, and way things are done in the organization” (Glisson, 2007, p. 

739). A long debate has existed in the organizational literature regarding the ability to 

observe an organization’s culture. Glisson comes from a functionalist perspective, 

meaning that culture can be observed, measured, and quantified, as opposed to a 

subjectivist perspective which believes it is unobservable and subjective (Hartnell & 

Walumbwa, 2011). 

According to work done by Glisson et al. (2012), the culture of an organization 

has distinct dimensions: rigidity, proficiency, and resistance. Rigid cultures are those with 

strict rules and little employee input in decision-making. Proficient cultures expect their 

employees to be competent and to be responsive to client needs. Resistant cultures are 

those that oppose or avoid innovation and change (Glisson et al., 2012). 

Climate 

Also consistent with the broader field of I/O, organizational climate is defined 

broadly as “when individuals in a work unit, team, or organization share the same 

perceptions of how their work environment affects them as individuals” (Glisson, 2007, 

p. 739). The climate of an organization is also defined with three dimensions: 

engagement, functionality, and stress (Glisson et al., 2012). Climates that are engaged 

have employees who feel personally invested in their work and in their clients. In 

functional climates employees know what is expected of them and have a sense of 

cooperation from colleagues. In stressful climates employees have overwhelming job 

demands, are emotionally exhausted, and experience role conflict. 
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Worker Performance/Attitudes 

Worker performance/attitudes is an individual-level construct made up of a single 

dimension called morale. Morale is defined as the employees’ satisfaction with their job 

and desire to put forth effort for and commitment to the organization (“OSC Measure”, 

n.d.). 

The theory hypothesizes that certain types of cultures and climates will result in 

better outcomes for the children served by those systems. Specifically, agencies with 

cultures that are more proficient, less resistant, and less rigid and climates that are more 

engaged, more functional, and less stressful will have better service outcomes and worker 

performance/attitudes (Williams & Glisson, 2014). Further, the theory specifies that 

organizational culture and climate can be assessed, that profiles for organizations can be 

created in order to compare them with others and the cultures and climates can be 

improved upon to produce greater effectiveness (Glisson, 2007; Glisson, et al., 2008; 

Glisson et al., 2012). 

Links between the OSC and Broader Field of Organizational Theories 

Researchers in the field of I/O admit that the distinction between and 

measurement of organizational culture and climate has been a challenge. In an extensive 

review of the literature, Kuenzi and Schminke (2009) concluded that despite a 

historically “murky” relationship between culture and climate in the I/O field, culture and 

climate should be viewed as distinct constructs. They found that culture consists of 

higher-level abstractions related to shared values and climate is “surface-level 

manifestations (how things are done)” (Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009, p. 638). Despite the 

diversity of definitions it is widely agreed upon by I/O as a field, and consistent with the 



 

19 

OSC developers, that both should be measured at the organizational-level and both are 

multidimensional constructs (Glick, 1985; Hellriegel & Sloccum, 1974). More recently, 

others have noted that organizational climate and culture research have not been 

integrated and have largely separate literatures (Schneider, Ehrhart, & Macey, 2011). 

However, unique to the OSC, culture and climate are brought together in one theoretical 

and measurement model. 

There are two somewhat divergent areas of the OSC theory with the broader field 

of I/O. The first is in the OSC’s belief of a non-subjective, observable culture. The OSC’s 

functionalist perspective breaks from the anthropological roots of I/O culture research 

and is in contrast with many in the field (Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009). The second 

divergence is in the OSC’s definition of a generic climate. The idea of climate as a 

molecular (i.e. focused on an outcome of interest) gained popularity in the 1970s after the 

publication of an essay by Dr. Benjamin Schneider who believed that there were many 

different types of climates created by organizations (for example, a climate of safety) 

(Schneider, 1975). 

Validation and Application of the OSC in Research 

The OSC theory authors have designed a measurement of the OSC by creating a 

survey with multiple scales that can be administered to an organization’s members. Each 

organization completing the OSC measure has a collective score calculated for the six 

dimensions of culture and climate. First, however, the level of internal agreement among 

organizational participants must be assessed using the rwg statistic. This is a commonly 

agreed upon measure in organizational research that should be assessed prior to 

establishing a certain type of ‘culture’ or ‘climate’ in an organization (Glisson & James, 
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2002; Schneider, Ehrhartm & Macey, 2011). For each of the scales, the within group 

consistency (rwg) (i.e. level of agreement between the workers within the organization) is 

calculated and must be above .70 in order to aggregate individual-level responses to an 

organization-level score (Glisson, et al. 2012, Glisson & James, 2002). If the rwg is below 

.70 an accurate culture and climate profile cannot be created for the organization. 

The OSC measurement model has six second-order factors representing the six 

dimensions of organizational culture and climate and based on 14 sub scales. One second 

order factor creates the worker attitude dimension, based on two subscales (see Figure 2 

for complete model). Two confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) on the OSC have been 

published to assess the structure of the measure, one from research in a mental health 

setting and one from a child welfare setting. In Glisson et al. (2012) a second-order CFA 

was conducted to confirm an a priori measurement model using a nationally 

representative child welfare sample of 1,740 caseworkers in 81 child welfare 

organizations. The analysis assessed 16 subscales and seven primary scales consisting of 

105 items total and found acceptable model fit according to their predetermined fit 

requirements. The same measurement model was assessed by Glisson, et al. (2008), but 

this time with 1,154 clinicians in 100 mental health centers. Again the model fit indexes 

indicated a good fit of the model to the data. In both published CFAs no information is 

given regarding item loadings; however, Glisson et al. (2012) did report the factor 

loadings for the first-order scales on the second-order latent variables. For all subscales 

the factor loadings were strong and ranged from .538 to .989, with most being above .9 (it 

is assumed these values are unstandardized, however the publication did not specify). 
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Appendix A visually shows the measurement model assessed in both studies and includes 

the factor loadings from Glisson et al. (2012). 

The OSC, as defined by Glisson and his research team, has been hypothesized to 

impact child welfare and child mental health in three primary ways: 1) Organizational-

level (culture and climate) constructs impact youth/child-level outcomes; 2) 

Organizational-level (culture and climate) constructs impact worker outcomes (morale); 

and 3) Organizational-level (culture and climate) impact innovation and adoption of 

evidenced-based programs. The impact of the OSC on youth/child-level outcomes has 

been tested in several studies and yielded evidence validating some elements of these 

hypotheses (Glisson & Green, 2011; Silver Wolf et. al., 2014; Williams & Glisson, 

2014). Additionally the effect of OSC dimensions of climate and culture on morale has 

shown promising findings (Glisson et al., 2008). Finally, the impact of OSC 

organizational dimensions on innovation and adoption remains untested statistically but 

has been referenced in the literature as a critical component (Hemmelgarn, Glisson, & 

James, 2006). In these studies the OSC is applied in a variety of ways with some studies 

using combinations of multiple dimensions and others utilizing a single dimension. Also 

common is selecting either the organization-level dimensions or worker-level 

dimension(s) depending on the nature of the research question. 

Ecological Perspective 

In addition to the OSC theory, the well-known ecological perspective developed 

by Urie Bronfenbrenner also guides this proposed research. Briefly, Bronfenbrenner’s 

perspective states that children develop within an environment and reciprocal interactions 

between the environment and the child occur over the life course to influence their 
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development (Bronfenbrenner, 1974, 1994). Children and families are influenced by 

several systems, including, microsystems (interactions within the immediate 

environment), mesosystems (interactions between microsystems such as the family 

interaction with the school), exosystems (interactions between systems that influence 

home life but the child is not directly a part of), macrosystems (societal conditions, 

beliefs, etc. that affect the conditions of microsystems) and chronosystems (changes that 

are occurring over time) (Bronfenbrenner, 1986, 1994). 

The ecological perspective has been widely used in child maltreatment research 

with researchers calling for further understanding of the “contextual determinants of child 

abuse and neglect” (Zuravin, 1989, p.101). Most has focused on how neighborhoods 

impact child maltreatment and have found poverty and other social processes influential 

for child maltreatment (Barbarino & Sherman, 1980; Molnar, et al., 2016; Zuravin, 

1989). 

Sociotechnical theory and the OSC have similar concepts as the ecological 

perspective in that they emphasize interacting systems. The ecological perspective 

provides additional emphasis on the interactive environments not just for the children but 

also for the child welfare service organizations, which are influenced by the context 

around them. 

The present research incorporates the organizational-level constructs of the OSC, 

the culture and climate, on outcomes for children who come into contact with child 

welfare organizations. The ecological perspective is also applied to the research more 

broadly to understand the contextual factors that are interacting to influence, not just the 

children, but the child welfare organizations. For example, some researchers have applied 
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urbanicity of the surrounding geography to organizational culture and climate models 

(Glisson & Green, 2014). Poverty, local crime rates, and state and federal policies in 

child welfare could all be considered contextual influencers of child welfare systems. 

Systematic Literature Review 

A literature review was conducted to identify all existing quantitative research 

currently published on organizational culture and climate as it relates to outcomes in 

child welfare. Mental health organizations serving children and youth were included for 

two reasons: 1) mental health and child abuse agencies are often serving the same 

population, and 2) both systems have similar outcome goals of improving child wellbeing 

and family functioning. The outcomes of interest for this review are broadly defined as 

service outcomes related to the goals of the child welfare system. They could include 

child mental health, educational, or social outcomes, family functioning, outcomes 

related to out-of-home placement, reunification, and reoccurrence, among others. 

Search Strategy 

Three databases available through the HS/HSL were searched for peer-reviewed 

articles: Social Science Citation Index (Web of Science), Academic Search Premier, and 

SocINDEX. Articles published between 1997 (the year ASFA was passed) and January 

of 2016 were included in the review. These main headings were searched in each 

database using the terms and Boolean operators: “organization* culture” OR “agency 

culture” OR “Organisation* culture” OR “institution* culture” OR “organization* 

climate” OR “agency climate” OR “Organisation* climate” OR “institution* climate” OR 

“Organization* Context” AND “Child* abuse” OR “child* neglect” OR “child welfare” 
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OR “child* protect* service*” OR (youth AND mental health) OR (child* AND mental 

health) AND Outcome* OR recur* OR “service outcome*” OR “treatment outcome*” 

OR disruption* OR placement* OR reunification OR “service effectiveness” OR 

“Organization* effectiveness”. 

To be included in the review the studies had to include children serviced by a 

public or private child welfare or mental health agency and assess culture and climate as 

an organizational construct. Studies were excluded if they only measured workforce 

outcomes, measured the perception of outcome achievement, or did not use quantitative 

scales measuring organizational culture and climate. 

Search Results 

The electronic databases outlined in the search strategy were searched, using the 

specified search terms on the same date in June of 2015 and April of 2016. Details of the 

search process are presented in a PRISMA diagram found in Figure 2. After exact 

duplicates were removed, 115 articles remained for further examination. The titles and 

abstracts of all 115 articles were reviewed and resulted in 12 remaining articles requiring 

a full text review. Each study was excluded for a unique reason; one study was excluded 

because it only evaluated organizational culture as a moderator of turnover on outcomes 

(Williams & Glisson, 2013), two were excluded because more complete study findings 

were published elsewhere and already included in the review (Glisson, 2007; Shoenwald, 

Chapman, Henry, & Sheidow, 2012), and one did not study a child welfare population 

(Schmid & Bar-Nir, 2001). This resulted in 8 articles for inclusion in the analysis. 
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Figure 2. PRISMA Flow Diagram.  

From Moher D, Liberati A, Tetzlaff J, Altman DG, The PRISMA Group (2009). Preferred Reporting Items 

for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses: The PRISMA Statement. PLoS Med 66: e1000097. 

doi:10.1371/journal.pmed1000097 

Three articles referred to the evaluation of ‘organizational structure’; however, 

upon further review the construct was operationalized in each study with measurements 

that are commonly used to assess ‘culture’. Prior literature in the field of I/O further 
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confirmed the development of the construct structure into culture (Payne & Pugh, 1976); 

therefore, a decision was made to include the three articles in the review. 

Two articles reported on the results of the same study (Schoenwald, et al., 2008; 

Schoenwald, et al., 2009). A decision was made to include both articles in this review as 

they report on separate outcomes for the population, one article reported short-term 

outcomes and the other one reported longer-term follow-up outcomes. The inclusion of 

both articles threatens the heterogeneity of studies and as a result may produce bias 

results. To reduce bias the findings of the two articles will be discussed together in 

subsequent sections and the study ID numbers are linked to clearly indicate the same 

population is being discussed. 

Study Summaries 

Each included study was given an ID number and summarized in Appendix B, 

Table B1. The studies were published in social work, child abuse, and mental health 

journals. Four of the studies were based on original data collection (S01.98, S02.05, 

S03a.08, S03b.09, S04.09), two used secondary data from the National Survey of Child 

and Adolescence Well-being (NSCAW) I (S05.11) and NSCAW II (S06.14), and one 

used two sources of archival data (S07.14). All survey designs were observational, using 

non-random samples, except for NSCAW I and II, which utilized a stratified random 

sample for recruitment into the national study. All studies were longitudinal, although 

two were retrospective, both looking one-year back in time at administrative records 

(S02.05, S07.14). Studies varied in the length of data collection points; they ranged from 

two to five data collection points spanning one year to seven years. 
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All study designs assessed the organizational construct (culture and climate) 

using a cross-sectional survey approach. With the exception of one study, all of the 

included studies assessed this construct at one time point. In the case of the study 

published in S03a.08 and S03b.09, organizational climate was measured at baseline and 

semi-annually during the treatment portion of the study, resulting in a range of 1-7 

potential survey responses collected per survey respondent. 

Due to the multi-level nature of the research question (i.e. the impact of 

organizational culture and climate on individual-level outcomes) the samples in the study 

included an organizational sample size and a client sample size; which have both been 

identified as important to consider in organizational research (McCoach, 2010). The 

sample size for the population of interest, children and youth, ranged from 250 to 3,883 

and is summarized in Table 1. The organizational construct – culture and climate – 

included in each study consists of workers providing collective opinions about the 

organizations they work within. All studies contained multiple programs or offices 

(referred to in articles and in this analysis as ‘organizations’) and respondents within each 

organization. The sample size for level-2 of the analysis ranged from 13-88. Table 2 

describes in detail the types of workers, average number of workers, and number of 

organizations included in each study. 

Findings 

The present proposed research is guided by the OSC theory; therefore, the results 

reported here focus on using the 6 culture and climate dimensions defined by the OSC. 

Three (S05.11, S06.14, S07.14) of the 7 studies utilized the OSC measure to assess 

organizational culture and climate. In studies where the OSC was not used, the results are 
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reported on below within the matching OSC construct. For example, study S03 used a 

measure of organizational hierarchy of authority; the OSC construct of rigidity is based 

on multiple first-order dimensions including hierarchy of authority, and thus, the study 

results for S03 fit within this construct. 

Culture 

Appendix B, Table B3 highlights an overview of the statistical findings related to 

the organizational culture dimensions of rigidity, proficiency, and resistance. The 

findings are described in more detail below. 

Organizational Rigidity. As stated previously, rigid cultures are defined as 

settings where work processes are highly structured, bureaucratic, and workers have little 

input in organizational decisions or ability to make independent decisions regarding their 

work (Glisson, Hemmelgarn, Green, Dukes, Atkinson, & Williams, 2012). Six of the 

studies included in this review assessed the impact of rigidity on outcomes. Three of 

these studies assessed outcomes related to child psychosocial functions and three 

assessed client outcomes related to the goals of the service system. For psychosocial 

outcomes, no clear effect of rigidity on psychosocial function was found. One study 

(S03a.08) found indication that organizations with lower hierarchy of authority (less 

rigid) led to better psychosocial functioning scores of the youth they served (B=1.09, 

p<.001); however, the other measures of rigidity used in their study, workers’ 

participation in decision making and procedural and rule specification, had null findings. 

The related study (S03b.09) that assessed client outcomes relative to the goals of the 

survey system had similar mixed findings, with higher employee participation in decision 

making (less rigid) associated with better outcomes (i.e. lower rate of youth criminal 
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charges (ERR=.90, 95%CI=.81-1.00) but hierarchy of authority and procedural and rule 

specification having null results. One other study assessing service outcomes (S07.14) 

found counter results, with higher rigidity leading to better client outcomes ((B=.104, 

p=.027), and one study (S02.05) found null results. 

Organizational Proficiency. Only two studies assessed the cultural dimension of 

proficiency. Proficient cultures expect the workforce to be competent with up-to-date 

knowledge and to be concerned with the well-being of clients (Glisson, et al., 2012). 

These studies had conflicting results. One study (S06.14) reported indirect effects 

(through the dimensions of climate: engagement, functionality, and stress) of proficiency 

on outcomes, with greater proficiency leading to improvement in psychosocial outcomes 

(engagement: B=-.03, SE=.01, p=.046, functionality: B=-.04, SE=.02, p=.045, stress: 

B=.03, SE.01, p=.028). The other study (S07.14) found that lower proficiency was 

associated with better service-related outcomes (discharged to lower levels of care (B=-

.094, p=.012). 

Organizational Resistance. Resistant cultures are characterized as work 

environments that resist and even discourage change and innovation (Glisson, et al., 

2012). Resistance was also assessed by the same two studies as proficiency and again 

conflicting results were found that mirror their findings for proficiency. In line with the 

OSC theory, S06.14 found indirect effects (through climate dimension of stress) of 

resistance on psychosocial outcomes with lower resistance leading to improvement in 

psychosocial outcomes (B=-.07, SE=.02, p=.001). Counter to the OSC theory, S07.14 

found that more resistant cultures lead to better service related outcomes (discharged to 

lower levels of care (B=.064, p=.001). 
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Climate 

Only one study (S01.98) assessed climate in a general way that did not allow for 

categorization within one of the OSC dimensions. This study found indication that 

climate was important for explaining variance in psychosocial outcome scores, 

specifically the direct effect of climate on psychosocial outcomes was B=.-12 (P<.05) 

indicating that low conflict, higher cooperation, role clarity and personalization leads to 

positive outcomes. However, not enough information was provided to parcel out effects 

of the climate dimensions. All other findings could be categorized into the OSC climate 

dimensions of engagement, functionality, and stress. Appendix B, Table B3 provides an 

overview of all results for the OSC climate dimensions of engagement, functionality, and 

stress. 

Organizational Engagement. Engaged climates are those with employees who 

believe their work is worthwhile and they are invested in their clients’ success (Glisson, 

et al., 2012). In the studies assessing engagement effects on psychosocial outcomes, two 

found that greater engagement leads to better outcomes (S06.14: B=-.05, SE=.02, p=.04; 

S05.11: B=-.013, p<.01). Further, study S05.11 found important clinically significant 

differences: CBCL Total Problem T scores between the systems with the least engaged 

and most engaged climates is over 11 points, an effect size of approximately one standard 

deviation in CBCL Total Problem Behavior T scores. An 11.19 point difference in CBCL 

Total Problem Behavior T scores at 84 months is great enough to place the CBCL scores 

of children served by systems with the most engaged climates (50.74) in the non-clinical 

range (<60) and the average scores of children served by the least engaged climates 

(61.93) in the clinical range (>60). (p. 588). Another study assessed the impact of 
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engagement on service outcomes and found effects counter to OSC theory (i.e. S07.14: 

greater engagement in organizations led to worse outcomes (B=-.072, p=.032)) and one 

study found no effect (S03a.08). 

Organizational Functionality. Employees in functional climates feel they have 

the resources, support and cooperation they need to do their jobs. They also are clear in 

their role and what is expected of them (Williams & Glisson, 2014). Three studies 

assessed the impact of functionality on psychosocial outcomes. One found that higher 

levels of functionality lead to more improvement in psychosocial outcomes (S06.14: B=-

.06, SE.03, p=.04); however, the other two found mixed effects with only certain 

functionality constructs having significant results. One found that greater person-job 

match on fairness was related to improvements in psychosocial functioning but only for 

the child’s internalizing scores and not externalizing scores. In addition, person job match 

on community (defined as support, collaboration, and positive feelings about the work 

environment) did not have a statistically significant impact on either psychosocial 

outcome. Study S03.08a found similar mixed effects with higher levels of opportunity for 

growth and advancement within the organization predicting improvement in psychosocial 

outcomes; however, fairness, role clarity, and cooperation were not significant. The study 

using the same sample but assessing service outcomes at a later time point did not 

confirm these findings; their findings for growth and advancement opportunities were not 

significant and they did not test any other variables related to functionality. Study S07.14 

again found results in contrast to the OSC theory. The study found that programs with 

less functional climates had better outcomes (higher likelihood of discharge into lower 

levels of care) (B=-.067, p=.021). 
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Organizational Stress. Stressful climates are those with employees who report 

high levels of emotional exhaustion, more work than they are able to complete, and 

conflict in their work (Williams & Glisson, 2014). The findings regarding stress were 

counter to what most researchers would expect. In two studies, one assessing the impact 

of stress on psychosocial function (S06.14) and one assessing stress on service outcomes 

(S07.14), more stressful climates had better outcomes. No effect of stress was found on 

psychosocial function or service outcomes for study S03, and mixed effects were found 

in S04.09. S04.09 also found results counter to what was expected with greater match on 

workload having less outcome improvement. 

Methodological Concerns with Existing Research 

Methodological concerns regarding the existing research include issues with 

construct measurement, possible confounding effects, power and independence at the 

organizational-level, and the potential for confirmation bias. Misspecification of the 

construct is a primary concern in S04.05 because the study used a measure of burnout, 

rather than culture or climate. The measure assessed dimensions typical of culture and 

climate scales but rather than rate agreement with the scale items, the worker was asked 

to rate the level to which the construct was a person-job match. Therefore, findings from 

this study lack construct validity and should be interpreted with caution. All other studies 

included in this review utilized commonly accepted culture and climate measures, 

specifically, the Organizational Social Context (OSC) measure (Glisson, Landsverk, et al, 

2008; Glisson, 

et al., 2012) (S.05.11, S06.14, S07.17) and Psychological Climate Questionnaire (James 

& Sells, 1981) (S01.98, S03a.08, S03b.09). 
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Two of the strongest studies methodologically used NSCAW I and II (S.05.11, 

S06.14). These studies were methodologically strong in that they utilized a nationally 

representative sample with a random sampling design. They also used an organizational 

measure that has been developed and validated specifically for their population. Despite 

the strengths of these studies, concerns remain, and the most major being the lack of 

statistical controls at level two which may lead to confounding of the dependent variable 

and the potential for confirmation bias. In both studies psychosocial youth outcomes were 

assessed and the important county-level contextual variables were left out of the model. 

Local environmental context have been found to be predictive of psychosocial 

functioning (Church, Jaggers, & Taylor, 2012; Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn, 2011; Lima, 

Caughy, Nettles, & O’Campo, 2010); therefore, analysis of the impact of organizational 

culture and climate on youth outcomes without taking the local environment into account 

runs the risk of misleading findings. Interestingly, the researchers who created the OSC 

theory and measurement tool led both of the studies. When the OSC was used by an 

outside research team using a different dependent variable (S07.14), results counter to the 

theory were found. 

Summary of Results and Areas for Future Research 

The systematic review allowed for the exploration and synthesis of existing 

research on the impact of organizational culture and climate on service outcomes in the 

related fields of child welfare and mental health. Comparing findings across studies using 

systematic review methods allows for a broader understanding of the relationship 

between these constructs. Consistent with what researchers in the field of I/O have found, 

the review confirmed the diversity of definitions in the constructs of culture and climate, 
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the methodological challenges of assessing collective multi-level variables, and the 

difficulty in identifying which specific elements of a multi-dimensional construct impact 

outcomes. 

Both culture and climate appear to have dimensions that may be more important 

to service outcomes than others, although the most promising findings were related to the 

climate construct. The dimensions of growth and advancement and engagement (personal 

accomplishment and attitudes towards clients) were found to positively impact outcomes 

in three studies (S03a.08, S05.11, S06.14). Two of the studies in which engagement was 

significant (S05.11, S06.14) had strong methods and were the only two studies to use a 

random sampling design. In addition, clinically significant results related to engagement 

were found in one of those studies (S05.11). 

Stress also emerged as a climate factor that may be important to study further, 

even though the findings for stress were mixed. However, despite inconclusive results, 

the long history of stress associated with child welfare organizations and its potential 

complexities unique to this workforce require further exploration. 

The dimensions of organizational culture related to service outcomes were more 

challenging to untangle. Fewer studies in this review measured culture as a predictor 

variable and the findings had even less consistency than those found with climate. In fact, 

there were no two studies that found the same dimensions of culture to impact outcomes 

in the same direction. Nevertheless, there are indications that the way in which decisions 

are made and who has the authority to make decisions appear to be elements of culture 

that impact outcomes. The related construct of rigidity (flexibility in performing job, 

amount of bureaucracy, and decision-making structure) was not found to be significant in 
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one of the strongest studies methodologically that was included in this review (S06.14), 

although the construct of rigidity consists of several components and it may be beneficial 

for future studies to focus on the components of rigidity related to decision making and 

authority. 

Finally, the relationship between proficiency and resistance and youth outcomes 

had counter findings between the two studies The lack of substantial evidence found for 

these dimensions of culture means that the effects are still unclear, and due to the 

methodological concerns, especially regarding study S07.14, it appears that these are 

dimensions of culture needing further exploration. 

The review of the literature highlights the insufficiency of research results in 

providing clear indications of how culture and climate impact service outcomes. None of 

the culture and climate dimensions had consistent results across studies regarding their 

impact on service outcome or the direction of their impact. Serious concerns about 

methods exist in studies in which the results are in contrast to the OSC theory; however, 

it is worth noting that studies assessing service outcomes had more null findings then 

those assessing psychosocial outcomes. This suggests that the effects found on 

psychosocial outcomes may have other factors outside of organizational culture and 

climate that are impacting results. Several of the studies included in the review assessed 

child serving mental health organizations. Assessing psychosocial outcomes in these 

contexts is appropriate since the services provided by those organizations have the 

specific goal of addressing psychosocial needs. However, in the case of child welfare 

agencies, assessing the impact of organizational variables on behavioral outcomes may 

not be entirely appropriate. Future research of child welfare organizations should focus 
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on outcomes related to the goals of the services provided by the agency (ie. recurrence, 

safety, placement stability, etc). Both studies that used NSCAW assessed psychosocial 

outcomes and considering the many environmental community factors that are likely to 

impact psychosocial outcomes (i.e. poverty) that were not controlled for in those studies, 

it is not possible to directly link culture and climate of child welfare agencies to the 

positive outcomes found. 

Further evidence for the inclusion of additional community control variables are 

needed in the likelihood that the organizations assessed in the studies treated children 

within a specified geographic area. From an ecological perspective it is important to 

consider the environments within which these children and organizations exist and 

interact. Poverty in particular has been found to be an important factor related to child 

maltreatment and should not be left out of multi-level analysis in child welfare 

(Barbarino & Sherman, 1980; Molnar, et al., 2016; Zuravin, 1989). Only one study took 

into account demographic characteristics (which included poverty, high school 

graduation rates, unemployment, etc.) of the local county service area (Glisson & 

Hemmelgarn, 1998) and still found effects of culture on outcomes. However, this sample 

lacked representativeness in child welfare by only looking at agencies in a single state 

and excluding urban counties from the analysis. 

The closest field of study to child welfare that is also paying attention to issues of 

organizational culture and climate is in education where researchers have studied school 

culture and climate related to outcomes for students. In these studies the outcome 

measure or measure of organizational effectiveness is related directly to the goals of the 

school, i.e. academic achievement of their students, measured by test or grade 
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performance. Similar to child welfare the studies have shown evidence that school 

climate has a relationship to the outcome of academic achievement among their students 

(Hoy & Hannun, 1997; Hoy, Tarter, & Bliss, 1990; MacNeil, Prater, & Busch, 2009; 

Sweetland & Hoy, 2000). 

Further, in educational research on school climate, the poverty within the 

geographic area the school serves is included in the statistical analysis in order to 

understand the true effect of these organizational variables when socio-economic status is 

also taken into account. When included, many of these studies still find school 

organizational variables important, although with a smaller effect than socio-economic 

status (Hoy & Hannun, 2007; Hoy, et al., 1990; Sweetland & Hoy, 2000). For instance, 

one study testing models with and without socio-economic status found that adding 

socio-economic status of the community to the model decreased the effect of 

organizational variables on the child outcome of academic achievement and decreased 

the number of statistically significant school climate/health dimensions (Hoy, et al., 

1990). While both education and child welfare research are operationalized differently, 

they study similar issues to better understand how organizational culture and climate 

impacts individual outcomes for children, despite a multitude of external influencers that 

may also impact child outcomes. Building on what has been learned from education 

about the important influence of the surrounding community, poverty and socio-

economic status, child welfare organizational researchers should also incorporate this into 

their statistical models to understand the true effect of organizational culture and climate. 

The present study builds on past research by addressing many of these limitations, 
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specifically, by selecting an outcome variable directly related to the goals of the child 

welfare system and taking local geographic contextual variables into account. 

Dissertation Aims 

Methodological Aim 

Develop weights and instructions for use for other child welfare organizational 

researchers using NSCAW II. With over 80 organizations and over 5,000 children in the 

nationally representative data set, which utilized a stratified random design, NSCAW II 

provides the most methodologically strong resource for researchers in the field of child 

welfare organizations. Presently, instructions based on NSCAW I are being adapted for 

use when developing statistical models for NSCAW II. Weights have not been calculated 

and made available, leaving researchers to calculate their own weights based on NSCAW 

I instructions. Calculating weights and instructions for use that are available to all 

researchers using NSCAW II will make the organizational research more accessible to 

others. This is especially important due to the dearth of research in this area. 

Research Aim 1 

Assess how the culture and climate of child welfare organizations affect service 

outcomes for children and families in contact with the child welfare system. 

• When controlling for risk factors related to child characteristics (i.e. demographics, 

experience with child welfare, etc.) does the culture and climate of the child welfare 

agency serving the child and family impact child-level outcomes relevant to the work 

of the child welfare system (i.e. recurrence of abuse)? 
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• Hypothesis: Only some dimensions of culture and climate are likely to be related to 

service outcomes, based on the systematic literature review. While all of the 

dimensions gave some indication that they might be important, the climate 

dimensions of organizational functionality (growth and achievement, role clarity, 

cooperation) and engagement (personalization and personal accomplishment) were 

the most promising in the literature review, and are likely to be significantly related 

to service outcomes, with higher functionality and engagement leading to less 

recurrence of abuse. 

Research Aim 2 

Assess how the culture and climate of child welfare organizations affects service 

outcomes for children and families in contact with the child welfare system when 

accounting for local context. 

• When controlling for risk factors related to child characteristics (i.e. demographics, 

experience with child welfare, etc.) and organizational contextual characteristics (i.e. 

urban vs. rural and community poverty), does the culture and climate of the child 

welfare agency serving the child and family impact child-level outcomes relevant to 

the work of the child welfare system (i.e. recurrence of abuse)? 

• Hypothesis: Including information regarding the local context will lessen the effects 

found in Aim 1; however, culture and climate of child welfare organizations will still 

have a statistically significant effect on child-level outcomes. 
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CHAPTER 3: STUDY METHODS 

This chapter outlines the study methods and statistical analysis strategy used to 

address the research aims. First the data source is described along with the sample and 

sampling methods. Next the measures, variables, and outline of data analysis are 

provided. The methodological aim of the dissertation is also addressed in this section. 

Data Source 

NSCAW II is a longitudinal study following a cohort of 5,872 children from birth 

to 17.5 who were subjects of child abuse and neglect investigations during a 15-month 

period in 2008-2009. Like the first iteration, known as NSCAW I, the study was funded 

and administered by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration 

of Children and Families. NSCAW I and II are similar in design; however, NSCAW II 

follows a new and more recent sample than NSCAW I and incorporates updates and 

improvements learned from NSCAW I. Both NSCAW datasets are managed by the 

National Data Archive on Child Abuse and Neglect (NDACAN) at Cornell University. 

Details of the study design and statistical procedures have been provided by the study 

administrators and outlined in the NSCAW II Combined Waves 1-3 Restricted Release 

Version Data File Users Manual (DFUM) (Dowd et al., 2014). All information provided 

in subsequent sections regarding NSCAW II is based on information from the DFUM, 

unless otherwise noted. 

The study collected extensive information regarding the well-being and 

experiences of children who have come into contact with state child welfare agencies for 

allegations of child abuse and neglect. Children were followed over a 36-month period 
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with data collected at three waves: baseline (approximately 45 days after the close of the 

investigation), 18-months, and 36 months. A unique element of the study design was the 

multi-level collection of data from the children’s caregivers, teachers, caseworkers, and 

child welfare agencies providing services. The additional details were gathered in order 

to understand contextual factors related to the individual outcomes of the children 

involved in the study. Data were collected from children, parents, teachers, caseworkers, 

and child welfare agencies during three waves of data collection that occurred over four 

years. 

Sampling Strategy 

A two-stage stratified sample design was employed by NSCAW II in which the 

U.S. was divided into nine sampling strata with eight of the strata being the states with 

the largest child welfare caseloads and the ninth consisting of the 38 remaining states and 

the District of Columbia. Four states did not allow full access to the NSCAW research 

staff and were therefore not included. Eighty-one primary sampling units (PSUs) were 

formed which, in general, were correlated to a geographic area served by one state child 

welfare agency. However, PSU and agency were not always a one to one match which 

resulted in 81 PSUs and 88 agencies represented in the sample. Two agencies withdrew 

from the study early on resulting in a sample of 86 agencies. Due to the research 

questions of interest focused on agencies, special weighting will need to be considered 

and is described in more detail in subsequent sections. Within the nine strata, five 

domains of interest related to child characteristics (children receiving services, infants in 

out of home care, infants receiving in-home services, children age 1 to 17.5 in out of 

home care, and children age 1 to 17.5 receiving in-home services) were developed and a 
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simple random sample of children was selected within each domain (Dowd et al., 2014). 

To be included in the study the child had to be the subject of an abuse and neglect 

investigation, not be a sibling to a child already in the study, and still reside within the 

agency’s service area. 

Data Collection 

Caregiver, child, caseworker, and teacher instruments were developed by a multi-

disciplinary team of experts for NSCAW II data collection. Instruments for children were 

tailored based on child age and were administered at all three waves. For caregivers, the 

instrument was tailored based on caregiver type (i.e. biological parent, foster placement, 

etc.) and was also administered at all three waves. The caseworker instrument was 

administered to the investigative worker at baseline; at waves two and three it was 

administered to the services worker but only if the child was in out of home care or 

receiving in-home services paid for by the state child welfare agency. The teacher survey 

was collected at baseline and wave two for children aged K-12. One additional 

instrument was developed for the administrator of each child welfare agency and was 

collected once during baseline. 

Field representatives who were familiar with working with children were hired 

and trained to collect NSCAW II data using the survey instruments. The child and 

caregiver interviews were conducted in-person by field representatives. Initial contact 

with families identified for study participation was made through postal mail. Families 

that did not respond were then contacted via telephone by field representatives to 

schedule the baseline interviews. Caseworker and agency administrator interviews were 

also conducted in-person. Teacher interviews were collected via a mailed paper and 
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pencil survey or web-based questionnaire. Informed consent was obtained from all parties 

with the exception of children whose legal guardian provided informed consent. Data was 

also collected from the federal Adoption and Foster Care Analysis Reporting System 

(AFCARS) after obtaining agreements from participating states. 

IRB Protocol and Data Access 

NSCAW II Restricted Release dataset was utilized for the study. Prior approval of 

users and access computers are required for use of the dataset. The dataset contains 

highly sensitive information regarding study participants with over 10,000 variables per 

child on their mental health, family structure, abuse history, etc. Approval to use 

NSCAW II restricted release data was previously obtained by the University of 

Maryland, Baltimore. A restricted data user request for the author of this study was 

obtained from the National Data Archive on Child Abuse and Neglect (NDACAN). A 

determination of ‘exempt’ was obtained for the present study from the University of 

Maryland, Baltimore Institutional Review Board (IRB) in December of 2016. 

Justification for Secondary Data 

NSCAW II offers a unique opportunity to assess a nationally representative 

sample of children and child welfare organizations. Large-scale organizational research 

takes extensive resources and would not be possible within the context of a dissertation. 

Organizational child welfare research is typically limited by the inclusion of 

organizations within a single state or county and lacks generalizability to the broader 

child welfare system in the U.S. NSCAW II sample of 86 child welfare organizations, 
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serving over 5,000 children, allows for more in-depth statistical analysis of differences 

across organizations. 

To assess agency-level variables that may have an impact on children coming into 

contact with their respective child welfare systems, the Organizational Social Context 

(OSC) scale, developed by Glisson et al. (2012), was administered to caseworkers of the 

children participating in the study in the second wave of data collection. These 

caseworkers represented 86 child welfare organizations and their collective responses 

were analyzed to determine the culture and climate of their respective organizations. 

Sample Description 

The sample includes the 86 child welfare agencies and the randomly selected 

sample of children served by those agencies participating in NSCAW II. The unit of 

analysis for the present study is agencies at level-two and children at level-one; however, 

agency variables in the study are assessed based on the collective responses of the 

caseworkers within each agency that had children on their caseload participating in 

NSCAW II. Agency information was collected during wave 2 from 2,843 caseworkers 

eligible to participate in a wave two interview and their responses were scored and 

aggregated by University of Tennessee, Center for Behavioral Health Research to 

determine agency-level scores for the six OSC dimensions. Of the 86 agencies, five were 

excluded by Glisson et al. (2012) from the analysis for the following reasons: one did not 

administer the OSC to their caseworkers, three had fewer than three caseworkers 

completing the OSC, and one had an unacceptably low level of caseworker agreement, as 

determined by the rwg score (Glisson et al. 2012). Agencies had an average of 21.48 

(SD=18.46) caseworkers per agency completing the OSC. 
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Most agencies indicated their annual budgets for child welfare expenditures as 

over $2 million (62.2%, n=51). Agencies reported their number of full time positions 

ranged from under 25 to over 1,000, with 34.6% (n=26) having less than 99, 46.4% 

(n=38) having between 100 and 999, and 18.3% (n=15) having over 1,000. The annual 

turnover rate among the agencies ranged from 1% to 80%, with 53.1% (n=43) of agencies 

reporting a turnover rate of 10% or less, 31% (n=25) indicating a turnover rate between 

11 and 20%, and 16% (n=13) reporting a turnover rate over 21%. 

Within all agencies included in the study a total of 12,526 children were sampled 

and 5,858 (46.8%) individuals consented into the study and completed the baseline 

interview. Approximately 51% of children consenting into the study and completing the 

baseline interview were White, 34.6% (n=2,032) were Black or African American, 8.3% 

(n=487) were American Indian or Alaskan Native, 3.4% (n=197) were Asian, Hawaiian 

or Pacific Islander, and less than 3% (n=163) were of unknown race. Hispanic ethnicity 

was identified by 27.5% (n=1,614) of respondents. Additional descriptive statistics of the 

children included in the final model are reported in the Results section. 

Sample Selection 

The present research is primarily interested in agency-level effects on children, 

and therefore, the sample of children was selected based on agencies. All agencies in 

NSCAW II with a score on the six OSC dimensions were included in the study. The final 

sample included 81 agencies. Five agencies were excluded from the analysis due to not 

having scores on the OSC. The reason for not having OSC scores included: they had 

fewer than three caseworkers complete the OSC (n=3), they did not provide OSC data 

back to NSCAW (n=1) or they had lower rwg scores, i.e. high level of disagreement on 
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the scale, than required by the OSC designers for the calculation of a score (n=1) 

(William & Glisson, 2014). All children within the excluded agencies were also 

excluded. This reduced the final sample from 86 to 81 agencies and from 5,872 to 5,751 

children. To assess for possible differences between children served by included and 

excluded agencies, chi-square and t-test were conducted. Differences are noted in the 

Data Preparation section. There were approximately 53.9 children in the NSCAW II 

study per agency, ranging widely from 10-417 per agency. 

Dataset Creation 

To answer the research questions several datasets from NSCAW II were merged; 

those included: each of the three NSCAW II wave dataset, the crosswave variable dataset 

containing community characteristics, and the newly released recurrence of abuse 

variable file. These were all merged using instructions from the NDACAN and used the 

NSCAW child ID variable. The present analysis is not concerned with change over time 

point (i.e. it only assesses two-levels, child within agency not three-levels, child within 

agency and wave within child); however, to address the methodological aim all three 

waves were merged into the data file. The organizational culture and climate scores are in 

the wave-two dataset and are connected to the case through the child ID variable. 

Additionally, the crosswave dataset with community characteristics was merged to access 

community poverty rates for each agency. This is a level-two variable from the 

community characteristics dataset. Therefore, this dataset was merged using the agency 

ID rather than the child ID variable. 
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Measures and Construction of Variables 

Both agency-level and child-level variables are included in the analysis. 

Whenever possible derived and recoded variables, provided by NSCAW II, were used 

since these variables contain less missingness and are more accurate due to being based 

on multiple sources, e.g. interviews and administrative data. 

Child demographics and variables assessed as having an impact on recurrence of 

maltreatment, per White et al.’s (2015) systematic review of six years of child 

maltreatment literature, were included as control variables and covariates in the model. 

Due to the dichotomous variable of interest, recurrence of abuse, having a low incidence 

rate (less than 10%) and to increase cell coverage, many of the level-1 categorical 

variables were collapsed into dichotomous variables. See Appendix C for additional 

description of variables, including the source providing the information and response 

coding. 

Level-One Child Variables 

Child Demographics 

Age. A continuous derived and recoded variable of the child’s age at baseline. 

Gender. A derived and recoded dichotomous gender variable was used and coded 

with 1=males, 2=females. 

Race/Ethnicity. A derived and recoded categorical variable for race was included 

and was dichotomized as: 0=white/non-Hispanic and 1= Non-white. 

Disability. A dichotomous variable was created utilizing multiple source variables 

to identify the presence of a physical, developmental, or learning disability for each child, 
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coded as 0=no disability, 1=disability. This was based on the variable created by Berg, 

Shiu, Msall, and Acharya’s (2015) in their disability research which utilized the NSCAW 

II sample. The study authors include experts in the field of pediatrics and developmental 

disabilities. The information for the variable was taken from the baseline caregiver 

interview. 

Family Characteristics 

Number of children in the household. This is a categorical variable describing the 

number of children in the household based on the baseline caseworker interview. The 

categories range from only child to 5 or more children for a total of 5 categories. Based 

on literature indicating 3 or more children in the home increases risk of abuse (Bae, 

Solomon, & Gelles, 2009), this variable was categorized as dichotomous: 0=fewer then 3 

children, 1=3 or more children in the home. 

Caregiver drug/alcohol use. A dichotomous variable was created based on the 

caseworkers report at baseline of active drug abuse or alcohol abuse by the primary 

caregiver, coded as 0=none, 1=presence of drug or alcohol abuse. 

Caregiver mental health problems. A dichotomous variable was used to indicate 

if the caregiver had mental health problems at baseline, coded 0=none, 1=yes. This is 

based on the caseworker baseline report of risks to the child. 

Poverty-level. A derived and recoded variable was included to indicate the 

percentage of the federal poverty level for each family. This is a categorical variable 

created by the NSCAW staff based on information provided by the caregiver, coded 

0=does not meet Federal poverty level, 1=meets Federal poverty level. 
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Experience with Child Welfare 

Proportion of time in out of home placement. The child-level sample in the 

analysis will have different levels of exposure to the outcome variable due to many of 

them being placed in out of home care for some or all of the observation. To adjust to 

varying levels of exposure, the variable from NSCAW II indicating the proportion of 

time spent in out of home placement during the study period was used as a control 

variable. 

Abuse type. A categorical variable was included that indicates abuse type for the 

investigation that included the child in the study as determined by the child welfare 

worker who conducted the investigation, coded as 1=Physical, 2=Sexual, 3=Neglect, 

4=Other. Due to the low number of sexual abuse cases this category was collapsed into 

‘other’, leaving three categories of Physical Abuse, Neglect, and Other. 

Risk level. An ordered categorical risk level variable was included that indicates 

the level of risk the caseworker identified for the child as a result of the abuse 

investigation for the child in the study, coded as 0=none, 1=mild, 2=moderate, 3=severe. 

This was coded into a dichotomous variable indicating 0=none/mild risk and 

1=moderate/serve risk. 

Prior substantiated or indicated maltreatment. A dichotomous variable was 

included that indicates if the child had past substantiated or indicated maltreatment 

reports with child protective services prior to, and including, the report that made them 

eligible for inclusion into the study, coded as 0=none, 1=presence of prior maltreatment. 

This is reported by the caseworker. A limited number of jurisdictions provide risk of 
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abuse finding (fewer than 6% of NSCAW II cases) so a decision was made to include 

them in “unsubstantiated” due to the lack of an abuse finding in the investigation. 

Services received by child/family. A dichotomous variable was used to indicate if 

the family or child received services from the child welfare agency as a result of the 

investigation that made the child eligible for study inclusion, coded 0=no services, 

1=services received. This is a derived variable based on the caseworker report. 

Level-Two Organizational Variables 

Organizational Culture 

Organizational culture (i.e. “the expectations that drive the way work is done in 

an organization” [Glisson, et al, 2012, p. 624]) was included in the model using three 

continuous variables measuring resistance, rigidity, and proficiency. The University of 

Tennessee calculated these variables for each agency based on caseworker responses to 

the OSC measure. For proprietary reasons, how these scores are calculated and the 

specific items that make up each scale are not available to other researchers but 

standardized scores are provided for each agency that had a sufficient Rwg (i.e. level of 

agreement among staff regarding the culture). 

Resistance. Resistant cultures are those that resist or actively work against 

innovation and change. Resistance is measured using a single continuous variable based 

on scores from the OSC’s apathy and suppression subscales (Glisson et al. 2012). 

Rigidity. Rigid cultures are those with high amounts of bureaucracy and rules and 

whose workers have little input in decision-making or flexibility in how they complete 

their work. Rigidity is measured using a single continuous variable based on the scores 

from the OSC’s centralization and formalization subscales (Glisson et al, 2012). 
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Proficiency. Proficient cultures expect to have well-trained, competent workers 

who are responsive to their clients needs. Proficiency is measured using a single 

continuous variable based on the scores from the OSC’s responsiveness and competence 

subscales (Glisson et al, 2012). 

Organizational Climate 

Organizational climate (shared perception of the psychological impact of the 

organizational environment on individual workers well-being) was included in the model 

using three continuous variables measuring functionality, engagement, and stress 

(Glisson et al, 2012). The University of Tennessee calculated these variables for each 

agency based on caseworker responses to the OSC measure. For proprietary reasons, how 

these scores are calculated and the specific items that make up each scale are not 

available to other researchers but standardized scores are provided for each agency that 

had a sufficient Rwg (i.e. level of agreement among staff regarding the climate). 

Functionality. A functional climate has high levels of cooperation among staff 

and clear expectations of roles. Functionality is measured using a single continuous 

variable based on three subscales from the OSC measure: growth and advancement, role 

clarity, cooperation (Glisson et al, 2012). 

Engagement. Engaged climates have employees who care about their clients and 

feel a sense of accomplishment in their work. Engagement is measured using a single 

continuous variable based on two subscales from the OSC measure: personalization and 

personal accomplishment (Glisson et al, 2012). 

Stress. Stressful climates have employees who are overloaded and conflicted by 

their work and emotionally exhausted. Stress is measured using a single continuous 
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variable based on three subscales from the OSC measure: role conflict, role overload, and 

emotional exhaustion (Glisson et al, 2012). 

Organizational Context 

There are two variables in NSCAW that were used to assess and control for the 

local context of each agency. One is the urbanicity of the agency’s location and the other 

is the local poverty rate in 2008. The 2008 data was used as it is the same time period 

culture and climate data were collected. Several other local community variables were 

included in NSCAW II (including arrest rates of adults and juveniles); however, the time 

period of those statistics are not consistent with the other data (i.e. statistics are all from 

prior to 2008). 

Urbanicity. A dichotomous variable was included to indicate if the geographical 

surroundings of the organization are urban or rural, coded as 0=urban, 1=nonurban. This 

variable is included as it has been used by the OSC creators in their published studies 

using NSCAW II (Glisson & Green, 2011; Williams & Glisson, 2014). 

Child Poverty Rate. A continuous variable was included that indicates the percent 

of the population of children that is in poverty in the geographic area surrounding the 

organization in 2008. The poverty rate variable came from census information provided 

by NSCAW II in the crosswave datafile 

Outcome Variable 

Recurrence/Future Substantiated Abuse 

A dichotomous variable indicating reported and substantiated child abuse or 

neglect was used from the recently released recurrence dataset. This dataset assessed the 
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presence of substantiated abuse at wave 2 and 3. The variable was created based on 

multiple data sources to assess if the children included in the sample experienced any 

substantiated or indicated reports of abuse or neglect within 36-months after the report 

that included them in the study. The variable is particularly robust as it is based on two 

sources, both administrative data and/or caseworker reports. In addition, NSCAW staff 

utilized imputation in the creation of this variable. As noted previously the present study 

includes all children in the NSCAW II sample, meaning some of the children may have 

come to the attention of child welfare for an allegation but had an unsubstantiated report. 

In those cases a future abuse/neglect substantiation would indicate a first occurrence of 

abuse, not a recurrence, meaning this variable is describing future reported and 

substantiated abuse, post NSCAW report. However, the term recurrence is being used for 

the purposes of this dissertation as it is commonly known and understood in the field. The 

variable was coded as 0=no recurrence, 1=recurrence (either substantiated or indicated 

report). 

Data Analysis 

Data analysis for preliminary analysis and data cleaning was conducted using 

SPSS Version 22 with complex sample add on. Mplus Version 8 with the multilevel 

analysis add on software was utilized for the multilevel analysis required to address the 

research aims. Mplus was determined to be the best software for this analysis due to the 

software’s ability to handle weighting at multiple levels, the automatic grand mean 

centering necessary for multilevel analysis, and the ability to use a filter command with 

the analysis, which is a requirement of NSCAW data due to the complex weighting 

structure. Multilevel modeling was used to account for the violation of assumptions 
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(homogeneous error variance and independent observations) created by clustered data. 

Weights were utilized in the analysis in order to provide national estimates and to prevent 

biased parameters. Additional discussion of the weights is provided in the section on 

weights and methodological aim. 

Data Preparation 

After the creation of the dataset, data was prepared by assessing missingness, 

analyzing descriptive statistics, bivariate relationships and testing assumptions related to 

multivariate analysis. Frequencies, means, standard deviations, and correlations for 

variables at each level of the analysis are reported in the Results section. Descriptive 

statistics were conducted for both children included in the analysis as well as the 

agencies. Analysis was conducted to assess differences between children within included 

agencies and the children within the three excluded agencies, and no significant 

differences were found. It is unknown if culture and climate of the included and excluded 

agencies differed as the reason for the agencies exclusion was their lack of culture and 

climate scale scores. 

SPSS analysis found that missing data was present on some independent variables 

and ranged from none missing to 21.3% missing (family risk level variable). The analysis 

found that 85% of the cases had no missing data and 50% of the variables had no missing 

data. Patterns of missingness were evaluated and the data were checked for outliers. One 

agency was found to be an outlier on engagement scores, M=9.54, as it was more than 2 

SD from the engagement score mean. A decision was made to leave this agency in the 

analysis as none of the other culture and climate variable scores were outliers. 
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In multilevel analysis the impact of missing data is more of a concern at level-2 of 

the analysis. In the data sample there was no missing data at the second level. Missing 

data was handled using Maximum Likelihood (ML) estimation. This method is 

recommended over imputation when conducting multilevel analysis (McCloud, 2010), 

particularly when including weights in the model as both the clusters and weights need to 

be taken into account for imputation (Gelman & Hill, 2007). 

Normality of continuous predictors was assessed: skewness and Kurtosis were 

assessed and fell within an acceptable range (-2 to2) (Cohen, Cohen, Aiken, & West, 

2013). Multicollinearity was tested by looking at VIF scores of level-1 and 2 predictors, 

all were found to be within an acceptable range (between 1 and 10) (Tabachnick and 

Fidell, 2007). Correlations between level-1 and 2 continuous predictors were found to be 

in the acceptable range with the exception of Level-2 variables of functionality and 

proficiency. These variables had a high level of correlation and including both may result 

in unstable parameter estimates (Tbachnick and Fidell, 2007). Further discussion of the 

removal of the proficiency variable for theoretical reasons is in the Results section. 

Continuous level-1 variables were grand mean centered, and prior to analysis, all 

categorical variables were dummy coded as recommended for multilevel analysis 

understanding the impact of level-2 variables on the dependent variable (Peugh, 2010). 

Weighing Data 

In order to produce population estimates and to account for the unequal inclusion 

probabilities, NSCAW II was weighted. Standard weighting instructions from the 

NSCAW II DFUM did not apply to the present analysis because the research questions 

were based on agencies, and standard NSCAW II weights are based on primary sampling 



 

56 

units, PSU. For the vast majority of PSUs, the PSU represents one geographic county and 

one agency; however, there were two exceptions: 1) PSUs had multiple counties and each 

of those counties had one agency, or 2) counties had multiple agencies representing the 

county (this happened in two counties) (Casanova, Horn, Smith, Donlan, & Ringeisen, 

2011). Formulas for creating NSCAW II agency weights have been constructed by 

NDACAN staff; however, the weights have not been created or made available in the 

NSCAW II dataset. Additional details regarding the weight construction are described 

under the methodological research aim. 

Due to the complex sampling methods, weights were required for all analysis 

including univariate, bivariate, and multivariate analysis and both at the agency and 

child-level. Further as recommended by NDACAN to maintain the integrity of the 

weighting structure, all cases and agencies excluded from the analysis remained in the 

dataset and were filtered out during the data analysis, rather than deleted from the data 

file. See the section on the Methodological Aim for a description of the weights used in 

the analysis, their calculations, and examples of use. 

Data Analysis Plan 

After assessing assumptions, outliers and missingness, univariate, bivariate, and 

multivariate analysis was conducted. One methodological aim and two research aims are 

explored in this dissertation. The methodological aim must be addressed prior to 

conducting multivariate analysis required for the two research aims and is, therefore, 

discussed in the methods chapter. 
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Descriptive Statistics 

To understand the sample, all child and agency level variables were described 

with means, frequencies, range, etc. To describe relationships between the variables and 

the outcome of interest, crosstabs, t-tests, and correlations were conducted. To further 

understand agencies, an agency level linear regression analysis was conducted. 

Descriptive statistics are described in the results section. 

Methodological Aim 

Develop weights and instructions for use for other child welfare organizational 

researchers using NSCAW II. 

In order to conduct the multivariate analysis required to address the research 

questions, weights must be recalculated. NSCAW II currently provides four weights that 

correct for unequal probability of inclusion based on the sampling domains of interest 

and adjusts for nonresponse bias at waves 2 and 3. These weights are necessary to apply 

in order to have unbiased parameter estimates of population parameters (Dowd et al., 

2014). However, these weights are not appropriate for use in multilevel analysis when the 

research question involves differences by agency. Weights for obtaining unbiased 

parameter estimates for questions regarding children within agencies have not been 

calculated and made available, leaving researchers to calculate their own weights based 

on NSCAW I instructions. Understanding and calculating the weights is a complicated 

statistical process that likely serves as a barrier for many agency researchers. 

Research Aim 1 (RA1) 

Assess how the culture and climate of child welfare organizations affects 

outcomes for children and families in contact with the child welfare system. 
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When controlling for risk factors related to child characteristics (i.e., 

demographics, family characteristics and experience with child welfare) does the culture 

and climate of the child welfare agency serving the child and family impact child-level 

outcomes relevant to the work of the child welfare system (i.e. recurrence of abuse)? 

To assess this research question it was originally proposed to use generalized 

linear mixed model (GLMM) with binomial distribution in STATA. However, due to 

recommendations made by NDACAN regarding the weighting structure of the cases, a 

different analysis was needed as GLMM could not accommodate filtering, or 

subpopulation, within the analysis. To maintain the integrity of the weighing structure 

Mplus’s complex two-level model was used with the subpopulation command to exclude 

the cases within agencies that had no OSC scores. The research question is interested in 

the conditional effects, meaning the person effect (level-one) conditioned on the agency 

(level-two). All multivariate analysis was conducted in Mplus Version 8, V1.5 (Muthen 

and Muthen, 2017). 

Assumptions for multi-level logistic regression were assessed and met, including 

multicollinearity, normality, and linearity of the logit. The analysis was conducted using 

the full information maximum likelihood with robust standard errors estimator. Mplus 

requires numeric integration for maximum likelihood estimation with this type of model. 

Monte Carlo integration with the default of 500 integration points was used. This is the 

only type of integration in Mplus that is appropriate for use with missing data (Muthen 

and Muthen, 2017). In this use, Monte Carlo is a type of numerical integration, not a 

simulation. 
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After assumptions are assessed and met, the first step in model building estimates 

an unconditioned model containing no predictors. The unconditioned model was assessed 

first to understand how much of the variation in the random effect is attributed to the 

agency-level. The second step estimates a random coefficients model, containing only 

level-1 predictors (child demographics and experience with child welfare). Next a model 

with only agency level variables was assessed and the final step estimates the full 

contextual model with level-2 predictors. 

Research Aim 2 (RA2) 

Assess how the culture and climate of child welfare organizations affects service 

outcomes for children and families in contact with the child welfare system when 

accounting for local context. 

When controlling for risk factors related to child characteristics (i.e. 

demographics, experience with child welfare, etc.) and organizational contextual 

characteristics (i.e. urban vs. rural, community poverty), does the culture and climate of 

the child welfare agency serving the child and family impact child-level outcomes 

relevant to the work of the child welfare system (i.e. recurrence of abuse)? 

The same analysis approach used in the first research aim was used to assess the 

second research aim. The independent variables and dependent variable remained the 

same; however, to assess the second aim the additional organizational contextual 

variables (local poverty and urbanicity) were used. This research aim was consistent with 

the first research aim and utilized the same analysis and weighting structure. 
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Methodological Aim: Calculation of Weights for Analysis 

The formula for calculating the appropriate weights for agency-based analysis 

was provided to the University of Maryland, Baltimore NSCAW users group. The 

NSCAW weights needed for two-level (child within agency) and three-level (time point 

within child within agency) agency-based research questions were computed using 

agency-level probabilities of selection assigned to the PSUs. Guidelines for utilizing 

NSCAW II weights have not been developed and all guidance provided by NDACAN 

staff has referenced back to material based on NSCAW I by Christ, Biemer, and Wiesen 

(2007). As outlined by Christ, Biemer, and Wiesen, special sampling weights for both 

agencies and children are required when conducting analysis and serve the following 

purpose: 

1. Agency-level weights correct for bias towards large agencies due to the first 

sampling stage that selected county with probability proportionate to size. 

2. Child-level weights correct for the unequal probability of selection within each 

agency based on the five sampling domains mentioned previously. 

NSCAW II provided the agency weight, which was used in this research project 

to create all other appropriate weights for two-level and three-level agency based research 

questions. The agency-level weight provided is described by Christ, et al. (2007) as: 

(AGYWGT):  where  is the probability of inclusion for agency j (p. 4) 

This weight (AGYWGT) is used at the agency level of analysis. To create 

appropriate weights for the child-level of analysis in a two-level model (child within 

agency), three additional weights ‘person weights’ were created based on the weights 

1−= jjw 
j
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currently available in NSCAW II that adjust for the probability of selection based on the 

NSCAW sampling domains and adjusted for nonresponse at subsequent waves. Each of 

these existing weights was divided by the agency weight in order to adjust for the 

probability of inclusion of a child within a given agency, rather than, the probability of 

inclusion based on PSU. For three-level analysis (time within child within agency) three 

additional ‘time weights’ were created for each of the data collection time points. For 

these weights, Christ, et al. (2007) outline creating a weight that is the “inverse of the 

probability of response at each wave” (p. 5). This is done by dividing the weight that is 

used to determine the size of the national population represented by the child at the first 

wave by the appropriate wave weight that is used to adjust for nonresponse at each wave. 

Table 1. Description of Weights Calculated for Multilevel Analysis within Agencies 

Description Calculation Use with agency-based research 

questions 

Agency weight Weight provided by 

NSCAW 

 

In one-level model assessing question 

about the agency. 

At level-two of the model when 

assessing cross-sectional question 

regarding children nested in agencies 

Child weight: using 

wave 1 variables  

Wi|j = wij/wj 

Where wij is the 

person level weight 

provided by NSCAW. 

At-level 1 of a two-level cross-

sectional model with IVs from wave 1.  

Child weight 2: using 

wave 1 and/or 2 

variables  

See above but with 

wave 2 person weight 

At-level 1 of a two-level cross-

sectional model with IVs from wave 1 

and/or wave 2. 

Child weight 23: 

using wave, 1,2, and/ 

or 3 variables  

See above but with 

wave 23 person 

weight. 

At-level 1 of a two-level cross-

sectional model with IVs from wave 1 

and/or wave 2 and/or wave 3. 

1−= jjw 
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Description Calculation Use with agency-based research 

questions 

Time W1 W1ij/wij At level-1 of a three-level longitudinal 

model with questions that include time 

wave 1. 

Time W2 W2ij/wij At level-1 of a three-level model with 

longitudinal questions that include 

wave 2. 

Time W3 W3ij/wij At level-1 of a three-level longitudinal 

model with questions that include 

wave 3. 

 

The selection of which weights to use is dependent on the research question of 

interest, the variables selected, and the waves that are being used in the analysis. In two 

level models only one of the child-level weights should be selected. This is determined 

by the variables included in the model and at which wave those variables were collected. 

Selecting the appropriate weights is important as the child weights adjust for nonresponse 

and frame noncoverage (Christ, Biemer, and Wiesen, 2007). With the rescaled weights 

the sum of the level-1 weights is equal to the number of children represented in each 

agency. The summary of procedures used and package of information being provided to 

NDACAN as a result of this methodological aim can be found in Appendix D. 
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS 

This chapter discusses the findings related to the Research Aims of the project. 

The first section provides univariate and bivariate results for the agencies and children in 

the sample. The multilevel analysis results for both research aims are then described. 

Descriptive Statistics 

To provide context for the sample, weighted and unweighted estimates are 

reported in the univariate descriptive statistics for the child and agency analysis, but only 

weighted results are reported in the narrative text. All other analysis results are reported 

in the tables and narratives for weighted data only. In order to get accurate estimates 

using NSCAW II weights must be applied. 

Child Characteristics 

Table 2 describes the frequencies and means for all level-1 variables. Children 

ranged in age from 0 to 17, with an average age of 7.86. The sample was relatively 

evenly split between males and females and was primarily non-white, 57.9%. There were 

low rates of children with disabilities (9.2%), caregivers with serious mental health issues 

(8.1%), and caregivers with alcohol and drug problems (7.8%). Slightly over half, 55.9%, 

of the children were from homes that met the federal criteria for poverty and had fewer 

than 3 children (55.7%). Only 22.7% of the sample were rated by their caseworker as 

having a moderate to severe risk of abuse at baseline and 20.9% had a prior 

substantiated/indicated report of abuse prior to, and including, the report that made them 

eligible for inclusion into the study. About half of the sample, 53.2%, received services 
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from the child welfare agency as a result of the initial investigation that included them in 

NSCAW II. At the end of the study observation period only 6.9% of the sample 

experienced recurrence of abuse. 

Table 2. Child Descriptives 

 Value 
Unweighted 

M (SD) or % (N) 

Weighted 

M or %  

Age 0-17   4.64 (5.16)   7.86  

Gender 
Male 51.3% (2,953) 51.0%  

Female 48.7% (2,798) 49.0%  

Race 

Non-white  65.5% (3,766) 57.9% 

White (non-Hispanic) 34.1% (1,906) 41.7% 

Missing   0.4% (79)   0.4% 

Physical or Mental 

Disability 

No disability 93.3% (5,364) 90.0% 

Disability   6.2% (354)   9.2% 

Missing   0.6% (33)   0.8%  

Type of Child Abuse  

Physical Abuse 14.2% (817) 18.2% 

Neglect 24.3% (1,400) 28.7%  

Other 42.4% (2,440) 27.9% 

Missing 14.0% (804) 25.2% 

Number of Children in 

household 

Fewer than 3 55.7% (3,204) 49.9% 

3 or more 44.3% (2,547) 50.1% 

Caregiver poverty 

Poverty (Below 

100% of Federal 

Poverty line) 

44.6% (2,565) 55.9%  

No poverty 45.7% (2,643) 34.2%  

Missing   3.4% (543)  9.9% 

Primary caregiver has 

serious MH 

Problems present 22.8% (1,311)  8.1% 

No  57.6% (3,313) 63.8% 

Missing 19.6% (1,127) 28.1% 
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 Value 
Unweighted 

M (SD) or % (N) 

Weighted 

M or %  

Caregiver actively 

abusing alcohol/drugs 

Yes 26.4% (1,520)   7.8% 

No 57.2% (3,288) 65.3% 

Missing 16.4% (943) 27.0% 

Level of risk present 

None/Mild 30.5% (1,754) 48.1% 

Moderate/Severe 48.1% (2,746) 22.7% 

Missing 21.4% (1,231) 29.1% 

NSCAW report 

Substantiated/Indicated 

Yes 52.5% (3,022) 20.9% 

No 32.7% (1,878) 50.8% 

Missing 14.8% (851) 28.3% 

Services received 
Yes 70.1% (4,032) 52.3% 

No 29.9% (1,719) 47.7% 

Proportion of days in 

out of home placement 

0-1   0.37 (.44)   0.15  

Recurrence of Abuse 
Yes   8.4% (483)   6.9% 

No 91.6% (5,268) 93.1% 

 

Agency Characteristics 

All agency level univariates are described in Table 3. OSC culture and climate 

variables are all standardized scores with a mean of 50 and standard deviation of 10. The 

standardized scores allow comparison across samples but make it difficult to assess 

variation within the sample. Weights adjust for the unequal sampling proportion of urban 

jurisdictions; when weighted there are slight variations in means and standard deviations 

of OSC dimensions with stress having the highest score (m=50.82, SD 12.32) and 

engagement the lowest (m=47.96, SD=10.63). Minimum and maximum scores for each 

dimension generally ranged within two standard deviations of the mean, with the 

exception of engagement which had a low score of 9.54, meaning at least one agency had 
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a score that would be considered an outlier. When weighted 52.6% of agencies are in 

urban settings and 47.4% are rural. On average 21.8% of children in the geographic area 

served by each agency were from households classified as in poverty, with a low of 4.3% 

in poverty to a high of 44.5%. There were approximately 53.9 children in the NSCAW II 

study per agency, although that number varied widely with a range of 10-417 per agency. 

The outcome variable, recurrence of abuse, ranged from 0% to 27% at the agency level. 

Table 3. Agency Descriptives 

 Range Unweighted Weighted 

 Minimum Maximum M (SD) or % (N) M (SD) or % (N) 

OSC scores 

Proficiency 25.89 77.07 50.00 (10) 48.68 (12.27) 

Rigidity 23.87 75.04 50.00 (10) 50.75 (11.63) 

Resistance 23.31 74.53 50.00 (10) 50.43 (10.35) 

Engagement   9.54 75.45 50.00 (10) 47.96 (10.63) 

Functionality 27.38 72.08 50.00 (10) 47.45 (13.2) 

Stress 22.44 80.94 50.00 (10) 50.82 (12.32) 

Local Context 

Urbanicity     

Urban   81.5% (66) 52.6% 

Non-urban   18.5% (15) 47.4%  

% of children 

in poverty 

4.30 44.50 20.76 (6.86) 21.8 (9) 

 

Bivariate Analysis 

Association between child characteristics and recurrence. For all level-one 

variables differences were assessed between the predictors and dependent variables, with 
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crosstabs for categorical predictors and t-tests for continuous variables. Full results are 

available in Table 4. Bivariate analysis revealed statistically significant relationships 

between recurrence of abuse and level of risk present, prior substantiation, and services 

received. Children with moderate/severe risk, children with a previous substantiated 

abuse report, and children who had received services had higher rates of recurrence of 

abuse (12.9%, X2=63.12, p<0.01; 13.9%, X2=74.18, p<0.01; 9.6%, X2= 67.37, p<0.01, 

respectively). Age, gender, child disability, all caregiver variables (poverty, drug and 

alcohol problems, and serious mental illness), and proportion of days in out of home 

placement were not predictive of recurrence of abuse in bivariate analysis. 

A decision was made to remove the abuse type variable for several reasons: 1) in 

the national sample the abuse type definitions varied across type resulting in over 17 

categories of potential abuse in the NSCAW II dataset. When collapsing these 17 

variables into like categories, this resulted in a large percentage of children classified as 

“other abuse type” (27.9%), which was not meaningful in the analysis; 2) children may 

have been subject to multiple types of abuse and while each abuse type was recorded for 

each child there was no variable indicating the ‘primary’ abuse that was the subject of the 

investigation report. Bivariate analysis was conducted to assess the impact of the abuse 

type variable on the dependent variable, recurrence of abuse, and no statistical 

relationship was found. 
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Table 4. Bivariate Results for Child Variables 

 
Value 

No Recurrence 

M or %  

Recurrence 

M or %  

Wald F or Pearsons 

Chi-square 

Age 
0-17  7.80  8.81 Wald F 2.27 (1) 

p=.141 

Gender 
Male 92.5%  7.5% 

X2(1)=2.265, p=.578 
Female 93.5%  6.5% 

Race 

Non-white  93.1%  6.9% 
X2 =(1)=2.090, 

p=.890 White (non-

Hispanic) 

92.8%  7.2% 

Physical or 

Mental 

Disability 

No disability 92.7%  7.3% 
X2 (1)=29.328, 

p=.194 Disability 96.3%  3.7% 

Type of Child 

Abuse  

Physical Abuse 92.7%  7.3% 
X2(2)=25.333, 

p=.185 
Neglect 87.4% 12.6% 

Other 94.5%  5.5% 

Number of 

Children in 

household 

Fewer than 3 94.4%  5.6% 
X2(1)=215.228, 

p=.333 3 or more 91.8%  8.2% 

Caregiver 

poverty 

Poverty (Below 

100% of Federal 

Poverty) 

92.4%  7.6% 

X2 (1)=23.119, 

p=.679 

No poverty 93.7%   6.3% 

Primary 

caregiver has 

serious MH 

Yes 87.3% 12.7% 
X2 (1)=213.428, 

p=.251 No  92.1%   7.9% 

Caregiver 

actively 

abusing A/D 

Yes 89.1% 10.9% 
X2 (1)=25.085, 

p=.425 No 92.0%   8.0% 

Level of risk 

present 

None/Mild 94.0%   6.0% X2 (1)=263.193, 

p=.001 Mod./Severe 87.1% 12.9% 

Prior report 

Sub/Indicated 

Yes 86.1% 13.9% X2 (1)=274.177, 

p=.002 No 93.7%   6.3% 

Services 

received 

Yes 90.4%   9.6% X2 (1)=267.373, 

p=.009 No 95.5%   4.1% 



 

69 

 
Value 

No Recurrence 

M or %  

Recurrence 

M or %  

Wald F or Pearsons 

Chi-square 

Proportion of 

days in out of 

home 

placement 

0-1 .15 .21 

Wald F 2.102 (1) 

p=.151 

Note. Complex survey analysis weighted estimates. 

Association between agency level variables. To conduct bivariate analysis at the 

agency level, a dataset was created with one record per agency (n=81) and a rate of 

recurrence for children within each agency was calculated. Bivariate Pearson correlations 

were conducted between all agency level continuous variables and a t-test was conducted 

for the dichotomous urbanicity variable. Correlations are displayed in Table 5. All 

correlations were statistically significant with the exception of county level child poverty 

and functionality and engagement and rigidity. All of the correlations with the recurrence 

rate would be considered small associations as they fell below .3 (Cohen, Cohen, Aiken, 

West, 2013). The strongest correlation with recurrence rate was functionality (r=.276, 

p<.01), followed by county level poverty (r=-.184, p<.01). Figure 3 and 4 provide a 

visual of this linear relationship. 
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Table 5. Correlations of Agency Variables (n=81) 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Proficiency 

      

 

2. Rigidity  .484** 

     

 

3. Resistance  .151**  .570** 

    

 

4. Engagement  .452** -.008 -.326** 

   

 

5. Functionality  .726**  .097** -.155**  .429** 

  

 

6. Stress -.183**  .424**  .600** -.583** -.463**   

7. County Child 

Poverty 

 .117**  .326**  .129** -.225** -.005   .135**  

8. Recurrence 

rate 

 .103** -.129** -.150**  .115**  .276** -.178** -.184** 

**p< 0.01 

As expected, based on prior literature, many of the OSC variables had a 

correlation classified as a medium to large effect, falling between +/- .5 to 1.0. The three 

largest correlations were between: functionality and proficiency (r=.726, p<.01), stress 

and resistance (r=.600, p<.01) and stress and engagement (r=-.583, p<.01). Meaning, as 

functionality increased so did proficiency, as stress increased so did resistance, and as 

stress increased, engagement decreased. Correlations are consistent in strength and 

direction with the scale authors prior research validating the OSC (Glisson, Green, and 

Williams, 2012). A t-test was conducted to test the relationship between recurrence of 

abuse and urban environment, with no statistically significant differences. 



 

71 

 

Figure 3. Scatterplot relationship between functionality and recurrence 

 

Figure 4. Scatterplot of relationship between county child poverty and recurrence 
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To further explore relationships between agency variables and recurrence of 

abuse, logistic regression analysis was conducted by entering groupings of variables in 

steps, first by entering the OSC culture variables (proficiency, rigidity and resistance) 

then OSC climate variables (engagement, functionality and stress), and finally local 

context variables. The results are summarized in Table 6. 

Table 6. Logistic Regression of Agency Characteristics (n=81) 

 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 

 B SE(B) β B SE(B) β B SE(B) β 

Proficiency -.085 .00 -.204** -.001 .00 -.110* -.000 .00 -.069 

Rigidity -.001 .00 -.185** -.001 .00 -.120** -.000 .00 -.079 

Resistance -.000 .00 -.075* -.000 .00 -.037 -.000 .00 -.044 

Engagement    -.000 .00 -.027 -.000 .00 -.018 

Functional    -.002 .00 -.382** -.002 .00 -.361** 

Stress    -.000 .00 -.066 -.000 .00 -.026 

Urban       -.008 .00 -.067 

Child 

Poverty Rate 
      -.001 .00 -.186** 

R-square -.056   -.106***   -.129***   

*p<.05, **p<.01  

In the first step all culture variables were significant; however, by step 3 of the 

model none of the culture variables were significant and only one of the climate 

variables, functionality, was significant. Child poverty is also significant but in both cases 

standard regression coefficients are small. For every one standard deviation increase 

above the mean OSC functionality score, the recurrence rate increased .361 and for every 

standard deviation increase in a counties level of child poverty, the recurrence rate 
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decreased by .186. The final R2 is a small to medium effect size with 12.9 % of the 

variance explained (Cohen, Cohen, Aiken and West, 2013). 

Research Aim 1 

Assess how the culture and climate of child welfare organizations affects 

outcomes for children and families in contact with the child welfare system. 

When controlling for risk factors related to child characteristics (i.e. 

demographics, experience with child welfare, etc.) does the culture and climate of the 

child welfare agency serving the child and family impact child-level outcomes relevant to 

the work of the child welfare system (i.e. recurrence of abuse)? 

In the first step of model building, a fully unconditioned (null model) was run to 

determine the amount of variance explained by level-2. Due to the primary variables of 

interest being at Level-2, a model was then run to assess the impact of agency level 

variables on the dependent variable without control for child characteristics. Next a 

model with just level-one variables was run. The final two models included both child 

and agency-level variables, the first was run to address Research Aim 1 and included all 

level-1 child variables and the level-2 agency variables related to culture and climate. The 

second addressed Research Aim 2 by including all level-1 child variables, level 2 culture 

and climate variables, and added level-2 local context variables. In Mplus multilevel 

logistic regression level-one coefficients are odds ratios however; due to Mplus creating 

latent constructs at level-two, level-two coefficients are interpreted as regression 

coefficients ((Muthen and Muthen, 2017). 
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Fully Unconditional Model 

The intercept, or mean recurrence of abuse rate, for all agencies was 6.9%. In the 

first step of model building, a fully unconditioned (null model) was run to determine the 

amount of variance explained by level-2. Due to the dichotomous outcome variable the 

following formula was used to determine the intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC): 

ICC=var(u0j)/(var(u0j)+(π2 / 3)) (Rabe-Hesketh and Skrondal, 2012). With a variance 

estimate at level-2 of 0.342, this resulted in an ICC = .25, meaning 25% of the variation 

in the outcome variable of recurrence of abuse can be attributed to the agency-level 

(level-2). The Akaike information criteria (AIC) was 2693.424 and the Bayesian 

information criteria (BIC) was 2706.739, which was used as baseline criteria for the 

model fit. 

Model with Child-Level Variables 

In this model all child-level variables were included in the analysis with no 

agency-level variables; however, with the effects of clusters still specified in the model. 

Table 7 displays the full results. Prior substantiation status and caregiver poverty were 

statistically significant in the model. Specifically, children in homes where the caregiver 

met the federal poverty guidelines had a 2.222 (p<.01) increased odds of recurrence of 

abuse, and children who had experienced prior substantiated abuse had a 2.198 (p<.01) 

increased odds of recurrence of abuse, while controlling for all other variables in the 

model. Caregiver poverty had not been a statistically significant predictor in bivariate 

analysis, indicating a suppression effect. Unlike in the bivariate analysis, services 

received, and risk level were not significant in multilevel analysis. In addition, age, 

gender, child disability, all caregiver variables (poverty, drug and alcohol problems, and 
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serious mental illness), and proportion of days in out of home placement were not 

predictive of recurrence of abuse. The R2 of this model was only 0.1, indicating only 10% 

of the variance at level-1 was explained by these variables. 

Model with Agency OSC Variables 

 A model was run with all agency OSC variables and no child-level control 

variables. Functionality was identified as a statistically significant predictor of recurrence 

with children served in agencies with higher levels of functionality having higher rates of 

recurrence (β =.027, p<.05). No other OSC culture and climate variables were significant 

in this model. The AIC and BIC only reduced slightly, indicating a very small 

improvement in model fit over the null model (2689.350 and 2742.607, respectively). 

Between level variance was .261. 

Model with Level-1 Child Variables and Level-2 Agency Variables 

To address the primary focus of the research question, level-2 agency predictors 

were added to the model. For several reasons the model would not converge with all 

variables included. The issues were likely due to two main problems with the model: 1) 

low incidents rate on the dependent variable of recurrence of abuse, and 2) the large 

number of predictors at level 2 for both research questions (n=6 and n=8, respectively). 

The issue of low incidence rate on the dependent variable was further complicated by 

several independent variables that also had low incidence rates (prior substantiation and 

child disability) which led to issues with cell coverage. In addition to these factors, 

multicollinearity was likely an issue due to the high correlation found with OSC 
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variables, specifically functionality and proficiency (r=.726, p<.01), stress and resistance 

(r=.600, p<.01). 

Several attempts were made to address the issue, including: 1) specifying start 

values for each predictor variable based on the parameter estimate provided when the 

predictor variable is run in the model independent of all other variables; and 2) 

decreasing the variance of continuous variables to a number between 1 and 10. Both 

methods were recommended by the Mplus users manual to address convergence issues 

that are common in multilevel models with both continuous and categorical variables 

(Muthen and Muthen, 2017). Neither of these methods improved the issue of model 

convergence. Attempted next was removing child-level variables with high missingness 

and low incidence rates (Caregiver MH and Caregiver A/D). However, this also did not 

improve model convergence and was not a sound method due to the previously identified 

theoretical importance of these variables. It was decided to only include agency culture 

and climate variables that had previously been identified in a published systematic review 

with promising findings, climate variables of engagement and stress and culture variable 

of rigidity (Goering, 2018). The variable functionality was also included because of its 

statistical significance in the bivariate analysis. 

Consistent with prior bivariate and multivariate analysis, the caregiver poverty 

and prior substantiation variables were significant in the full multilevel model. 

Specifically, children in homes where the caregiver met the federal poverty guidelines 

had a 2.175 (p<.01) increased odds of recurrence of abuse, and children who had 

experienced prior substantiated abuse had a 2.142 (p<.01) increased odds of recurrence of 
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abuse, while controlling for all other variables in the model. At the agency-level 

functionality remained a significant predictor of recurrence (β =.02, p<.05). 

Table 7. Model for Child-level and Agency-level OSC 

 Model: Child-Level Model Agency OSC Model: Full Model RA1 

 B S.E. O.R. B S.E. O.R. B S.E. O.R. 

Age -0.001 -0.02 -1.001    -0.002 -0.02 -1.002 

Gender -0.244 -0.25 -1.276    -0.280 -0.25 -1.323 

Race -0.108 -0.21 -1.114    -0.113 -0.21 -1.119 

Disability -0.285 -0.39 -1.329    -0.284 -0.39 -1.329 

Children in 

home (>3) 
-0.169 -0.26 -1.184    -0.180 -0.26 -1.198 

Caregiver 

Poverty 
-0.798* -0.24 -2.222    -0.777* -0.24 -2.175 

Caregiver 

MH 
-0.283 -0.29 -1.327    -0.236 -0.29 -1.266 

Caregiver 

A/D 
-0.101 -0.29 -1.106    -0.090 -0.29 -1.094 

Risk Level -0.088 -0.31 -1.091    -0.030 -0.33 -1.030 

Prior Sub -0.783* -0.26 -2.189    -0.762* -0.26 -2.142 

Services -0.222 -0.26 -1.248    -0.270 -0.25 -1.309 

Proportion 

in OOH 
-0.443 -0.25 -1.558    -0.437 -0.26 -1.548 

Level-2 Agency 

OSC Prof    -0.009 -0.02  —   

OSC Rigid    -0.007 -0.02  -0.015 -0.02  

OSC Resist    -0.004 -0.01  —   

OSC 

Engage 
   -0.008 -0.02  -0.001 -0.01  

OSC Fun    -0.027* -0.01  -0.020* -0.01  

OSC Stress    -0.002 -0.02  -0.008 -0.01  

AIC 103203.327 2689.350 103200.520 
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 Model: Child-Level Model Agency OSC Model: Full Model RA1 

BIC 103456.298 2742.607 103473.462 

R-Square 0.100 
Within=NA 

Between=0.261 

Within=0.098 

Between=0.358 

*p<.01, **p<.001 

Explained variance was small at the within and between variables of both models. 

Between level explained variance increased from .261 in the agency only model to .358 

in the full model, indicating more of the variance at level-2 was explained when 

controlling for level-1 child factors. AIC and BIC values in the child only and full model 

had high values of over 100,000 indicating the addition of these variables did not 

improve the model fit from the null model. 

Research Aim 2 

Assess how the culture and climate of child welfare organizations affects service 

outcomes for children and families in contact with the child welfare system when 

accounting for local context. 

When controlling for risk factors related to child characteristics (i.e. 

demographics, experience with child welfare, etc.) and organizational contextual 

characteristics (i.e. urban vs. rural and community poverty), does the culture and climate 

of the child welfare agency serving the child and family impact child-level outcomes 

relevant to the work of the child welfare system (i.e. recurrence of abuse)? 

In the first step assessing RQ2 the agency and county context variables were 

entered without any child-level variables. Without controlling for the variables at the 

child-level none of the agency and county context variables were significant. 
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In the full model assessing RQ2 with agency, county context, and child-level 

characteristics, the same two child variables were significant as in RQ1, caregiver 

poverty and prior substantiation of maltreatment. Table 8 displays full results. 

Specifically, children in homes where the caregiver met the federal poverty guidelines 

had a 2.246 (p<.01) increased odds of recurrence of abuse and children who had 

experienced prior substantiated abuse had a 2.208 (p<.01) increased odds of recurrence of 

abuse, while controlling for all other variables in the model. At the agency level 

functionality remained significant (β =.024, p<.001), with the addition of local context. 

Meaning for every one-point increase in agency functionality score above the mean 

agency functionality score there is a .024 increase in the proportion of recurrence. County 

child poverty rate was also significant at the agency level (β =-.068, p<.001), for every 

one-point increase in the county child poverty rate, there is a .068 decrease in recurrence 

of abuse. R2 increased at the agency level between model for RQ1 with only OSC 

variables (R2=0.358) and model RQ2 which added county context (R2= 0.578), meaning 

the addition of the contextual variables explained more at the agency level. When 

including county context the R2 at level two had a medium effect size (Cohen, Cohen, 

Aiken, and West, 2013). AIC and BIC values in the full model again had high values 

over 100,000 indicating the addition of these variables did not improve the model fit from 

the null model. 
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Table 8. Model for Child-Level, Agency OSC, and County Context 

 Model: Child-Level Model: Agency OSC 

and Context 

Model: Full Model 

RQ2 

 B S.E. O.R. B S.E. O.R. B S.E. O.R. 

Age 0.001 0.02 1.001    0.003 0.2 1.003 

Gender 0.244 0.25 1.276    0.291 0.23 1.338 

Race 0.108 0.21 1.114    0.028 0.27 1.029 

Disability 0.285 0.39 1.329    0.303 0.39 1.354 

Children in 

home (<3) 
0.169 0.26 1.184    0.158 0.27 1.171 

Caregiver 

Poverty 
0.798 0.24 2.222*    0.809 0.25 2.246* 

Caregiver 

MH 
0.283 0.29 1.327    0.246 0.30 1.279 

Caregiver 

A/D 
0.101 0.29 1.106    0.067 0.29 1.070 

Risk Level 0.088 0.31 1.091    0.067 0.30 1.070 

Prior Sub 0.783 0.26 2.189*    0.307 0.26 2.208* 

Services 0.222 0.26 1.248    0.280 0.24 1.323 

Proportion 

in OOH 
0.443 0.25 1.558    0.450 0.26 1.595 

 Level-2 Agency 

OSC Prof    -0.008 0.01  —   

OSC Rigid    -0.006 0.02  -0.005 0.01  

OSC Resist    0.001 0.02  —   

OSC 

Engage 
   0.003 0.01  0.001 0.01  

OSC Fun    0.026 0.01  0.024** 0.01  

OSC Stress    0.003 0.02  -0.003 0.01  

Urban    -0.226 0.37  -0.250 0.25  

Child 

Poverty 
   -0.048 0.03  -0.068** 0.02  

AIC 103203.327 2688.125 103178.222 
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 Model: Child-Level Model: Agency OSC 

and Context 

Model: Full Model 

RQ2 

 B S.E. O.R. B S.E. O.R. B S.E. O.R. 

BIC 103456.298 2754.696 103471.136 

R-Square 0.100 
Within=NA 

Between=0.365 

Within=0.104 

Between=0.578 

*p<.01, **p<.001 
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION 

The findings in this research further confirmed the complexity of organizational 

culture and climate research. This chapter summarizes the results and how those results 

relate to past research and theory. First, a discussion regarding analysis complexity is 

included, due to the methodological aim assessed as a part of this project. Next the 

research aims are discussed. While both aims were primarily focused on the effects of 

agency-level factors on the child outcome of recurrence of abuse, the impact of child-

level variables are also reported. Future research and theory, as well as the strengths and 

limitations of the study are discussed. 

Analysis Complexity 

Organizational research is a challenge for many reasons. One of those reasons is 

the difficulty in obtaining large enough samples of organizations to conduct meaningful 

analysis at multiple levels. NSCAW II provided this opportunity with 81 agencies and 

over 5,000 children. However, it did not come without statistical challenges. First, 

weights had to be constructed specifically for analysis of agency-based questions. This 

was done with instructions and formulas provided by the dataset administrators. While 

helpful, the instructions were created for prior datasets, NSCAW I, and had not been 

updated for the current dataset. Further, no other published literature discussed the use 

and application of these weights. A methodological aim was included as part of this study 

to create the weights and produce and provide guidance for the use of multilevel weights 

needed for agency-based questions. The hope is that NSCAW II will share this with other 

researchers to encourage exploration of important agency-based questions. 
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In addition to the weights, the selection of statistical analysis programs for 

conducting these types of analysis may be an iterative process. In the present research the 

complexity of the multilevel model along with the requirements by the dataset 

administrators for how the analysis should be run resulted in changes to the original 

analysis plan. Much thought must be given to designing the multilevel model, the 

estimator that will be utilized, and the number of variables that can be assessed, 

particularly at the second level. 

Level-1 Child Findings 

A nationally representative sample of children who came in contact with the child 

welfare system for allegations of abuse/neglect were the subjects of analysis. The average 

age was 7.86, relatively evenly split between male and female (51% and 49%, 

respectively), and majority were non-white, 57.9%. In this sample recurrence of abuse 

was 6.9%. This is lower than the rates reported in the literature because the present 

sample included all children who had been reported but did not necessarily have prior 

abuse, and the allegations in the report may or may not have been substantiated. The rate 

of recurrence for children in the sample who had a prior substantiated abuse report was 

14.9%, which is consistent with the prior literature (Fluke, et al., 2005; White, Hindley & 

Jones, 2015). In the bivariate analysis children with moderate/severe risk, children who 

received services, and children with a previous substantiated abuse report had higher 

rates of recurrence of abuse (12.9%, 9.6%, 13.9%, respectively). However, in the 

multivariate analysis, only children with previously substantiated abuse had higher 

likelihood of recurrence of abuse. 
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In both of the final models for RA1 and RA2, children in homes of caregivers 

who met the federal poverty guidelines and those who had experienced prior 

substantiated abuse had over two times increased odds of recurrence, when controlling 

for all other variables in the model. The caregiver poverty variable was not a significant 

predictor in bivariate analysis, indicating a suppression effect. Meaning, while caregiver 

poverty appeared to have no predictive relationship on recurrence of abuse in bivariate 

analysis, the inclusion of the variable with other predictors revealed that the variable did 

explain more variance in recurrence. It is likely that caregiver poverty is correlated to 

another child-level variable in the model, such as race. 

In the model assessing RA1 with level-1 child variables and level-2 agency 

culture and climate, children in homes of caregivers who met the federal poverty 

guidelines had a 2.175 (p<.01) increased odds of recurrence of abuse and children who 

had experienced prior substantiated abuse had a 2.142 (p<.01) increased odds of 

recurrence of abuse. This was consistent with the model for RA2 assessing level-1 child 

variables and level-2 agency culture, climate, and local context with parameter estimates 

increasing slightly for both variables (OR=2.246 and OR=2.208, respectively). These 

findings are consistent with past research that associated poverty with maltreatment 

(Coulton, Korbin, Su, & Chow, 1995; Wandersman & Nation, 1998), particularly neglect 

(Sampson & Laub, 1994). 

Level-2 Agency Findings 

To address the research aims, agency level analysis was also conducted with a 

nationally representative sample of state child welfare agencies in the U.S. A little over 

half of agencies were in urban settings, 52.6%. On average there was a 21.8% child 
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poverty rate in the surrounding areas of these agencies. OSC scores were all standardized 

by the scale developers, meaning all culture and climate dimensions had the same mean 

and standard deviations. 

Bivariate correlations found medium to high levels of correlation between all 

culture and climate variables. All continuous variables were found to be correlated with 

the recurrence of abuse rate, although with small associations falling below .3 (Cohen, 

Cohen, Aiken, & West, 2013). The strongest correlation with recurrence rate was 

functionality, followed by county level poverty. These two variables were consistently 

found to have statistically significant relationships with recurrence in all of the analysis 

conducted. In the final model for RA2 both variables were significant predictors of 

recurrence, although neither was in the expected direction. 

Agency Culture and Climate 

The answer to both research questions was yes in that at least one element of 

agency culture and climate does impact recurrence of abuse, even when controlling for 

child-level variables and accounting for county contextual characteristics. Functionality, 

an OSC climate variable was consistently found in the analysis to have an impact on 

recurrence of abuse. Functionality is a climate dimension related to the resources, support 

and cooperation employees perceive they have to do their job (Williams & Glisson, 

2014). In the models for RA1 assessing culture and climate and RA2 including county 

contextual variables at level 2, more functional agencies with perceived resources, 

support, and cooperation had unexpectedly higher recurrence of abuse, when controlling 

for factors at the child-level and factors related to the county context. None of the other 

OSC dimensions found to be important in prior research, specifically climate dimensions 
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of engagement and stress and culture variable of rigidity, had statistically significant 

relationships with recurrence in the present study. This may have been due to low power 

because of the incidents of recurrence being low. In addition, null results for these 

parameter estimates are not uncommon in past research (Goering, 2016). 

Local Context 

The local context variable of county child poverty also proved to be important. 

County child poverty had the largest effect of the two significant level-2 variables and the 

inclusion of poverty with culture and climate increased the explained variance by 0.22 

and resulted in a final R2 of 0.578. This is consistent with the studies in organizational 

research in education. When socioeconomic status has been included as a variable, school 

organizational variables were still important although their effect decreased from large to 

medium and the R2 increased by .10 (Hoy & Hannun, 2007; Hoy, et al., 1990; Sweetland 

& Hoy, 2000). Urbanicity of the areas surrounding the agencies was not significant, 

which is consistent with prior research that includes this variable (Glisson & Green, 

2011; Williams & Glisson, 2014). These results indicate that, at a minimum, county 

poverty and likely other important local context variables must be taken into 

consideration when conducting organizational research. 

Direction of Results 

The direction of the results at the agency level was somewhat surprising, although 

not entirely inconsistent with past research. The OSC theory specifies that agencies with 

higher functionality scores are ‘better’ and, therefore, it would be expected that children 

who came in contact with child welfare organizations with a higher score on functionality 
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would have lower recurrence of child abuse. The opposite was found in this study as well 

as another study that examined service outcomes related to organizational culture and 

climate (Silver Wolf et al., 2014). It is possible that child welfare workers in 

organizations with more functional climates were better able to recognize or detect abuse 

and neglect then less functional climates, leading to higher rates of recurrence. The 

subscales of functionality are role clarity, cooperation, and growth and advancement. 

Constructs related to a climate of functionality have been found to predict intention to 

leave and retention in child welfare (McFadden, Campbell, & Taylor, 2015; Shim, 2010; 

Zeitlin, Augsberger, Auerbach, & McGowan, 2014). Perhaps more functional climates 

have an experienced workforce better able to identify child abuse and neglect. Growth 

and advancement is also a subscale of functionality. In agencies with opportunities for 

growth and advancement, employees may be highly motivated to do good and thorough 

work. 

The importance of poverty is consistent with prior research however the direction 

of the relationship was unexpected. When controlling for child-level variables and agency 

culture and climate, being in a higher poverty county decreased recurrence, while being 

in a high poverty household increased likelihood of recurrence. The impact of household 

poverty at the child-level with increased recurrence of abuse is consistent with past 

research (White et al. 2015); however, the decrease in recurrence in higher poverty 

jurisdictions is not. Due to this unexpected finding additional exploratory correlations 

were conducted to assess a potential curvilinear relationship between agency level 

variables and recurrence be separating the recurrence of abuse into quadrants. All 

quadrants remained consistent with the findings between functionality and county 
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poverty and recurrence with the exception of the second quadrant (the 20 agencies with 

recurrence of abuse below the mean, a recurrence rate ranging from .02 to .05). This 

quadrant had a positive correlation between recurrence and poverty (r=.586, p<.01), 

which is more within the direction originally hypothesized. This analysis was a simple 

bivariate correlation at the agency level, meaning it did not include any of the control 

variables at the child or agency level, however it further emphasizes the complexity of 

the statistical model and is worth exploration in future research. 

A systematic review of the literature on neighborhood effects on maltreatment 

noted that most of the published literature is not using multilevel models, meaning most 

research fails to account for variation on the child level (Coulton, Crampton, Irwin, 

Spilsbury, & Korbin, 2007). It is possible that more services and interventions to prevent 

child abuse are targeted in high poverty counties and when child-level factors are taken 

into account, the effect of a high poverty jurisdiction changes. In addition, the present 

study only included a variable reflecting Federal poverty rates in the local area. A better 

and more robust socioeconomic status variable that includes information such as 

education, household size, etc. should be utilized in future research. Future research 

should also look at the interaction between household poverty and county poverty. And 

research looking at neighborhood or jurisdiction effects should employ multilevel 

methods to incorporate child and family level risk factors. Ideally, future research would 

also measure the actual recurrence rates, not just detected. This would require significant 

resources and input from multiple systems but would ultimately lead to a clearer 

understanding of the issue. It is clear that poverty is important at both levels, but how 

exactly that impacts maltreatment should be further explored. 
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Challenges of the Research Question and Threats to Validity 

Sample Selection at the Agency Level 

As mentioned in the introduction, states are generally responsible for child 

welfare services with wide variation in practices across states. In recent decades 

privatization has become common and the level of child welfare privatization in each 

state also varies (ACF, 2016). This means that in some locations the bulk of services are 

often provided outside of the state agency. NSCAW II surveyed the culture and climate 

of state agencies, not contracted service providers. In a highly privatized state, some 

families may have experienced most of their child welfare related contact with agencies 

outside of the state entity. If the culture and climate of an agency are theorized to impact 

client outcomes, the design of NSCAW II to include only state agencies could threaten 

the validity of the results. 

Challenges with Secondary Data 

The use of secondary analysis limits the ability to define which constructs are 

included in the analysis and how they are measured. This is especially problematic for the 

culture and climate variables utilized at level-two of the analysis where very little 

information was given about these variables. Additional concerns about these variables 

will be discussed in the section on measurement error. Additionally, community 

contextual variables are limited to what is provided in the dataset. NSCAW II includes 

community variables relevant to the present study, such as child poverty rates, local 

unemployment, and urbanicity. However, little else is known about the local context of 

each agency and the data does not identify geographic location of the agencies, 

preventing linking of NSCAW II to other sources of community data. And finally, a 
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common problem in child welfare research across states is also true in the present study, 

which is the inconsistent definitions of child abuse and neglect, level of evidence required 

for abuse substantiation, and variable measures (Dowd et al., 2014). 

Specification of the Outcome Variable 

The question still remains about which outcome should be the primary indicator 

of agency effectiveness for children and families coming into contact with the child 

welfare system. Permanency, stability, and well being, the three goals outlined by the 

Federal Children’s Bureau, are broad concepts. Specification of the outcome in this study 

was recurrence of abuse, which is closely aligned with the goal of child welfare systems 

to ensure safety of children. However, the present study, and most studies involving 

maltreatment, are limited as the variables often reflect only detected and ‘proven’ 

maltreatment and not the actual incidence. Further complicating the variable is the 

variation across states regarding the level of evidence required to substantiate/indicate 

abuse or neglect (ACF, 2016). This means that in states with higher levels of evidence 

required to substantiate abuse, the incidents may be lower, and vice versa. This could 

make a state with a high level of evidence required for substantiation appear to have 

lower recurrence then is actually the case. 

Measurement Error 

 A major concern and limitation that cannot be ignored is the potential for 

measurement error at the organization level. In the present study the OSC was used to 

quantitatively produce culture and climate profiles for each agency. As mentioned 

previously, how these profiles were calculated and the rwg scores for each organization 



 

91 

are not made available to researchers outside of the scale authors at the University of 

Tennessee. The strength of the Rwg scores have potential importance in moderation of 

results in organizational research (Schneider, Ehrhart, & Macey, 2011) and could be 

helpful in the present analysis. In addition, scale scores were standardized with a mean of 

50 and a SD of 10. This prevents other researchers from seeing the true variation within 

the dimensions and further exploring scale issues. The OSC is based on 16 subscales 

(Glisson, et al., 2012) and as noted in prior research, it is possible that the impact of 

culture and climate lies within one of the subscale constructs and not the larger 

dimensions produced in the OSC, (Goering, 2016). However, this cannot be explored by 

researchers outside the OSC development team. 

Another critique is that the OSC theory makes value judgments on good and bad 

culture and climate (Glisson, et al., 2012). Rigidity for example may be good in some 

contexts. In an environment implementing an evidenced-based practice (EBP) a culture 

of adherence to strict rules (i.e., rigidity) may be important important for fidelity to the 

model. 

As noted in chapter two, the only researchers finding OSC results in the expected 

direction are from the development team of the OSC. When the OSC was used by an 

outside research team using outcome variables other than CBCL scores, discharge to 

lower level of care (Wolf, et al., 2014) and recurrence of abuse (present study), 

dimensions were not in the expected direction. In both the present study and Wolf, et al. 

(2014) organizations with lower functionality had better outcomes. 
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Strengths of Research Project 

The methodological strengths of the project are worth noting. One of the major 

challenges of organizational research is the comparison across organizations. The present 

project allows for the comparison of 81 individual agencies. In multi-level research the 

sample size of the second level is important, and often over looked. Researchers have 

found very little bias when the analysis at level-two contains over 30 clusters (McCouch, 

2010). In addition, the present dataset includes a nationally representative sample, 

meaning the results will be generalizable to the population of child welfare systems and 

children in the U.S. 

Finally, the present study will add substantially to the literature on the importance 

of culture and climate in child welfare agencies. The literature review revealed a lack of 

understanding regarding how and if organizational culture and climate dimensions impact 

outcomes for children coming into contact with child welfare systems. The present study 

corrects for many of the methodological flaws in prior research, including, the 

specification of an outcome variable related specifically to the goals of child welfare, as 

well as, controlling for contextual variables that may strongly impact those outcomes. 

Clearer understanding of the research questions addressed in this study will assist in the 

future development of interventions to address organizational issues in child welfare 

(Glisson, Hemmelgarn, Green, & Williams, 2013; Lawrence, Zeitlin, Auerbach, & 

Claiborne, 2015). 

The complicated statistical methods associated with the use of NSCAW II, and 

further acerbated by the lack of weights available to answer agency-level questions are 

likely barriers for many researchers. The present study’s creation of weights for use by 
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other researchers with agency-level questions will hopefully encourage additional inquiry 

into this field of study and increase the present knowledge base. For example, past 

researchers used the first iteration of NSCAW to assess the impact of collaboration 

between mental health organizations and child welfare agencies on psychosocial 

outcomes for children involved in child welfare and mental health systems (Bai, Wells, & 

Hillemeier, 2008). The extensive collection of agency variables collected in NSCAW II 

and linked to a nationally representative child welfare sample provide an important 

opportunity to understand how child welfare systems operate and important ways to 

improve these systems in order to better serve children. 

Theory 

Much is yet to be discovered in child welfare culture and climate theory 

development. Further work should be done to refine the OSC theory and what 

specifically indicates or defines a ‘good’ and a ‘not so good’ culture and climate. The 

present study and past research have uncovered many cases of null findings with OSC 

dimensions and where dimensions had opposite effects of what was expected (Smith, 

2016). Additionally, while Sociotechnical Systems theory (STS) was used as a basis for 

OSC theoretical development (Glisson, 2002), the OSC excluded the ‘technical’ elements 

of this theoretical model, which in child welfare are the casework and interventions that 

comprise the work. 

Culture and climate researchers should also incorporate the ecological perspective 

into their research designs. The present study, and studies in educational research, has 

demonstrated the importance in explaining more variance at the second level when 
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including contextual variables, and identifying additional relevant context-type variables 

may be important to future organizational research. 

Implications for Practice and Policy 

Similar to other research in the social sciences the findings do not provide clear 

answers for child welfare administrators and policy makers. As stated previously, 

organizational research is complex and often leaves more questions than answers. Despite 

this complexity the present study did confirm that culture and climate of organizations 

are important constructs for child welfare agency administrators and policy makers to pay 

attention to and understand. Some of the weakness discussed earlier around measurement 

and access to data by organizational researchers could be addressed at the policy level by 

continuing to fund and approve upon NSCAW. NSCAW is an important study funded by 

the Federal government; researchers with agency and community-based questions should 

be further incorporated in the design of NSCAW to improve its ability to be used for 

explorations of those research questions. In addition, NSCAW should strongly consider 

changing the measurement of culture and climate that is used in the study to a 

measurement that has open access to all researchers in the design and calculation of the 

organizational constructs. 

The findings again emphasize that child welfare agency administrators cannot 

focus on interventions alone but also need to pay attention to assessing the culture and 

climate of their agencies and how that might affect their clients. Even though the findings 

were in a surprising direction, a relationship between culture and climate and client 

outcomes was still present. The findings indicate that more functional climates may be 

better at identifying child abuse and neglect. If this is the case, agency administrator’s 
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should focus on issues impacting functionality: role clarity, cooperation, and growth and 

advancement. Administrators and their employees would benefit from creating 

opportunities for workers to advance, clearly defining job responsibilities, and creating an 

environment where coworkers support each other (Glisson, Green, and Williams, 2012). 

Functional workers also need supportive and competent supervision, good training, and 

core practice models that allow them to effectively do their work. In addition, due to the 

concerns about culture and climate measurements and application, not just to research but 

also to practice, administrators should be cautions when selecting measurement tools for 

assessing their organizations and make sure they understand the information the 

measurement tool will provide and how it can be used. 

Finally, in addition to agency characteristics policy makers and agency 

administrators cannot ignore the impact of the local context on their clients and 

outcomes. Poverty in particular showed an impact within the child household as well as 

in the community. Even though the direction of impact at the agency level had surprising 

results (lower recurrence in higher poverty areas) this same finding has occurred in past 

studies. Child welfare agencies should play an active role in their community 

policymaking and service provision. High poverty households will need additional 

supports to prevent recurrence of abuse, and legislation should consider how to direct 

additional funding to these high-risk families. But in addition to poverty, other local 

contextual factors are likely to play a role in recurrence and should be considered by 

administrators and policy makers concerned with developing prevention efforts. 
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Direction of Future Research 

Future research with child welfare agencies should focus on three main areas: 1) 

the interaction of poverty at the family and community level, 2) the measurement of 

culture and climate in child welfare, 3) further exploration of the local context in which 

the agency is situated. First, more research should use multilevel analysis to incorporate 

and better understand the important impact of poverty on recurrence of abuse and on 

other outcome variables at both the family and community level. Multilevel analysis will 

allow for the exploration of community poverty while controlling for individual level 

characteristics and provide the ability to test interaction effects. Second, the limitations 

and mixed findings in the use of the OSC indicate a need for more tools to be developed 

in the field to measure organizational culture and climate in child welfare. The ability to 

measure culture using quantitative methods has been debated in the field (Kuenzi & 

Schminke, 2009). Research should apply mixed methods to inform the development of 

new scales measuring child welfare culture and climate. Most important is that agencies 

can utilize these tools to understand how organization function impacts their clients. New 

scales measuring organizational context in child welfare should be fully accessible to 

practitioners and other research teams. Finally, since 25% of variation in the present 

study was explained by the agency level, representing a geographical service area, there 

is much more to be discovered about what community and organizational factors make an 

impact on outcomes. The analysis was limited by what was available in the existing data 

set, but additional variables such as availability of services, local crime, and 

neighborhood social networks are important to consider in the future. 
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Conclusion 

Untangling the web of organizational effects on individual outcomes is critical to 

the field of child welfare. Simply measuring the impacts of these constructs on workforce 

outcomes is insufficient given the goals of child welfare to serve children and families. 

Continued focus on developing this body of knowledge will help researchers and 

practitioners improve poor outcomes that have plagued the child welfare system. The 

present study found that further research on culture and climate and the impact on 

outcomes is warranted but it must include more relevant factors related to the 

surrounding community, and improvements in measurement and methodology related to 

culture and climate, specification of the sample, and appropriate dependent variables. 

While results in this research and previous studies remain inconclusive in how exactly 

these organizational variables impact clients, it is clear that a relationship does exist. 

Culture and climate in child welfare organizations has long been and continues to be a 

challenging field of research.
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APPENDIX A: FACTOR LOADING AND SUBSCALES OF OSC 

 

Note. From Glisson et al. (2012) 

.
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APPENDIX B: SYSTEMATIC REVIEW TABLES 

Table B1 . Data Matrix of Included Studies 

Study ID 

Authors 

(year) 

Research 

Design 

Research 

questions/h

ypotheses 

Sample Characteristics/ 

Size (groups if relevant) 

source, sampling 

strategy) 

Independent 

variables 

Dependent/outco

me variables 

Data 

Analysis 

Significant Findings 

S01.98 

Glisson & 

Hemmelgar

n, (1998) 

*Observation

al, 

Longitudina

l 

Cohort 

design (for 

level 1) 

*Abstract 

states quasi-

experimenta

l 

longitudinal 

design, 

however, 

article is not 

reporting on 

experimenta

l elements of 

larger study 

Increasing 

services 

coordination 

would 

directly 

effect: 1) 

Climate, 2) 

Quality of 

services, 3) 

inter-

organization

al 

relationships 

Children *(n=250) 

Caseworkers (n=260) 

DHS &DYD Offices** 

(n=32) 

*Children in state 

custody who remained 

there for at least one 

year 

No age given but likely 

school age due to 

teacher rating and CBCL 

not appropriate for 

infants. 

**Department of Health 

and Human Services and 

Department of Youth 

Services in one state, 

encompassing 24 of the 

states’ counties. 

Does not specify how 

county selection 

occurred. Did exclude 

the major urban area in 

the state due to limited 

resources. 

Organizational 

climate 

1) Psychological 

Climate 

Questionnaire (James 

and Sells (1981) 

Measured: fairness, 

role clarity, role 

overload, role 

conflict, cooperation, 

growth and 

advancement, job 

satisfaction, emotional 

exhaustion, personal 

accomplishment, and 

depersonalization 

Completed at one 

time-point. 

Aggregated by 

agency to establish a 

climate profile for 

each of the 23 offices 

Child’s 

Psychosocial 

Functioning 

1) Child Behavioral 

Checklist (CBCL) 

and Teacher Report 

Form (TRF): 

internalizing/externali

zing t-score 

(Achenbach, 1991) 

2) Teacher 

Checklist of 

Children’s Peer 

Relationships 

(Dodge & 

Somberg, 1987) 

CBCL by 

parent/guardian. 

TRF checklist by 

teacher. All were 

completed when 

child entered 

custody and one 

year later. 

Structural 

Equation 

Model 

(Model 

tested direct 

and indirect 

effects of 

climate on 

service 

outcomes) 

Direct effect of 

organizational climate on 

service outcomes is -.12 

(p<.05), meaning 

improvement of 

psychosocial functioning is 

greater for children served 

by offices with more 

positive climates. 

Other findings: 

County demographics had a 

statistically significant 

relationship with climate. 

A more positive climate had 

an impact on service quality 

but service quality did not 

translate to an impact on 

service outcomes. 
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Study ID 

Authors 

(year) 

Research 

Design 

Research 

questions/h

ypotheses 

Sample Characteristics/ 

Size (groups if relevant) 

source, sampling 

strategy) 

Independent 

variables 

Dependent/outco

me variables 

Data 

Analysis 

Significant Findings 

S02.05 

Yoo & 

Brooks 

(2005) 

Longitudina

l 

retrospectiv

e 

Cohort 

design (for 

level 1) 

Examine the 

relationship 

between 

organization

al context, 

child 

characteristi

cs and child 

outcomes. 

Children=3,883 

Caseworkers=74 (not 

specified how many 

were eliminated later) 

Organizations=13 

Children and families 

referred to family 

preservation from DFS 

to prevent out of home 

placement. No age given 

but in theory could be 0-

18. 

Workforce in study is 

one county (LA County) 

family preservation 

providers 

Organizational 

Culture 

1) The 

Organizational 

Context 

Questionnaire 

(developed for study 

based on previously 

validated scales) 

Measured: 

leadership, job 

satisfaction, 

burnout, 

organization 

commitment, locus 

of control, 

routinization and 

centralization 

One time survey 

collected from 

workforce 

Removal 

Child 

placement/Child 

non-placement in 

out of home 

services. 

(reviewed one-

year period) 

MLM/HLM 

Level 1: 

Children 

Level 2: 

Organization

al variables 

(Two factor 

scores, Org 

Conditions 

and Worker 

Response) 

established 

by a CFA) 

Culture: (factor containing: 

routineness of work, 

leadership, and support) 

explained 40% of the 

variation in placement 

outcomes across the 

organizations (t=-2.01, 

p=.01). Specifically, 

organizations whose 

workers have more routine 

work, leaders with more 

transformational qualities, 

and settings with more 

supervisor and coworker 

support had better child 

outcomes (fewer out of 

home placements).  
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Study ID 

Authors 

(year) 

Research 

Design 

Research 

questions/h

ypotheses 

Sample Characteristics/ 

Size (groups if relevant) 

source, sampling 

strategy) 

Independent 

variables 

Dependent/outco

me variables 

Data 

Analysis 

Significant Findings 

S03a.08 

Schoenwald

, Carter, 

Chapman, 

Sheidow 

2008 

Longitudina

l, One year 

post 

treatment 

Non-

probability 

sample  

Predict that 

therapist 

adherence to 

EBP and 

organization

al context 

will impact 

youth 

outcomes 

(i.e. greater 

adherence 

and better 

climate will 

lead to more 

positive 

outcomes) 

Youth (n=1,979) 

Therapists (n=429) 

Organizations/Sites 

(n=45) 

Youth who were 

referred to orgs for 

status offenses, criminal 

offenses, substance 

abuse, or school 

problems. 

Youth-average age 14 

(SD=2.35) 

Study occurred at 45 

community-based 

organizations providing 

MST. Private providers 

contracted by public 

agencies to do MST. 

Data from NIMH funded 

MST Transportability 

Study 

Org Climate 

Psychological Climate 

Questionnaire (James 

and Sells 1981, used 

by Glisson and 

Hemmelgarn 1998) 

Measured: fairness, 

role clarity, role 

overload, role 

conflict, cooperation, 

growth and 

advancement, job 

satisfaction, 

emotional 

exhaustion, personal 

accomplishment, and 

depersonalization. 

Org Culture 

(Called Structure) 

Measured with three 

scales: 

Participating in 

decision-making 

(Hage and Aiken, 

1967) 

Hierarchy of 

Authority (Hall 1963) 

Procedural and Rule 

Specification (Hall 

1963) 

*Scores averaged 

across time points.  

Youth Behavior 

Problems 

CBCL 

(Achenbach, 1991) 

T-scores for 

externalizing scale 

Collected at 4 time 

points  

MLM/HLM 

Level 1: 

Time 

Level 2: 

Individual 

Level 3: 

Therapist 

Level 4: 

Organization 

Climate: “Growth and 

Advancement’ predicted 

change over time in youth 

outcome, higher growth 

and advancement predicted 

positive change in 

psychosocial functioning. 

Culture: . Lower 

organizational averages 

(Level 4) of hierarchy of 

authority predict greater 

positive change in 

psychosocial functioning. ) 

Proportion of the variance 

in youth outcomes 

attributed to organization 

variables was 5%.  
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Study ID 

Authors 

(year) 

Research 

Design 

Research 

questions/h

ypotheses 

Sample Characteristics/ 

Size (groups if relevant) 

source, sampling 

strategy) 

Independent 

variables 

Dependent/outco

me variables 

Data 

Analysis 

Significant Findings 

S03b.09 

Schoenwald

, Chapman, 

Sheidow, 

Carter 2009 

Longitudina

l, four year 

post 

treatment 

 Sample and study same 

as S103a.08 but 

outcomes collected 4-

years post follow up 

with one exception, only 

youth where criminal 

charges data could be 

obtained (n=1,713) out 

of those in the original 

study were included. 

Also youth with zero 

lifetime pre-treatment 

charges (n=642 or 37%) 

were excluded from the 

analysis. 

Organizational 

Climate and 

Culture 

Same as study 

S103a.08 

Criminal charges 

Count of charges 

in 4 years post-

treatment  

MLM/HLM 

Level 1: 

Youth 

Level 2: 

Therapist 

Level 3: 

Organization 

At the org level the only 

significant variable was 

participation in decision-

making had predicted lower 

rates of youth post-

treatment charges, 

ERR=.90 

Proportion of the variance 

in youth outcomes 

attributed to organization 

variables was 11%. 
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Study ID 

Authors 

(year) 

Research 

Design 

Research 

questions/h

ypotheses 

Sample Characteristics/ 

Size (groups if relevant) 

source, sampling 

strategy) 

Independent 

variables 

Dependent/outco

me variables 

Data 

Analysis 

Significant Findings 

S04.09 

Jordan, et 

al. (2009) 

Longitudina

l 

Non-

probability 

sample 

Assess the 

organization

al climate 

characteristi

cs 

associated 

with youth 

outcomes.  

Youth (n=407) 

Front-line staff (n=349) 

RTCs (n=17) 

Youth-Average age 14.3 

(SD=2.16) 

Front line staff did NOT 

including therapists’ 

managements, etc, only 

those involved in day-

today care of children. 

DCFS residential mental 

health treatment centers 

in a single state. 

Organizational 

Climate 

Areas of Worklife 

Survey (AWLS-4) 

(Lieter, 2006) 

6 areas measured: 

workload, control, 

reward, community, 

fairness 

Psychosocial 

functioning 

Child Functional 

Assessment Rating 

Scale (CFARS) 

(Ward et al., 

2006), 

1) Internalizing 

score 

2) Externalizing 

scores. 

-Reverse coded so 

positive change 

indicates 

improvement 

MLM/HLM 

Level1: 

Time 

Level 2: 

Child 

Level 3: 

RTC 

Greater person-job match on 

workload and fairness were 

associated with less 

improvement in psychosocial 

functioning. Specifically: 

For outcome variable, youth 

internalizing score, higher 

mean agency scores on 

workload job match were 

associated with lower slopes (g 

= −1.32, t = −3.61, p < .01) and 

higher mean agency scores 

on fairness were associated 

with lower slopes (g = .51, t = 

−3.11, p < .05). 

For outcome variable, youth 

externalizing score, higher 

mean agency scores on 

workload-job match had 

lower slopes (g = −1.15, t = 

−1.90, p = .08), higher mean 

agency scores on fairness 

were also associated with 

lower slopes (g = −.52, t = 

−1.89, p = .08), and higher 

mean agency scores on 

community were associated 

with higher improvement 

slopes (g = .90, t = 2.01, p = .07). 

For both internalizing and 

externalizing scores, after 

controlling for the study 

variables, no significant 

variability remained at  level 

3 
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S05.11 

Glisson & 

Green 

(2011) 

Longitudina

l 

Stratified 

random 

sample 

To examine 

the 

association 

of 

organization

al climate, 

caseworker 

services and 

long-term 

youth out 

comes in 

child 

welfare.  

Children (n=1,640) 

Caseworkers (n=1,696) 

Child welfare systems 

(n=88) 

Cases with substantiated 

or indicated findings. 

Children ages 4-16 

Data source 

NSCAW waves 1-5 

Wave 1 (baseline) to 

wave 5 (84 month 

follow up) 

Organizational 

Climate 

Organizational 

Social Context 

Measure (climate 

scales) (Glisson, 

Landsverk, et al, 

2008) 

Used 2 second-order 

climate dimensions 

of Engagement 

(personal 

accomplishment, 

personalization) & 

Stress (emotional 

exhaustion, role 

conflict, role 

overload) 

Collected from 

caseworkers at wave 

2 

Child’s 

psychosocial 

functioning 

CBCL T-Score 

(Achenbach, 1991) 

(sum of 

internalizing/exter

nalizing 

behaviors) 

Collected at all 

waves 1, 3, 4, 5 

MLM/HLM 

Level 1: 

Time 

Level 2: 

Children 

Level 3: 

Agency 

Children served in agencies 

with more engaged climates 

had better outcomes, after 

controlling for agency (urban 

versus rural) and child level 

variables (demographics and 

level of harm). 

“CBCL Total Problem T 

scores between the systems 

with the least engaged and 

most engaged climates is 

over 11 points, an effect size 

of approximately one 

standard deviation in CBCL 

Total Problem Behavior T 

scores. An 11.19 point 

difference in CBCL Total 

Problem Behavior T scores at 

84 months is great enough to 

place the CBCL scores of 

children served by systems 

with the most engaged 

climates (50.74) in the non-

clinical range (<60) and the 

average scores of children 

served by the least engaged 

climates (61.93) in the 

clinical range (>60)” (p.588) 

Other findings: 

No interaction effect was 

found between climate and 

services variables on 

outcomes.  
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Study ID 

Authors 

(year) 

Research 

Design 

Research 

questions/h

ypotheses 

Sample Characteristics/ 

Size (groups if relevant) 

source, sampling 

strategy) 

Independent 

variables 

Dependent/outco

me variables 

Data 

Analysis 

Significant Findings 

S06.14 

Williams & 

Glisson 

(2014) 

Longitudina

l 

Stratified 

Random 

sample 

To test the 

direct and 

indirect 

effects of 

culture and 

climate on 

youth 

outcomes 

Children (n=2,380) 

Caseworkers (n=1,740) 

Child welfare systems 

(n=73) 

Investigated or assessed 

for child abuse 2008-

2009. 

Children 18 months-18 

Data from NSCAW II 

Waves 1 (baseline) and 

2 (18 months after close 

of investigation 

Organizational 

Social Context 

Organizational 

Social Context 

Measure (Glisson, 

Green, eta., 2012) 

Full scale, 

measuring: 

1) Culture 

dimensions of 

rigidity, resistance, 

and proficiency 

2) Climate 

dimensions of 

engagement, 

functionality, and 

stress 

Collected from 

caseworkers at wave 

2 

Child’s 

psychosocial 

functioning 

CBCL T-Score 

(Achenbach, 1991) 

(sum of 

internalizing/exter

nalizing 

behaviors) 

Waves 1 and 2 

Multi-level 

path analysis 

Agencies with more 

proficient cultures and less 

resistant cultures had more 

engaged, more functional, 

and less stressful climates. 

Agencies with more 

engaged, more functional 

and more stressful climates 

had better youth outcomes: 

Engagement (B=-.05, 

SE=.02, p=0.4) 

Functionality (B=-.06, 

SE=.03, p=.39) 

Stress=(B=-.10, SE=.02, 

p<.001) 

All in-direct paths from 

proficiency to youth 

outcomes were significant 

(engagement, functionality, 

and stress) and one indirect 

path from resistance to youth 

outcomes was significant 

(stress). 

The culture and climate 

dimensions and agency 

covariates accounted for 

70% of the agency level 

variance in youth 

outcomes. 

Rigidity was excluded from 

the final model as it was 

not found to have an effect 

on any of the climate 

variables. 
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Study ID 

Authors 

(year) 

Research 

Design 

Research 

questions/h

ypotheses 

Sample Characteristics/ 

Size (groups if relevant) 

source, sampling 

strategy) 

Independent 

variables 

Dependent/outco

me variables 

Data 

Analysis 

Significant Findings 

S07.14 

Silver Wolf, 

Dulmus, 

Maguin, 

and Cristalli 

(2014) 

Longitudina

l, 

retrospectiv

e 

Non-

probability 

sample 

Examine the 

relationship 

between 

culture and 

climate and 

youth 

outcomes.  

Clients* (n=1,336) 

Clinical service 

employees (n=1,273) 

Programs (n=33) 

One large CFS agency, 

in a single state, with 55 

programs including 

residential and 

community-based 

services in child welfare, 

mental health, juvenile 

justice, education, youth 

development, and 

developmental 

disabilities* 

*22.2% of the sample 

were over the age of 27 

due to the diverse 

services provided by this 

CFS system. 

Data for IVs and DV 

taken from archival 

databases.  

Organizational 

Social Context 

Organizational 

Social Context 

Measure (Glisson, 

Landsverk, et al, 

2008) 

Full scale, 

measuring: 

1) Culture 

dimensions of 

rigidity, resistance, 

and proficiency 

2) Climate 

dimensions of 

engagement, 

functionality, and 

stress 

Collected by survey 

at one time point. 

82% response rate.  

Client Outcomes 

Discharged to 

Lower Level of 

Care 

Measured by if the 

client was 

discharged to a 

lower level of care 

(coded yes/no) 

 

MLM/HLM 

Level 1: 

Children 

Level 2: 

Programs 

All of the 6 culture and 

climate variables were 

associated with being 

discharged to a lower level 

of care. The programs with 

less favorable cultures and 

climates had better 

outcomes. Specifically: 

Programs with high scores 

on rigidity, resistance and 

stress had higher 

percentage of their clients 

discharged to lower level of 

care. 

Programs with high scores 

on proficiency, 

engagement, or 

functionality had a smaller 

percentage of their clients 

discharged to lower levels 

of care. 
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Table B2 .  Organizational Survey Sample Description 

Study ID Sample n= Response 

Rate 

Orgs Average 

participants per 

org 

S01.98 Caseworkers 260 90% 32 8.1 

S02.05a Caseworkers 74 67% 13 Less than 6 

S03a.08 Therapists 429 99% 45 10 

S03b.09 Therapists 429 99% 45 10 

S04.09 Front line staff 349 Not provided 17 21 

S05.11b Caseworkers 1,696 Not provided 88 20 

S06.14 Caseworkers 1,740 Not provided 73 24 

S07.14c Clinical service 

employees 

1,273 82% 33 39 

 

a Final sample of caseworkers was not provided as some orgs with less than 50% 

response rate were eliminated. Response rate was taken from Yoo (2004). 

b Final sample of caseworkers was not provided as some orgs with low levels of 

agreement or fewer than 3 staff were eliminated; therefore, 23.8 is based on the 

information provided and may not be accurate. 

c Programs within a single large organization 
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Table B3.  Summary of Findings for Culture Dimensions 

OSC 

Construct 
DV Study ID Impact Findings 

Rigidity 

Psychosocial 

Functioning 

S04.09 No Effect NS- Person-job match on control 

S03a.08 
Mixed 

Effects 

S-Greater hierarchy of authority 

predicted less improvement (i.e. 

higher levels of behavioral 

problems) (B=1.09, p<.001). 

NS- Participatory decision 

making and procedural and rule 

specification 

S06.14 No Effect 

NS- Rigid culture did not have 

significant effects on climate or 

indirect effects on psychosocial 

functioning. 

Service 

Outcome 

S02.05 

OOH 

placement 

No Effect 

NS- Factor containing: 

routineness of work, leadership, 

and support explained 40% of the 

variation in placement outcomes 

across the organizations (t=-2.01, 

p=.10). However, not sig by most 

research standards. 

S03b.09 

Criminal 

charges 

Mixed 

Effects 

S-Higher participation in 

decision making had lower rate 

of youth criminal charges 

(ERR=.90, 95%CI=.81-1.00). 

NS- Hierarchy of authority and 

procedural and rule specification 

S07.14 

Discharge 

status 

Greater 

rigidity, 

better 

outcomes 

S-More rigid cultures had better 

outcomes, i.e. higher proportions 

of clients discharged to lower 

levels of care (B=.104, p=.027).  

Proficiency 
Psychosocial 

functioning 
S06.14 

Greater 

proficiency

, better 

outcomes 

S-Greater proficiency was 

indirectly related to better 

youth outcomes through the 

climate dimensions of 

engagement (B=-.03, SE=.01, 

p=.046, functionality (B=-.04, 

SE=.02, p=.045), and stress 

(B=.03, SE.01, p=.028). 
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OSC 

Construct 
DV Study ID Impact Findings 

Service 

Outcome 

S07.14 

Discharge 

status 

Less 

proficienc

y, better 

outcomes 

S-More proficient cultures had 

worse outcomes, i.e. programs 

with more proficient cultures 

had a lower proportion of clients 

discharged to lower levels of 

care (B=-.094, p=.012). 

Resistance 

Psychosocial 

functioning 
S06.14 

Less 

resistant, 

better 

outcomes 

S-Less resistant cultures were 

indirectly related (through 

Stress dimension) to 

improvement in outcomes (B=-

.07, SE=.02, p=.001).  

Service 

Outcome 

S07.14 

Discharge 

status 

More 

resistant, 

better 

outcomes 

S-More resistant cultures had 

better outcomes, i.e. programs 

with more proficient cultures 

had a lower proportion of 

clients discharged to lower 

levels of care (B=.064, p=.001). 
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Table B4.  Summary of Findings for Climate Dimensions 

OSC 

Construct 
DV Study ID Impact Findings 

Engagement 

Psychosocial 

Functioning 

S03a.08 No Effect 

NS- Personal 

accomplishment, 

depersonalization 

S05.11 

Greater 

engagement, 

better 

outcomes 

S-More engaged climates 

were associated with higher 

slopes (greater positive 

change over time) (B=-.013, 

p<.01). Psychosocial 

functioning improved an 

average of -.04 points per 

month, or -3.44 over the 

studies 84 months. 

S06.14 

Greater 

engagement, 

better 

outcomes 

S-Higher engagement 

predicted better youth 

outcomes (B=-.05, SE=.02, 

p=.04). 

Service 

Outcome 

S07.14 

Discharge 

status 

Greater 

engagement

, worse 

outcomes 

S-Less engagement had better 

outcomes, i.e. higher 

proportion of clients 

discharged to lower levels of 

care (B=-.072, p=.032). 

Functionality 
Psychosocial 

Functioning 

S03a.08 
Mixed 

effects 

S-Higher growth and 

advancement predicted 

improvement of 

psychosocial functioning 

over time (B=.068, p=.001). 

NS- Fairness, role clarity, 

cooperation 

S04.09 
Mixed 

effects 

S-Greater mean agency 

person-job match on fairness 

was associated with less 

improvement on psychosocial 

functioning (internalizing 

scores ONLY) ( γ=-.51, 

p<.05, respectively). 

NS- Fairness for externalizing 

scores. Community on both 

outcomes 
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OSC 

Construct 
DV Study ID Impact Findings 

S06.14 

Higher 

functionalit

y, better 

outcomes 

S-Higher functionality (B=-

.06, SE.03, p=.04), predicted 

better youth outcomes. 

Service 

Outcome 

S03b.09 

Criminal 

charges 

No Effects 

NS-Growth and advancement 

S07.14 

Discharge 

status 

Lower 

functionalit

y, better 

outcomes 

S-Programs with less 

functional climates had better 

outcomes, i.e. greater 

likelihood of discharge to 

lower level of care (B=-.067, 

p=.021). 

Stress 

Psychosocial 

Functioning 

S03a.08 No Effect 

NS- Role overload, 

emotional exhaustion, role 

conflict 

S04.09 
Mixed 

effect 

S- Greater mean agency 

person-job match on 

workload associated with less 

improvement (internalizing 

scores) (γ=-1.37, p<.01). 

NS- workload on 

externalizing scores 

S06.14 

Higher 

stress, better 

outcomes 

S-Higher stress predicted 

better youth outcomes (B=-

.10, SE.02, p<.001). 

Service 

Outcome 

S03b.09 

Criminal 

charges 

No Effect 

NS- Emotional exhaustion 

and role conflict 

S07.14 

Discharge 

status 

Higher 

stress, better 

outcomes 

S-More stressful climates had 

better outcomes (B=.061, 

p=.02). 
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OSC 

Construct 
DV Study ID Impact Findings 

General 
Psychosocial 

Functioning 
S01. 98 

More 

‘positive’ 

climates, 

better 

outcomes 

Direct effect of organizational 

climate on psychosocial 

outcomes is B=-.12 (p<.05); 

low conflict, higher 

cooperation, role clarity and 

personalization leads to 

positive outcomes. Not enough 

information provided to parcel 

out effects of the climate 

dimensions.  
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APPENDIX C: DESCRIPTION OF VARIABLES FOR PROPOSED 

STUDY FROM NSCAW II 

Construct 
Variable 

Name 

Codebook 

variable and 

description 

Data Type Source 

Demographics 

Case ID Use NSCAWID NA Across wave 

Age Use CHDAGEY Continuous Derived and recoded 

based on multiple 

sources 

Race Use 

CHDRACEH 

Categorical 

(1=black, 

2=white, 

3=hispanic, 

4=other) 

Derived and recoded 

by NSCAW based on 

multiple sources 

Gender Use 

CHDGENDR  

Dichotomous 

(1=male, 

2=female) 

Derived and recoded 

by NSCAW based on 

multiple sources 

Disability Use caregiver 

variables 

described in Berg 

et al. (2015) 

 Caregiver report 

Family 

Characteristics 

# of children 

in household 

Use 

HHDNOCH 

Count Baseline caseworker 

interview 

Caregiver 

drug/alcohol 

abuse 

Use CRA13A 

and CRA15A 

Dichotomous 

(0=no, 

1=yes) 

Baseline caseworker 

interview  

Caregiver 

mental health 

problems 

Use CRA17A Dichotomous 

(0=no, 

1=yes) 

Baseline caseworker 

interview 

Poverty level Use 

CGDPOVRT 

1=<50%, 

2=50% to 

<100%, 

3=100% to 

200%, and 

4=>200% 

Derived by NSCAW 

staff based on 

caregiver information 
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Construct 
Variable 

Name 

Codebook 

variable and 

description 

Data Type Source 

Child 

Welfare 

Experience 

Abuse Type Use 

CHRABUSER 

and recode into 

four abuse 

categories. This 

is the initial 

‘most serious’ 

abuse type for 

the investigation 

that prompted 

study inclusion.  

Categorical 

(1=Physical, 

2=Sexual, 

3=Neglect, 

4=Other) 

Derived and recoded 

by NSCAW based on 

multiple sources 

Out of home 

placement 

(OOH) 

CWLNPPN 

number of days 

in OOH during 

study period 

variable to 

create a 

variable that 

determines if 

the child was 

ever in OOH 

during study 

period 

Categorical 

(0=No, 

1=Yes) 

Derived and recoded 

by NSCAW based on 

multiple sources 

Risk Level Use CCI14A 

Level of 

severity of risk  

Ordinal 

(0=none, 

1=mild, 

2=moderate, 

3=severe) 

Caseworker report at 

baseline 

Prior reports Use CRA1A 

prior 

maltreatment 

reports 

0=none, 

1=presence 

of past 

reports 

Caseworker report at 

baseline 

Services 

received by 

family 

Use SERVC 0=no services, 

1=services 

received 

Derived by NSCAW 

based on caseworker 

report 

Org Culture 

Resistance OC2_RESIST 

T-score for 

organizational 

resistance 

Continuous Wave 2 Caseworker 

report, Standardized 

agency scores 

calculated by University 

of Tennessee 
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Construct 
Variable 

Name 

Codebook 

variable and 

description 

Data Type Source 

Rigidity OC2_RIGID 

T-score for 

organizational 

rigidity 

Continuous Wave 2 Caseworker 

report, Standardized 

agency scores 

calculated by 

University of 

Tennessee 

Proficiency OC2_TPROFIC 

T-score for 

organizational 

proficiency 

Continuous Wave 2 Caseworker 

report, Standardized 

agency scores 

calculated by 

University of 

Tennessee 

Org Climate 

Functionality OC2_FUNCT 

T-score for 

organizational 

functionality 

Continuous Wave 2 Caseworker 

report, Standardized 

agency scores 

calculated by 

University of TN 

Stress OC2_STRESS 

T-score for 

organizational 

stress 

Continuous Wave 2 Caseworker 

report, Standardized 

agency scores 

calculated by 

University of TN 

Engagement OC2_ENGAGE 

T-score for 

organizational 

engagement 

Continuous Wave 2 Caseworker 

report, Standardized 

agency scores 

calculated by 

University of TN 

Org Context 

Urbanicity PSUUrban 

Primary 

geographic 

setting is urban 

Dichotomous 

(Urbanicity 

1=urban, 

0=nonurban) 

Across wave 

Child Poverty POVPCT_LT18

_08: Percent of 

population 

under 18 in 

poverty in 2008 

Continuous Across wave 

Unemployment 

Rate 

UNEMP_PCT_

08 

Continuous Across wave 
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APPENDIX D: NSCAW II MULTILEVEL WEIGHTS FOR 

AGENCY-BASED QUESTIONS 

NSCAW II restricted release data files provide weights in order produce 

population estimates and to account for the unequal inclusion probabilities. However 

standard weighting instructions from the NSCAW II DFUM do not apply to research 

questions based on agencies, as standard NSCAW II weights were developed based on 

primary sampling units, PSU. Special sampling weights for both agencies and children 

are required when conducting analysis and serve the following purpose: 1) Agency-level 

weights corrects for bias towards large agencies due to the first sampling stage that 

selected county with probability proportionate to size and, 2) Child-level weights correct 

for the unequal probability of selection within each agency based on the five sampling 

domains mentioned previously. (Christ, Biemer, and Wiesen, 2007). 

To provide assistance to other child welfare agency researchers weights have 

been created as a part of this dissertation research and provided back to NSCAW II 

administrators at NDACAN Cornell. This packet of information includes: 

• CSV file with called ‘Multilevel Agency Weights File’ variables: NSCAWID, 

Stratum, AgencyID Agency weight, newly calculated child-level weights, and newly 

calculated timepoint weights. 

• A table describing each weight, calculations, and instructions for use. 

A few additional comments researchers should note when utilizing these weights 

for analysis: 
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• Merge the Multilevel Agency Weight File with your analysis file on the NSCAWID 

variable. 

• The selection of multilevel software is an important part of the analysis plan and will 

be dependent on your research question. To maintain the integrity of the weighting 

structure, cases not included in the analysis should not be deleted but should instead 

be excluded utilizing a filtering function. Some software limits the ability to filter 

with certain analysis. 
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