Revision Statements
Reviewer A – Comments and Answers

“Convergence of a Strengths Perspective and Youth Development: Toward Youth Promotion Practice”

2-4-08

1.  “Youth promotion” is a positive and uplifting notion.  However, not being familiar with the literature in this area, I am not sure it is a new idea.  The author seems to be arguing that youth promotion is a cutting edge notion that overcomes the limitations of both the strengths perspective and youth development principles.  I think the author could advance an argument in favor of youth promotion by building on the respective contributions of the strengths perspective and of youth development without setting them up as if these two traditions have been at odds.  I don’t think the differences between the two lines of thinking are all that different.  In my view, the author does not delineate the weaknesses of the two approaches and perhaps that is not necessary.  These two approaches were both apparently developed in response to the limitations of the earlier problem-focused approach to working with youth.  So, in a sense, they have a common history.  The author does a nice job of describing the evolution of thought in response to working with youth.  If “youth promotion” is indeed a cutting edge concept, then it should indeed be promulgated.
Answer) Revision made. The weaknesses of the two approaches were described on page 11 (line 19 – 23) as a paragraph with three sentences.

2. It is helpful that the author offers definitions for the strengths perspective and youth development.  Still, it seems to me that these two approaches are much more alike (or complementary) than different. In particular, I do not see the differences between youth development principles and youth promotion.  They both seem to be focused on developing the assets of youth.
Answer) Revision made. Definitions for the strengths perspective and youth development were offered on page 7 (line 18 – 20) and page 8 (line 5 – 8). In order to make clear the differences between youth development principles and youth promotion, one paragraph was added on page 12 (line 3 – 7). 
3. Delgado’s 14 principles for effective youth programming (mentioned on p. 13) should be included as a table or an appendix.
Answer) Revision made. Since Delgado’s suggestion of a principle of effective programs is more important, the detailed description was added on page 14 (line 3 – 9) instead of a table or an appendix. 

4. There are several grammatical errors throughout the manuscript.
Answer) Revision made. The paper was double checked with proof reading and errors of grammar were corrected throughout the whole pages. For example, on page 4 (line 16), page 7 (line 2, 8, and 12), page 8 (line 11), and page 9 (line 19). 
5. While subheadings are generally quite helpful in a manuscript, there seem to be too many here.
Answer) Revision made. Five subheadings were eliminated from page 8 to 11. 
Reviewer B - Comments and Answers

Review of ASW Manuscript 5-14-1-RV: 

Manuscript Title: Convergence of a Strengths Perspective and Youth Development: Toward Youth Promotion Practice
This manuscript articulates a perspective that has great promise for social work, namely, countering the problem-focused, deficit-based approach to working with youth with a youth promotion practice paradigm that is based on a combination of the strengths perspective and positive youth development principles. The manuscript begins with a brief historical review of conceptions of adolescence and the ascendancy of a societal view of adolescents as volatile and troubled young people. On page 5, Finn’s description of how society’s images of adolescents have led to a tendency to assess and treat them according to “an ever-expanding taxonomy or risk, danger, and pathology” is cited.

The manuscript makes a good case for common ground between the assumptions and principles of the strengths perspective and positive youth development principles, and argues that their convergence can produce a well-defined practice model termed “youth promotion practice.” The paper concludes with a call for social work to embrace this model and become its “home discipline.” As such, the manuscript deserves an audience to stimulate a critical consideration of this call, and is appropriate for Advances in Social Work.
 The manuscript could be strengthened, however, in a few ways. Most importantly, its discussion of the positive youth development perspective is somewhat cursory, and I would recommend that two key sources be consulted and incorporated:

Hamilton, S. F., & Hamilton, M. A. (2004). The youth development handbook: Coming of age in American communities. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. – especially the first and last chapters.

Eccles, J., & Gootman, J. A. (Eds.) (2002). Community programs to promote youth development. Board on Children, Youth, and Families, Division of Behavioral and Social Sciences and Education, National Research Council and Institute of Medicine. Washington, DC: National Academy Press.

The Youth Development Handbook provides a concise but thorough grounding for the positive youth development framework and the Eccles and Gootman report summarizes what is known about characteristics of settings that promote positive youth development. The latter is a glaring omission in this manuscript’s attempt to enumerate practice principles for youth promotion practice. That section of the manuscript (pp. 12-13) seems to just concatenate a large number of principles (many unlisted) drawn from a variety of sources rather than develop a coherent set of practice principles from which a full practice model could be derived. Perhaps a follow-up article could be devoted to more carefully developing such a model.

Answer) Revision made. The recommended two key sources were incorporated in the writing. For example, on page 8 (line 6 – 8) and page 13 (line 14 – 18). Also a summary of a list of features of settings by Eccles and Gootman was described in details on page 13. A coherent set of practice principles will be developed in a follow-up article.

Second, although the manuscript is generally well written, there are some challenging (or challenged) sentences:

· (p. 4) – “By the late 1930s, interest in the psychoanalytic approach was increased as the theoretical structure for defining individuals’ problems (Weick, Rapp, Sullivan, & Kisthardt, 1989).” I don’t understand the grammatical construction here – does this simply mean that by the late 1930’s the psychoanalytic approach had emerged as the dominant theoretical structure for defining individuals’ problems?
Answer) Revision made. Sentences were re-written for clear understanding on page 4 (line 16 – 18). 

· (p. 7) “Although social work has taken pride in being a problem-solving profession, problem-focused treatment practice was further criticized and prevention approach began to be emphasized.” Insert “a” before prevention or make “prevention approach” plural.
Answer) Revision made as prevention approaches on page 7 (line 2).

· (p. 7) “Proponents of this approach have recognized that the solutions to many problems that adolescents faced can be found in the strengths of young individuals themselves, their families, and their communities (Edwards, Mumford, & Serra-Roldan, 2007; Maton et al., 2004).” Change the “faced” to “face.”
Answer) Revision made. “Faced” was changed to “face” on page 7 (line 12).

· (p. 9) “a development relevant to addressing adolescent youth in the child welfare system has been increased to principles of positive youth development to help all youth to achieve successful life outcome” – this is apparently a quote from a cited source. Verify this quote as it is grammatically awkward to say the least.
Answer) Revision made on page 9 (line 19). “A development relevant to addressing adolescent youth in the child welfare system has been increased attention to principles of positive youth development…” The word “attention” was added in the quote.
Third, the first paragraph on page 6 contains two assertions about “many” studies, each followed by only a single cite.

Answer) Revision made with two more examples on page 6 (line 3 – 11).

Fourth, on page 9, there is the claim that “The deficit-based model of mental illness is moving toward strengths-based models of youth development (Chalmers, 2000).” That seems a bit overblown in an era when a DSM-IV approach to mental illness assessment and treatment prevails. What might be claimed is that there is many mental health systems are adopting a more ecological approach to services (see the extensive literature on “systems-of-care” and “wraparound services”) that include some strengths-based elements and are potentially compatible with the manuscript’s proposed youth promotion framework. 

Answer) Revision made. The related claim was eliminated and changed to “youth involvement in systems of care communities is ever-evolving” on page 10 (line 1 – 2). 
