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Abstract

Background: The extant literature suggests that poorly defined job roles make it difficult for peer support workers
to be successful, and hinder their integration into multi-disciplinary workplace teams. This article uses data gathered
as part of a participatory evaluation of a peer support program at a psychiatric tertiary care facility to specify the
work that peers do.

Methods: Data were gathered through interviews, focus groups, and activity logs and were analyzed using a
modified grounded theory approach.

Results: Peers engage in direct work with clients and in indirect work that supports their work with clients. The
main types of direct work are advocacy, connecting to resources, experiential sharing, building community,
relationship building, group facilitation, skill building/mentoring/goal setting, and socialization/self-esteem building.
The main types of indirect work are group planning and development, administration, team communication,
supervision/training, receiving support, education/awareness building, and information gathering and verification. In
addition, peers also do work aimed at building relationships with staff and work aimed at legitimizing the peer role.
Experience, approach, presence, role modeling, collaboration, challenge, and compromise can be seen as the
tangible enactments of peers’ philosophy of work.

Conclusions: Candidates for positions as peer support workers require more than experience with mental health
and/or addiction problems. The job description provided in this article may not be appropriate for all settings, but
it will contribute to a better understanding of the peer support worker position, the skills required, and the types of
expectations that could define successful fulfillment of the role.
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Introduction
With the advent of the recovery movement [1], interest
in peer support has grown in many mental health sys-
tems. Particular attention is being paid to collaborative
models like peer-run services operated in tandem with
traditional services and the employment of peer support
workers in clinical environments dominated by the pro-
fessional disciplines [2-7]. Together, a number of studies
suggest that peer support helps people become more
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reproduction in any medium, provided the or
engaged and empowered; that it can reduce symptoms
and hospitalization; that it is feasible and beneficial to
combine it with services provided by disciplinary profes-
sionals; and that it improves the subjective well-being of
both the people who receive it and the people who pro-
vide it [5,6,8-24].
An ongoing area of investigation has been to under-

stand what makes peer support work. Among the com-
ponents of peer support that have been identified as
important are the personal characteristics of peers [25],
the values embodied by peer support [9,26,27], the spe-
cific activities that fall under the peer support umbrella
[2,28], and the processes through which peer support
works to effect good results [4,7,9,26,29-31]. Despite
the existence of quite a large literature that explores
such components, several authors have called for more
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detailed empirical examination of these “critical
ingredients” of peer support [19,22,32]. Such specifica-
tion would help to address two issues the literature
identifies as problematic for peer support: a lack of clar-
ity in peer role expectations and a need for peers to be
better integrated into their workplace teams [4,33-35].
Using data gathered as part of an evaluation of a

hospital-based peer support program, this article exam-
ines the critical ingredients of peer support work by ex-
ploring the types of work peers do and how peers do
this work. It then proposes a job description for the peer
support role. By clearly articulating a detailed set of
expectations and qualifications, this description should
aid organizations that are developing their own peer
support programming.

Background
A job description is a written description of what the
person holding a particular job is expected to do, how
they must do it, and the rationale for required job proce-
dures [36]. Accurate descriptions are essential to the
success of the incumbent in his/her job because they
help to ensure that the recruitment and selection
process is executed effectively and that the most quali-
fied candidate is selected for the job. They also serve to
guide the goals and activities of the incumbent once he/
she is hired. Job descriptions are developed by means of
a job analysis, or the process of collecting and analyzing
information about a job, including data on job duties, re-
sponsibilities, and context, as well as critical ingredients
like required competencies and characteristics.
The extant literature suggests that poorly defined job

descriptions make it difficult for peers to be successful,
and hinder their integration into multi-disciplinary
workplace teams. In their study of 27 social service
agencies providing mental health services in New York
City, 18 of which currently employed peers, Gates and
Akabas [33] sought to determine what kinds of proce-
dures, policies and structures would support the contri-
bution of peers to the mental health service system.
They found that role conflict and confusion made it dif-
ficult for peer and non-peer staff to work together. This
role conflict and confusion were the result of poorly
operationalized or defined job tasks. When written job
descriptions provided by the human resources depart-
ment were contrasted with the list of tasks actually per-
formed by the peers, it was clear that expectations for
peers were much greater than the formal job responsibil-
ities, and were often unreasonable. Gates and Akabas
[33] recommend the establishment of structures, policies
and practices to guide peer recruitment and to better de-
fine the peer position.
In their study of two peer consumer advocate positions

on a professional multidisciplinary team, Dixon et al. [4]
found that the vagueness and insufficient structure of
the consumer advocate role meant that peers were not
sure about what they should be doing. Manning and
Suire [35] found that having a clearly defined job de-
scription provided concrete expectations for peers, and
having clear role expectations was critical to employment
success. In situations where positions lacked a job de-
scription, many peers felt unprepared and were left on
their own to figure out what they should do. Moll et al.
[34] examined six programs that integrated peer support
into traditional mental health services. Among the chal-
lenges experienced by peers was the definition and estab-
lishment of roles, and a lack of clarity of the work role,
particularly at the beginning. The peer positions in each
program had a job description, but the role evolved over
time and developed as the programs became more famil-
iar with what the incumbent peer was able to do. Gates
and Akabas [33] found that role conflict and confusion
seemed to occur when non-peer staff were not sufficiently
prepared by the agencies to receive a peer colleague to
their staff. Dixon et al. [4] also found that the vagueness
of the peer role meant that staff members sometimes
were not clear of how they should relate to the peer.
The peer support program described in this article is

based at a large psychiatric tertiary care hospital. The
program places individuals who have experienced men-
tal health and/or addiction challenges as staff members
in the facility’s inpatient and outpatient clinical pro-
grams, including several programs that are located in
the community. As portrayed in its statement of vision
and values, the purpose of the peer program is “to en-
hance recovery, client centered practice, diversity, advo-
cacy and a holistic view of health through lived
experience and shared intentional learning.” The pro-
gram is grounded in Shery Mead’s intentional peer sup-
port model, described as being focused on “relational
change; a commitment to mutuality, negotiation, no-
ticing power dynamics, and a transparent agreement
that both people are there to learn through the process
of their relationship” [37].
According to a fact sheet produced by the program’s

developers, peers are expected to “[work] with clients as
a coach, connector, and partner to support and bridge
people back into the community.” The peer role is expli-
citly a non-clinical one, which “does not involve treat-
ment, assessment or evaluation.” Peers are expected to
act as educators and advocates, promoting the program
values of autonomy, diversity, and empowerment, and as
knowledgeable brokers who are able to link clients to
community-based supports and other resources. Peers
receive training upon hiring, and some have had oppor-
tunities for further education. Peers are supervised both
by their unit managers and by an advanced practice clin-
ician who serves as a mentor to the group of peers. In
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addition, on each unit, program developers designated a
“recovery facilitator,” a disciplinary staff member with
special interest and training in recovery, to serve as an
“intentional ally” to the peer.
The hospital’s peer program was initiated in fall of

2007, with the hiring of one peer. During 2008, eight
more peers were hired. Late that year, the program
developers approached the authors of this paper with a
request to develop a formative evaluation of the peer
program in order to generate evidence that could be
used to guide the program’s evolution.

Methods
In keeping with the philosophy of the peer program, and
consistent with recommendations in the literature
[24,38], the evaluation used a participatory approach that
drew upon the expertise of those individuals who had
grounded experience of the program as it was actually
operating. The main means of participation was through
an advisory committee composed of peers, program
developers, and researchers. The committee met regu-
larly during the course of the evaluation, working to-
gether to determine a research focus, develop data
collection instruments, assist in the recruitment of study
participants, provide feedback on preliminary findings,
and craft recommendations. All data collection and ini-
tial analysis activities were carried out by the authors of
this paper, who had overall responsibility for the conduct
of this evaluation, and a research interviewer.
At early meetings of the advisory committee, a deci-

sion was made to focus on two research questions:
What are the peers doing? What impact are the peers
having? In the course of conducting the evaluation a
third question emerged: What challenges are the peers
facing? Although this question was not articulated by
the advisory committee when the project was planned,
it turned out that understanding these challenges was
crucial to understanding both the work being done by
peers and its impact.
The evaluation used a mixed methods approach. To

explore the question of what peers were doing, peers
were invited to complete an activity tracking log on two
randomly selected days during the study period. The log
collected data on time spent by the peers on different
types of work. It also allowed them to enter notes pro-
viding details about their activities. The logs were com-
pleted by 6 peers. (In order to ensure anonymity among
a small group, no demographic data were collected from
the peers.) A total of 11 logs were completed.
More information about peers’ work, including per-

ceptions of the impact they were having, was gathered
using interviews and focus groups. Fifteen interviews
were conducted with clients (n = 8 male and 7 female)
who were receiving services on the units where the peers
were employed, including both inpatient (n = 10) and
outpatient (n = 5) units serving clients diagnosed with
mood and anxiety disorders (n = 4) or schizophrenia
(n = 11). Ten interviews were conducted with disciplin-
ary staff (e.g., occupational therapists, social workers,
nurses) working on the mood and anxiety unit (n = 4)
and the schizophrenia unit (n = 6). Interviews with both
clients and staff were semi-structured and open-ended,
focused on the participants’ perceptions of the nature
and consequences of their interactions with the peers,
on the participants’ opinions of the value of the peer
program, and on their descriptions of any challenges
they saw in the program.
In addition, the research team held three focus groups:

one for program developers (n = 8, all female), one for
peers (n = 5, 1 male, 4 female), and one for recovery
facilitators (n = 4, all female). (An additional interview
was held with a program developer who was unable to
attend the focus group. One staff member both partici-
pated in an interview and attended a focus group.) Pro-
gram developers were invited to reflect on the origins of
the program, the theory underlying its design, the im-
pact they perceived the peers to be having, and any pro-
blems encountered. In the peer focus group participants
explored their own perceptions of their work, including
the value they perceived it to have, the impact they saw
themselves having, and any problems they had experi-
enced. Recovery facilitators were asked to offer their
own thoughts on the peer program’s successes and chal-
lenges. All interviews and focus groups were audio-
recorded and transcribed verbatim. Research team mem-
bers involved in data collection wrote short memos that
included both observations that would not be captured
by the transcripts and their initial analytic impressions.
In addition, the team met regularly during the data col-
lection period to talk about the developing analysis and
to debrief more generally about data collection activities.
The research was approved by the research ethics

board at the Centre for Addiction and Mental Health; all
interview and focus group participants provided written
informed consent.
Analysis was concurrent with data collection and

began early in the study with the development of cat-
egories for the activity tracking log. Members of the ad-
visory committee were asked to reflect on what peers
did that should be captured by the evaluation. Extensive
discussion led to the identification of multiple types of
work and brief definitions of these types of work, that
then became the tool’s categories. When analyzing the
log data gathered, the research team used the peers’ en-
tries to calculate the amount of the peers’ time spent on
each of the various types of work. The proportion of
time spent on each activity was calculated based on the
total time reported.
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Analysis of the interview and focus group transcripts,
and of the descriptive notes included in the activity logs,
was conducted by the first author with multiple oppor-
tunities for consultation with the research team and the
advisory committee. Using a modified grounded theory
approach, the data were coded using a framework based
on the work categories used in the activity log. As the
analysis progressed, additional codes were developed to
capture details about work processes (including types of
work that had not been identified by the advisory commit-
tee), the relationships between the types of work per-
formed and contextual conditions like peer characteristics
and work settings, and the consequences of peers’ work.
Visual data displays were used to organize the coded
data, and also served an abductive function, suggesting
further analytic questions for constant comparison. Writ-
ten memos summarized key processes, conditions, and
consequences. These memos were presented to the re-
search team and the advisory committee. Their com-
ments and questions then fed back into the developing
qualitative analysis, as did questions raised by the quanti-
tative findings from the activity logs [39]. In this way, the
researchers were able to offer full descriptions of the
types of work performed by peers, explore how work
processes were affected by characteristics of the employ-
ment settings (including the challenges posed by these
settings), and begin to theorize about the ways in which
peers’ work led to certain kinds of results.
Results
This paper focuses primarily on findings related to the
first evaluation question: what are the peers doing? Be-
cause what peers do is affected by the difficulties they
encounter, it also touches on some of the challenges the
Table 1 Percentage of time spent on different direct activitie

Total

(n = 11)

mean%

Type of Activity*

Advocacy 16.3%

Connecting to resources 36.9

Experiential sharing 68.3

Building community 33.4

Relationship building 65.3

Group facilitation 14.1

Skill building/mentoring/goal setting 38.8

Socializing/self-esteem building 63.9

Other 8.3

*Categories are not mutually exclusive.
**Number of minutes refers to total number of minutes spent on type of activity in
peers were facing. Similarly, although this paper does
not focus on the question of peers’ impact, we do briefly
mention findings about peers’ perceived effectiveness in
order to explore how the ways they do their work may
facilitate that positive impact.

The types of work peers do
During the 11 days recorded in the logs, peers spent
56% of their time working directly with clients (direct
work) and 44% doing work that supports their work with
clients (indirect work). The percentages of time spent
doing direct and indirect work in both inpatient and
outpatient settings are shown in Tables 1 and 2.
The specific activities that made up the general cat-

egories of work tracked in activity logs were:

Advocacy
Advocacy was defined in the log instructions as “addres-
sing a problem with or barrier to accessing a service or
an infringement of rights.” One participant defined ad-
vocacy more broadly as “facilitating whatever the clients
want.” In practice, advocacy work encompassed both the
work that peers do in fighting for what clients want and
the work that they do to provide clients with the where-
withal to fight for themselves. Notes in the peers’ activity
logs indicated that they perceived themselves to be
engaged in advocacy work when they did things like an-
swer questions or provide information to clients, run a
peer support group, work with clients around goal set-
ting and confidence building, and discuss stigma. Help-
ing clients navigate the mental health system appeared
to be a large component of advocacy. For example, the
data contained numerous examples of peers teaching cli-
ents about the mental health system and their rights
s

Average total number of
minutes per day/person**

SD

33.6 37.7

78.4 67.9

153.2 82.3

80.5 110.4

149.3 103.4

28.6 42.7

79.6 70.5

142.7 104.1

14.6 39.3

one day, not number spent per contact.



Table 2 Percentage of time spent on different indirect activities

Total

(n = 11)

mean % Average total number of
minutes per day/person**

SD

Type of Activity*

Group planning and development 15.4% 25.0 32.9

Administration 27.2 40.0 35.8

Team communication 24.3 40.5 53.5

Supervision/training 8.3 13.6 28.8

Receiving support 10.8 24.6 37.5

Education/awareness building 10.4 23.2 50.8

Information gathering and verification 16.8 38.2 52.5

Other 11.3 20.5 31.7

*Categories are not mutually exclusive.
**Number of minutes refers to total number of minutes spent on type of activity in one day, not number spent per contact.
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within the system. While advocacy occupied a relatively
small percentage of the peers’ time on the days tracked
by the logs, activities falling under the general rubric of
advocacy were the focus of many interviews—particu-
larly client interviews—suggesting that advocacy is an
extremely important component of what peers do.
Connecting to resources
This type of work was defined in the log instructions as
“connecting [client] to desired services/supports.” The
data showed that peers work to connect clients to
resources both inside and outside the hospital. Inside
the hospital, especially on locked units, peers appeared
to spend a great deal of time escorting clients off the
unit, thus allowing access to valued resources like a
smoke, money (at the hospital’s cash office), a cup of
coffee, or a breath of fresh air. Other within hospital
resources included activity groups and peer support it-
self. Outside the hospital, peers worked to connect cli-
ents to paid and volunteer work opportunities and other
activities, to housing, to transportation, to financial
resources, and to sources of peer support and other sup-
port in the community. Notes in the activity logs showed
that peers consider preparing clients for connection and
following up after clients have connected to be integral
to this type of work.
Experiential sharing
Defined in the log instructions as “sharing common
experiences; listening to client’s experiences and sharing
one’s own experiences,” experiential sharing occupied
the greatest percentage of peers’ time during the days
tracked. According to the data collected through inter-
views and focus groups, drawing upon their own life
experiences in order to share their knowledge is a com-
mon element in everything that peers do—from running
support groups to speaking with clients one-on-one to
educating staff. The data suggested that experiential
sharing is not just a type of work but also a component
of one of the key mechanisms, experience, that links
what the peers do to the impact their activities have.
Building community
Building community was defined in the log instructions
as “connecting to programs to link the client into the
community. . .or doing things that build a sense of com-
munity for clients collectively.” In the interview and
focus group data, peers’ community building activities
encompassed two main aims: to establish a sense of
community for clients during their involvement with a
unit and to help clients make meaningful lives in the
community (outside the unit or hospital). Toward the
first aim, many of the peers’ activities revolved around
planning and conducting groups, trips, and special
events (like holiday parties) for clients. They also
included outreach to and orientation of new clients to
unit programming. Peers built community when they
invited client participation and ran groups in ways that
made people feel comfortable and welcome—for ex-
ample, by providing refreshments. Toward the second
aim, peers did things like check in with clients who had
recently moved to new community housing and made
recommendations for community-based programming.
Like advocacy, building community was more salient in
the interview data than it was frequent in the logs. Staff
participants were particularly attuned to the first aim—
ways in which peers were able to create a sense of com-
munity for clients.
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Relationship building
This type of work was defined in the log instructions as
“developing trust and rapport [with clients].” The inter-
view and focus group data suggested that relationship
building included the work of initiating relationships
with clients, of establishing relationships, and of main-
taining relationships. Among the specific activities that
made up this type of work were the introductions of
peers and clients (usually either initiated by the peer or
by another staff member), conversations between peers
and individual clients in which peers gave advice, acted
as a sounding board, or simply listened, taking clients
out to smoke or to walk, making (and keeping) appoint-
ments with clients, checking in with clients who had not
been in recent contact, and visiting clients who had re-
cently transitioned from hospital to community or vice
versa. Peers also built collective relationships with
groups of clients, generally in group settings. Relation-
ship building was the second most frequent type of work
accounted for in the logs, and was also very salient in
the interview and focus group data.

Group facilitation and group planning and development
These two types of work were defined in the log instruc-
tions as “leading a group activity” and “planning or or-
ganizing a group,” respectively. Peers planned and
conducted groups that were specifically focused on men-
tal health (e.g., WRAP groups, recovery groups) and
groups that might be mental health promoting, but were
focused on other activities (e.g., music or art groups, ex-
ercise groups). Peers planned and facilitated groups on
their own, but also worked with other staff collabora-
tively to develop groups and group activities and to co-
facilitate groups. The work of planning and developing
groups required a series of steps from conception to exe-
cution, including using models to conceive groups,
designing group activities to respond to client needs and
requests, finding written materials to supplement group
activities, making arrangements (booking space, procur-
ing refreshments, etc.), publicizing the group, and invit-
ing client participation. Group work was extremely
salient in the interview data, particularly among clients
and particularly in inpatient settings.

Skill building/mentoring/goal setting
This type of work was defined in the log instructions as
“developing [client] skills and goals.” The data suggested
that this work related to tangible, instrumental skills
and goals, such as resume writing or meditation, to
issue-specific skills and goals, such as providing advice
about specific clinical or government programs, and to
very abstract skills and goals, like helping clients to feel
hopeful. Peers worked with clients both to develop and
meet clients’ personal goals—for example, pertaining to
housing or employment—and to set shared goals for the
peer/client relationship. Some of the specific activities
that made up this type of work included the facilitation
of peer support and recovery groups, one-on-one con-
versations in which peers provided advice and encour-
agement to clients—for example, coaching them about
how to interact with providers or going online with
them to look for volunteer work, and activities directed
at building client confidence and increasing client famil-
iarity with resources in order to facilitate informed
choice.

Socialization/self-esteem building
Defined in the log instructions as “coaching related to
social communication skills, social skills or encounters,”
the data suggested that socialization and self-esteem
building work was embedded in most of the direct work,
both individual and group, in which peers were engaged.
It was inherent in how peers initiated contact with cli-
ents and in the ways in which they worked to support
and sustain their relationships with clients. In outpatient
programs, this type of work often entailed making dates
to meet clients in the community for coffee and conver-
sation. In inpatient settings, it meant escorting clients
off the unit for coffee or a meal or performing what cli-
ents called “good deeds” or thoughtful gestures, like
buying refreshments for a group, that boost client self-
esteem. This category of work was very difficult to dis-
tinguish from other types already described, especially
relationship building and skill building/mentoring/goal
setting.

Administration
The administrative work performed by peers included
activities like responding to email and telephone mes-
sages, preparing for and wrapping up after groups and
special events, doing odd jobs around the office (e.g.,
answering phones for an absent colleague), and docu-
menting (e.g., writing progress notes). Peers also found
themselves doing administrative tasks related to their
employment at the hospital. Administrative work was
the most frequent indirect activity tracked in the logs,
but was not at all salient in the interview and focus
group data.

Team communication
Team communication was defined in the log instruc-
tions as “team meetings or other communication with
team members.” Neither the logs nor the other data sug-
gested that peers spend much, if any, time in traditional
team meetings (though there is some indication that
peers in some units may be starting to attend such meet-
ings). Most “team” communication actually took place
one-on-one between peers and individual staff members.
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The communication activities captured by the logs
included the conversations between peers and staff
members related to groups or events they were work-
ing together to plan or conduct, conversations in
which peers conveyed information about clients to
staff, conversations in which peers went to staff to
troubleshoot on a client’s behalf or to air a client’s
concerns, and conversations in which peers and other
staff were strategizing or debriefing about a client or
group of clients. These conversations generally took
place in person, though peers also used email to con-
duct some communications.
Supervision/training
This type of work was defined in the log instructions as
“meetings to discuss [peer’s] performance and role or
completing hospital-mandated training.” Information
gathered in our focus groups suggested that peers had
engaged in a number of structured training and supervi-
sion activities earlier in their employment. Perhaps be-
cause data collection took place over the summer,
however, this activity had low frequency and little sali-
ence in our data.
Receiving support
The log instructions defined this type of work as “help
seeking from ‘intentional allies’ and other colleagues.”
The frequency of this type of work was very low in the
logs. These data, and the interview and focus group data,
suggested that peers seek only specific instrumental and
task-related support—for example, the kinds of activities
described in team communication—from their fellow
staff members. A few peers had established good collab-
orative working relationships with the recovery facilita-
tors assigned to their units. However, most peers
appeared to receive only very limited personal support
from colleagues, including other peers.
Education/awareness building
This type of work was defined in the log instructions as
“education for the public and the hospital community.”
The interview and focus group data presented examples
of peers engaged in structured and unstructured educa-
tional activities like organizing recovery events, provid-
ing feedback on unit programming, and otherwise
sharing their expertise with colleagues. Peers played a
role in the hospital’s new staff orientation activities and
presented on peer support in other venues. The fre-
quency of education/awareness building work was very
low in the logs. However, this was a type of work that
the peers were very interested in and seems to hold great
potential for expansion.
Information gathering and verification
Defined in the log instructions as “seeking up-to-date
information about policies and public benefits to better
inform clients,” this type of work was fairly frequent
in the log accounts. Activities that relied on this type
of work, like providing information and responding to
clients’ questions about available services, supports,
and opportunities, were extremely salient in the inter-
view data, particularly in the client interviews. Peers
described using the internet and attending workshops
as prime sources of information. There was some
suggestion in the data that peers may do a great deal
of this type of work on their own time—that is, as
unpaid labour.
Analysis of the interview and focus group data

revealed that in addition to the work tracked in the ac-
tivity logs, peers also engage in types of work that are
less visible but equally important because they make
possible the direct and indirect work peers do for which
they are held accountable. The first of these types of
work was forging collegiality. Just as peers strive to initi-
ate, establish, and maintain relationships with clients, so
too did they work to build collegial relationships with
other staff. Toward this end, peers spent time learning
the culture of the units and programs in which they
were working, including learning to understand the pri-
orities, values, knowledge, territories, constraints, and
stresses of the disciplinary staff with whom they work.
Peers were able to use this knowledge to make them-
selves useful—for example, by performing a task in order
to cover for an absent or harried colleague or by inter-
vening with a client in order to diffuse a potentially dis-
ruptive situation—and to show respect or deference to
other staff—for example, by seeking advice from collea-
gues before implementing an idea or by passing along
information about a client that a staff member needed to
do his or her own job. The formal and structured collab-
orative work that peers did with other staff helped to
promote collegiality, as did their involvement in the in-
formal and unstructured social events (e.g., water cooler
chat, holiday parties) that brought co-workers together.
Peers also performed work aimed at legitimizing the

peer role. Indeed, the peers were acutely aware that
they were “pioneers” in a new role at the hospital.
Among the pressures they experienced were not only
those related to doing their jobs well, but also to jus-
tifying the very existence of the job. Thus, they had
to define and negotiate the peer role—what they
would and would not do, what they could and could
not do — in a context that mixed high expectations
and stigma-based stereotyping and discrimination.
Peers worked to manage expectations—their own and
those of others; to avoid errors that they perceived
may make the peer role vulnerable; and to “pick their



Jacobson et al. BMC Health Services Research 2012, 12:205 Page 8 of 11
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1472-6963/12/205
battles”—judging when to respond to discriminatory
words or actions (directed against clients or themselves)
and when to let them go.
Both forging collegiality and legitimizing the peer role

may be understood as strategies peers used to negotiate
some of the challenges of the peer role. Specifically, this
work becomes part of what one participant described as
the “dance” peers must perform in order to respond to
varying forms of individual and institutional resistance
to their employment — a lack of awareness and under-
standing of the peer role, clashes between the peers’
philosophy and the hospital’s traditional biomedical
ideology, territoriality and defensiveness on the part of
some disciplinary staff, and stigma and discrimination
directed toward both clients and peers.

How peers have positive impact
The data collected to answer the evaluation’s second
question, about the impact peers were having, found
both clients and staff members believed that peers were
having positive effects on the quality of life, and of care,
for clients in the domains of information and other
resources, engagement, morale, empowerment and hope.
Analysis directed at exploring how peers were achieving
these results suggested five key characteristics of the
ways peers were doing their jobs that facilitated their
perceived effectiveness:

Experience
Peers draw upon their own life experiences, especially
experiences of distress, poverty, and oppression, on the
one hand, and experiences of recovery and resilience, on
the other. These experiences have led them to have a
body of knowledge that is extremely useful to clients.
The fact that they have had these experiences means
that they are able to understand clients in a way that is
real and empathetic. Because of their own experiences,
they are able to make meaningful connections with
clients.

Approach
Peers initiate contact with clients in a way that is re-
spectful and calm. They encourage client engagement
without pressure, and accept the nature and extent of
engagement that clients wish to have. Their manner of
approach appears to send a message to clients that it is
about them (the clients), not about the peer or the
requirements of the institution.

Presence
Peers are able to be with clients in a way that demon-
strates genuine concern. They listen actively and pay at-
tention to clients. Their responsiveness and kindness
validates clients. On restricted units the physical presence
of peers allows clients greater freedom and more access
to valued resources than they would otherwise enjoy.

Role modeling
Peers serve as symbols and examples to both clients and
other staff. They provide “someone to look up to” for cli-
ents who are seeking ways of living that will help them
to meet their goals. For staff, they stand as exemplars of
“recovery in action,” and their skills and knowledge serve
as examples to staff looking for a new way in which to
work. Role modeling is something that happens naturally
and informally in private interactions, but there are also
times when it is used formally in public forums.

Collaboration
In almost of all of their activities, peers are working with
other people, either clients or staff. While peers stand
somewhat outside the institutional hierarchy, and thus
are able to be “independent,” they also lack any real
power, so much of what they can accomplish requires
the cooperation of others. Their role is very much
defined by their connectedness. Thus, peers spend a lot
of time promoting or supporting that cooperation—
doing things like information sharing, finding allies, etc.
There are two other process characteristics that are

most apparent in the “invisible” work that peers do:
challenge and compromise. Challenge refers to the prom-
ise (or threat) of change that peers bring to the status
quo. Challenge is embedded in the very existence of the
peer role, but is especially apparent in the work of advo-
cacy and education/awareness building that they do.
Compromise represents the ways in which peers must
restrain or moderate challenge in order to maintain their
legitimacy.

Discussion
Experience, approach, presence, role modeling, collab-
oration, challenge, and compromise can be seen as the
tangible enactments of peers’ philosophy of work. That
is, the ways in which peers “do” support reflect their
commitment to a strengths-based, respectful, and non-
judgmental approach that is grounded both in their
own life experiences and in a nuanced understanding
of the broader systems in which these experiences are
embedded.

Limitations
The results of this evaluation should be considered in
the light of its limitations. One of its major limitations is
the extent of its generalizability in either its qualitative
or quantitative components. The experiences of the par-
ticipants for this evaluation may not necessarily be rep-
resentative of those of other similar programs. The
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clients and staff who participated in the evaluation may
not be reflective of all clients and staff.
In addition, the activity log data were collected for a

short period of time. As a result, the results are subject
to greater influences by anomalies. For example, because
this study was conducted during the summer months,
clinical staff and clients may have taken vacations. This
would change the typical activities. Future research
should look at collecting activity logs for longer periods
of time to minimize the effects of seasonal fluctuations
and other temporary variations.
Nevertheless, the types of work identified in this study,

as well as our findings about the challenges and the im-
pact of peer support, are consistent with those found in
other research. This consistency provides some confi-
dence that despite the limitations of size and setting in-
herent in a formative evaluation conducted in one
facility over a short period of time, the results may have
some generalizability. In particular, the findings from
this study should be useful in providing some of the de-
scriptive detail other investigators have identified as ne-
cessary to improving the specification of the peer role.
As we have reviewed, the literature suggests that pro-

blems can arise when peers work in positions that lack
clear roles, well defined job tasks, clear expectations,
and accurate job descriptions; when they are placed in
settings that provide inadequate preparation for the
teams that they will be working with; and when there
are insufficient structures or policies in place to support
the contribution of peers to the system, guide recruit-
ment and selection, and define the peer position [4,33-
35]. Better job descriptions would be beneficial not only
to peers, but to teams and organizations.
The information gathered from this evaluation will

contribute to a better understanding of the peer support
worker position, the skills required and the types of
expectations that could define successful fulfillment of
the role.

A Job description
The findings of this evaluation lead us to propose a peer
job description:

Tasks/duties
This is a non-clinical role. The peer will work collabora-
tively with clients, co-workers and the community. He/
she will advocate on behalf of clients and help clients to
navigate the health and social services systems. The can-
didate will work closely with clients to address problems
and answer questions, gather and provide information
and advice, and connect clients to resources and to
the community. The peer will meet clients both in
the hospital and in the community. He/she will initiate,
establish and maintain relationships with clients while
developing trust and rapport. The peer will act as a
coach and mentor, and help clients to set goals and
work toward developing skills. He/she will share and
discuss common experiences with clients. The peer will
help to build a collective sense of community for cli-
ents, and help clients to create meaningful lives in the
community. The peer will be responsible for planning,
organizing, developing, leading and facilitating group
activities, including education and awareness building
efforts. The peer will complete administrative duties,
such as sending and receiving email and telephone
calls, and completing required documentation. He/she
will also complete any training required for the pos-
ition. The candidate will communicate and work collab-
oratively with team members, attend team meetings,
and meet with supervisors to discuss performance.

Qualifications
Candidates must have experience of mental health and/
or addiction problems. They should also have know-
ledge/familiarity of the mental health and social service
systems, and an understanding of client rights. The in-
cumbent should possess a holistic perspective of
“health.” Candidates will demonstrate the ability to work
effectively in a wide range of settings with people from
diverse backgrounds, including clients and co-workers.
Candidates should be comfortable working either one-
on-one or in group settings, must possess excellent
interpersonal skills and should be able to adapt to chan-
ging situations. Active involvement in the community
and a willingness to collaborate with others is required.
Candidates should possess excellent communication
skills. They should be comfortable with public speaking
and facilitation of group workshops or activities. They
should also be comfortable coaching others, and possess
negotiation skills. Candidates should be well-organized
and have some experience planning and designing
events and activities. Computer skills would be an asset.
The job description suggests that candidates for the

peer position require more than experience with mental
health and/or addiction problems and familiarity with
the mental health and social service systems through
which clients must navigate. Expectations of the job in-
dicate that strong communication skills are of para-
mount importance to the position. Because of the
collaborative nature of the position, peers must be able
to work in changing situations with a diverse group of
people, interacting either in groups or individually. They
should be actively involved in the community and will-
ing to take on leadership and public speaking activities.
Coaching and negotiation skills are assets for this pos-
ition, as are planning, organization and computer skills.
These job requirements describe the high level of skills
necessary to be an effective peer support worker. They
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also highlight the areas in which there are opportunities
for training for peer support workers before they enter
their positions as well as ongoing training to help them
hone their skills.
It is also important to note that although job descrip-

tions are extremely useful, they should not be considered
fixed. Programs must be prepared to assess and reassess
their own needs and local context, including the skills
and experience of the peer workforce. Peer program-
ming will evolve, as will the individuals employed as
peers, and job descriptions should be adjusted to reflect
this evolution. The job description in this article may
not be appropriate for all settings, but it will contribute
to a better understanding of the peer support worker
position, the skills required, and the types of expecta-
tions that could define successful fulfillment of the role.
Conclusions
Appropriate job descriptions are essential to the success
of the job incumbent because they help to ensure that
the recruitment and selection process is executed effect-
ively and that the best candidate is selected for the job.
They also guide the goals and activities of the incumbent
once he or she is hired. The findings of this evaluation
led us to propose a general peer job description that
may be useful to organizations seeking to develop peer
support programming. A successful peer will have quali-
fications beyond having had experience with mental
health and/or addiction problems. A relevant job de-
scription should specify the other types of skills and
experiences that characterize a well-qualified and effect-
ive candidate. In this way, it can help facilitate the inte-
gration of peers into their multi-disciplinary work teams
and add legitimacy to the work of peers.
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