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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The major q u e s t i o n  explored  in  t h i s  s tudy i s  the  e x t e n t  to  which

planning f o r  s o c ia l  s e r v i c e s  r e f l e c t s  t h e  i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  o r

o rg a n iz a t io n -e n v i ro n m e n t ,  domain and re so u rce  i s s u e s  i d e n t i f i e d  in

t h i s  s tudy .  The two primary i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  i s su e s  i d e n t i f i e d  in

th e  s tudy  a re  whether  t h e r e  i s  agreement o r  d isagreement between

o r g a n iz a t i o n s  concern ing  the  d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  t h e i r  r e s p e c t i v e  domains

and whether t h e r e  i s  c o n t ro l  of  r e so u rce s  by a few o r g a n iz a t i o n s  o f

the  n eces sa ry  re so u rc e s  f o r  t h e i r  own and o th e r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s '  domains.

Domain i s  de f ined  by Thompson as th e  p ro d u c t s ,  s e r v i c e s ,  f u n c t i o n s ,

customers  o r  c l i e n t s  an o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  d e c i s io n  makers c la im  f o r  t h e i r

o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  a rea  o f  a c t i v i t y  in a geographic  a r e a J  An o r g a n i z a t i o n -

environment i s  d e f in ed  by Turk as the  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  which a f f e c t  or

p o t e n t i a l l y  a f f e c t  th e  domain of  an o r g a n iz a t i o n  o r  a re  w i th in  the
2

domain o f  the  o r g a n i z a t i o n .  They a re  the  " r e l e v a n t "  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  

f o r  t h a t  o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  domain.

In s o c ia l  s e r v i c e  p lann ing ,  the  dominant model, i d e n t i f i e d  by 

Kahn and o t h e r s ,  i s  t h e  r a t i o n a l  approach . The r a t i o n a l  approach ,  as 

d e sc r ib ed  l a t e r  in  t h i s  c h a p t e r ,  i s  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by a s y s tem a t ic

- 1 -



process  to  d e f in e  needs o r  problems and subsequent p lanning  goa ls  to  

meet those  needs o r  r e s o l v e  th e  problems. A d e f i c i t  in  r a t i o n a l  

approaches  i d e n t i f i e d  in  t h i s  s tudy i s  t h e i r  f a i l u r e  t o  in c lu d e ,  with 

some e x c e p t io n s ,  i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  i s s u e s  which may shape p lann ing .

This s tudy  a t t e m p ts  to  p a r t i a l l y  address  t h i s  app a ren t  d e f i c i t  

by developing an i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  p e r s p e c t iv e  on p lann ing .  The 

i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  p e r s p e c t iv e  of  t h i s  s tu d y ,  as  d e sc r ib e d  l a t e r  in 

t h i s  c h a p t e r ,  i s  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by a focus on the  i n t e r a c t i o n s  between 

o rg a n i z a t i o n s  around th e  i s s u e s  o f  domain d e f i n i t i o n s  and c o n t ro l  o f  

re so u rce s  f o r  domains as c e n t r a l  to  a p lanning  a t te m p t .  Decis ions  

about planning goa ls  and implementa tion o f  those  goa ls  a re  assumed to  

take  p lace  in o r g a n i z a t i o n s  which themselves  a re  a f f e c t e d  by t h e i r  

o rg a n iz a t io n -en v i ro n m e n t .  I t  i s  a l s o  assumed in the  i n t e r o r g a n i z a ­

t i o n a l  p e r s p e c t iv e  t h a t  p lanning f o r  s o c ia l  s e r v i c e s  must a f f e c t  the  

domains and r e so u rce s  o f  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  from which s e r v i c e s  a re  

d e l iv e r e d .  The p lann ing  a t t e m p t ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  to  be e f f e c t i v e  must be 

implemented from a dominant o r g a n iz a t i o n  in the  environment.  Dominance 

i s  defined, based on Emerson, as c o n t ro l  by the  o rg a n iz a t i o n  of  th e  major

re sou rces  f o r  the  domains o f  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  to  be a f f e c t e d  by the  
3

planning a t tem p t .

As an i n t r o d u c t i o n  to  the  s tu d y ,  t h i s  c h ap te r  d e s c r ib e s  Kahn's 

r a t i o n a l  model o f  p lann ing  and h i s  i n t e g r a t e d  s e r v i c e  d e l i v e r y  system 

s ince  both a re  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  p lanning  f o r  so c ia l  s e r v i c e s .  The 

in t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  p e r s p e c t iv e  developed in t h i s  s tudy i s  nex t  p r e ­

sented  along with the  s i m i l a r i t i e s  and d i f f e r e n c e s  between i t  and the

i
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r a t i o n a l  approach d esc r ib e d  in  Kahn's model and in t e g r a t e d  s e r v i c e s  

d e l iv e r y  system. At the  end o f  the  c h a p te r  the  case  s tudy i s  i n t r o ­

duced. Data from the  case  s tudy i s  used l a t e r  to  i l l u s t r a t e  p r o p o s i ­

t i o n s  in  the  s t u d y ' s  i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  p e r s p e c t iv e .

Rat ional Approach to  Planning

For t h i s  s tu d y ,  r a t i o n a l  planning i s  de f ined  as a sy s tem a t ic  

method t o :  de f in e  problems; choose among a l t e r n a t i v e  courses  o f  a c t i o n

and develop s t r a t e g i e s  f o r  t h e i r  r e s o l u t i o n .  I t  i s  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by a 

focus on p lanning o b j e c t i v e s  as products  o f  u t i l i z i n g  o b j e c t i v e  d a t a ,  

l o g i c a l l y  and s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  ga thered  and agreed to  by the  major 

p a r t i c i p a n t s  in the  p lanning  e f f o r t .  Kahn's model o f  "planning in 

ac t io n "  and i n t e g r a t e d  s e r v i c e  d e l i v e r y  system a re  both examples o f  the  

r a t i o n a l  approach to  planning app l ied  to  s o c ia l  s e r v i c e  p lann ing .  The 

major components o f  Kahn's model o f  "planning in a c t i o n "  a r e :

1. Determinat ion o f  what i s  and what w i l l  be through 
g a th e r in g  of  f a c t s ,  p r o j e c t i o n s  and re sou rce  i n v e n t o r i e s .

2. D e f in i t i o n  of  p lanning  t a s k  through cho ice  o f  types
and l e v e l s  of  i n t e r v e n t i o n .

3. Formula tion o f  p o l ic y  (s tand ing  p l a n ) .

4. Programming to  c a r ry  out p o l i c y .

5. Eva lu a t io n ,  monitor ing  and feedback about
implementation of  programs.

A r a t i o n a l  approach to  p lanning f o r  s e r v i c e s ,  l i k e  t h a t  found 

in Kahn's model,  r e l i e s  on f a c t - g a t h e r i n g  and e x p e r t  knowledge f o r  

decis ion-making about p o l i c i e s  and assumes t h a t  lack  o f  knowledge i s  a t  

the  ro o t  o f  problems in so c ia l  s e r v i c e s .  Another source  o f  problems
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i d e n t i f i e d  in the  r a t i o n a l  approach i s  the  lack  o f  an o r g a n iz a t i o n  or  

in d iv id u a l  with a mandate to  implement a sys tem at ized  approach to  

s e r v i c e  d e l i v e r y .  The r e s u l t  o f  the  lack  o f  knowledge and th e  l ack  o f  

an o rg a n iz a t i o n  with  a mandate i s  f r ag m e n ta t io n ,  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by 

Kahn as m u l t i p l e  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  d e l i v e r i n g  s e r v i c e s  in a community w i th ­

ou t  j o i n i n g  e f f o r t s  f o r  a community-wide approach, i . e . ,  w i thou t  
5

c o o r d in a t io n .  There e x i s t s  in  a fragmented approach to  s e r v i c e s  gaps 

and /o r  c o n t r a d i t i o n s  in some s e r v i c e  a reas  and over lap  in o t h e r s .  A 

sys tem at ized  approach i s  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by way of  c o n t r a s t  as c o n s i s t i n g  

o f :

1. A c c e s s i b i l i t y - - p e o p l e  a re  ab le  t o  l e a r n  about and 
o b ta in  s e r v i c e s .

2. C hanne l ing- -people  move or  a re  moved from one 
s e r v i c e  to  an o th e r .

3. Case i n t e g r a t i o n - - t h e r e  i s  a meshing o f  m u l t ip l e  
s e r v i c e s  as needed by a c l i e n t .

4.  Program o r  s e r v i c e  i n t e g r a t i o n - - t h e r e  i s  a 
meshing o f  m u l t ip l e  programs or  s e r v i c e s  accord ing 
to  a community-wide plan f o r  s e r v i c e  d e l i v e r y .

5. A c c o u n t a b i l i t y - - t h e r e  i s  a ssu rance  o f  respons iveness  
o f  s e r v i c e s  to  consumers needs and p re fe re n c e s .

I n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  P e r s p e c t iv e  on Planning

The i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  p e r s p e c t iv e  developed in t h i s  s tudy 

r a t h e r  than focus ing  on the  technology o f  p lanning as the  r a t i o n a l  

approach does ,  focuses  on domain and re sou rce  i s su e s  in the  

o rg an iza t io n -en v i ro n m en t  w i th in  which planning takes  p lace .  The 

i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  p e r s p e c t iv e  i s  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by a focus on planning 

o b j e c t i v e s  as p roduc ts  o f  o r g a n iz a t i o n a l  i n t e r a c t i o n s  around a t tem p ts
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t o  o b ta in  domain consensus  and c o n t ro l  o f  re sou rces  f o r  domains.

Levine and White d e f in e  domain consensus as the  e x t e n t  o f  agreement by 

d e c i s io n  makers in  an o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  environment about th e  a p p r o p r i a t e ­

ness o f  i t s  domain f o r  the  environment.^  According to  Thompson, the  

e x t e n t  of  domain consensus  p a r t i a l l y  de termines  the  e x t e n t  o f  resource
O

suppor t  in the  environment f o r  the  o r g a n i z a t i o n .  Within the  i n t e r ­

o rg a n iz a t io n a l  p e r s p e c i t v e ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  domain consensus i s  a c r i t i c a l  

i s su e  f o r  the  su rv iv a l  o f  the  o r g a n iz a t i o n .

Within t h i s  p e r s p e c t i v e ,  domain consensus i s  a l so  a c r i t i c a l  

i s su e  f o r  p lann ing .  Planning i s  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  as t ak ing  p lace  in 

o r g a n iz a t io n s  with o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t s  which p a r t i a l l y  de te rmine  goa l -  

s e t t i n g  in the  o r g a n i z a t i o n .  An o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  i s  de f ined  by Evan as 

the  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  which provide  re so u rce s  and d e c i s io n  premises  f o r  an 

o r g a n iz a t i o n  an d /o r  o u t l e t s  f o r  products  o r  s e r v i c e s  o f  the  

o r g a n i z a t i o n .^

As a consequence of  the  focus  on domain consensus and re sou rce s ,  

the  major components o f  the  i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  p e r s p e c t iv e  c o n s i s t  of 

re sou rce  concerns r e l a t e d  to  the  e s t a b l i s h m e n t  o f  domain and domain 

c o n se n su s :

1. O rgan iza t iona l  domain as a de te rm inan t  o f  resource  
in te rd e p en d e n c ie s  between o r g a n i z a t i o n s .

2. Domain consensus as e s s e n t i a l  f o r  members of  an 
o r g a n iz a t i o n  to  c a r r y  out domain fu n c t io n s  because 
o f  r e so u rce  requ i rem ents .

3. G o a l - s e t t i n g  as a con t inua l  process  o f  e s t a b l i s h i n g  
o r g a n iz a t i o n a l  domain by p o s i t i o n in g  an o rg a n iz a t i o n  
in the  o rgan iza t ion -env i ronm en t  r e l a t i v e  to  inpu t  
r e so u rce s  and o u t l e t s  f o r  products  o r  s e r v i c e s .
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4. Planning as an a t tem p t  to  c r e a t e  change in  domains 
o f  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  and consequent p a t t e r n s  o f  
re sou rce  in t e rd ep en d en c ie s  and l in k ag es  betv/een 
o r g a n i z a t i o n s .

Although the  i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  p e r s p e c t iv e  r e q u i r e s  a dominant 

o rg a n iz a t io n  o r  lead  agency, as does Kahn's model,  in the  i n t e r o r g a n i ­

z a t i o n a l  p e r s p e c t iv e  the  focus  on the  lead  agency i s  d i f f e r e n t  from 

t h a t  found in Kahn's model. A lead  agency i s  Kahn's d e s ig n a t io n  f o r  

the  o rg a n iz a t io n  with a mandate to  c r e a t e  and a d m in i s t e r  a s e r v i c e ’ 

d e l i v e r y  s y s t e m . ^  The r a t i o n a l  approach found in  Kahn's model focuses  

on the  techniques  o f  p lann ing ,  i . e . ,  need i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  and p r i o r i t i ­

z a t i o n ,  g o a l - d e t e r m in a t io n ,  p o l i c y  fo rm at ion ,  e t c . ,  once th e  lead  

agency i s  c r e a t e d .  The i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  p e r s p e c i tv e  with  a focus  on 

domain and re sou rce  i s s u e s  in an o rgan iza t io n -en v i ro n m en t  emphasizes 

the  problems of  c r e a t i n g  a dominant o r g a n iz a t i o n  o r  lead  agency. I t  

a l s o  i d e n t i f i e s  the  im p l i c a t io n s  f o r  p lanning  o f  the  p o s i t i o n  o f  the  

p l a n n e r ' s  o rg a n iz a t i o n .  P o s i t io n  i s  de f ined  by Aldr ich  and P f e i f f e r  as 

the  leve l  o f  con t ro l  by an o r g a n iz a t i o n  o f  the  in p u t  re so u rce s  f o r  the  

domains o f  o th e r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  and /o r  o u t l e t s  f o r  t h e i r  p r o d u c t s . ^

I t  i s  t h i s  emphasis on the  p o s i t i o n  o f  the  p l a n n e r ' s  o r g a n iz a t i o n  in 

the  o rgan iza t ion -env i ronm en t  and on th e  problems o f  c r e a t i n g  a dominant 

o rg a n iz a t io n  or  lead  agency t h a t  c h a r a c t e r i z e s  p r o p o s i t i o n s  in  an 

i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  p e r s p e c t iv e .

P ropos i t ions  from I n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  P e r sp e c t iv e

In regard  to  the  p o s i t i o n  o f  an o r g a n iz a t i o n  in i t s  o r g a n i z a t i o n -  

environment the  p ro p o s i t i o n s  in an i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  p e r s p e c t iv e
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d e sc r ib e  im p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  the  fu n c t io n in g  o f  an o rg a n iz a t io n  and goa l -  

s e t t i n g  in  th e  o rg a n iz a t i o n .

Although the  p ro p o s i t i o n s  a re  grouped in to  th re e  a r e a s :  domain

consensus ,  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  and lo c a t i o n  o f  inpu t  r e s o u r c e s ,  the  

groupings r e f l e c t  emphases r a t h e r  than d i s t i n c t  a r e a s .  The p r o p o s i t i o n s  

about o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  and l o c a t io n  o f  in p u t  r e sou rces  p rovide  f u r t h e r  

s p e c i f i c a t i o n  o f  the  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  i d e n t i f i e d  in the  p ro p o s i t i o n s  about 

domain consensus.  The p ro p o s i t i o n s  about  l o c a t i o n  o f  in p u t  re sou rces  

a l s o  provide f u r t h e r  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  o f  the  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  i d e n t i f i e d  in 

the  p r o p o s i t i o n s  about o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t .  The p ro p o s i t i o n s  as a 

consequence complement and complete each o th e r .

In the  f i r s t  group o f  p r o p o s i t i o n s  th e  emphasis on domain

consensus  broadly  r e l a t e s  the  a b i l i t y  o f  members o f  an o rg a n iz a t i o n  to

c a r r y  ou t  i t s  domain to  domain consensus .  They a re  based p r i n c i p a l l y

on Thompson's work on o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  Thompson d e f in e s  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  as

open systems,  dependent on t h e i r  environments  f o r  re sources  necessa ry  
12f o r  s u r v i v a l .  The emphasis on domain consensus in the  p ro p o s i t i o n s  

r e f l e c t s  Thompson's d e f i n i t i o n  of  o rg a n iz a t i o n  as an open system.

Group I Domain Consensus

1.1 The more d e c i s io n  makers o f  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  in  the  
domain o f  an o rg a n iz a t io n  agree  with and support  
i t s  domain, i . e . ,  domain consensus ,  the  more 
members in  the  o r g a n iz a t io n  a re  ab le  to  c a r ry  
ou t  i t s  domain f u n c t io n s .

1 .2  The more t h e r e  i s  not domain consensus by d e c i s io n  
makers o f  o r g a n iz a t io n s  in the  domain of  an 
o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  the  l e s s  members o f  the  o rg a n i z a t i o n  
w i l l  be a b le  to  c a r ry  out i t s  domain fu n c t io n s .



The p r o p o s i t i o n s  in  group two s p e c i f y  f u r t h e r  th e  emphasis in

the  f i r s t  group o f  p r o p o s i t i o n s  on the  importance o f  th e  suppor t  o f  an

o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  environment to  i t s  f u n c t io n in g  in  a domain. The second

group r e l a t e s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  an o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  which a f f e c t  the

a b i l i t y  o f  d e c i s io n  makers in the  s e t  to  have in f lu en c e  on th e  goa l -

s e t t i n g  in th e  o r g a n iz a t i o n .  An o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t ,  as the  o r g a n iz a t i o n s

which provide  re so u rce s  and o u t l e t s  f o r  an o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  i s  a s p e c i f i c

group w i th in  an o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  environment i d e n t i f i e d  by t h e i r  re sou rce

l inkages  with  the  o r g a n iz a t i o n .  G o a l - s e t t i n g  i s  d e sc r ib ed  by Thompson

and McEwen as  a con t inua l  process  o f  a d j u s t i n g  an o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s

domain to  i t s  environment and thus  i s  a p rocess  o f  sp e c i fy in g  and
13modifying an o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  domain. The c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  s i z e ,

c o n c e n t r a t io n  and ove r lap  in  membership a re  i d e n t i f i e d  by Evan in  h i s

o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  model as p a r t i c u l a r l y  impor tan t  f a c t o r s  which a f f e c t

th e  in f lu e n c e  of an o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  on an o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  goa l -  
14s e t t i n g .  The p r o p o s i t i o n s  in group two a re  from Evan's o r g a n i z a t i o n -  

s e t  model.

Group I I  O rg an iza t io n -S e t

2.1 The g r e a t e r  th e  s i z e  o f  the  in p u t  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  in  
th e  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  o f  an o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  the  more 
th e  in p u t  o r g a n i z a t i o n s '  d e c i s io n  makers con t ro l  
th e  g o a l - s e t t i n g  in  the  o r g a n iz a t i o n .

2 .2  The h ighe r  the  c o n ce n t r a t i o n  of  in p u t  f o r  an 
o rg a n iz a t i o n  in a few o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  the  more the  
in p u t  o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  d e c i s io n  makers con t ro l  the  
g o a l - s e t t i n g  in the  o rg a n iz a t i o n .
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2.3  The g r e a t e r  the  ove r lap  in membership between the  
o r g a n iz a t io n  and i t s  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  the  more 
th e  d e c i s io n  makers in the  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  con t ro l  
the  o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  g o a l - s e t t i n g .

P ro p o s i t io n s  in  group t h r e e  s p e c i fy  f u r t h e r  the  focus  in  both 

group one and two p r o p o s i t i o n s .  The p r o p o s i t i o n s  in  group t h r e e  r e l a t e  

the  p o s i t io n  of  an o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  in p u t  r e s o u r c e s ,  i . e . ,  w i th in  o r  

ou ts ide  the  s e t t i n g ,  to  t h e  a b i l i t y  o f  d e c i s io n  makers in th e  o rg a n iz a ­

t i o n - s e t  to  in f lu e n c e  g o a l - s e t t i n g  in the  o r g a n i z a t i o n .  A r e l a t i o n s h i p  

i s  a l so  i d e n t i f i e d  between con t ro l  o f  in p u t  re so u rce s  by the  o rg a n iz a ­

t i o n  f o r  the  domains of  the  o rg a n iz a t i o n s  in  i t s  s e t  and a b i l i t y  of 

d e c i s io n  makers in the  o r g a n iz a t io n  to  in f l u e n c e  g o a l - s e t t i n g  in  the  

o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t .  These p r o p o s i t i o n s ,  l i k e  those  in group two, a re  

from Evan's o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  model.

Group I I I  Location o f  Input Resources

3.1 The more an o r g a n iz a t io n  r e c e iv e s  in p u t  re so u rce s  
from o rg a n iz a t i o n s  in the  s e t t i n g  of  the  
o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  the  more d e c i s io n  makers in the  
o rg a n iz a t i o n s  in the  s e t t i n g  w i l l  in f lu en c e  goa l -  
s e t t i n g  in the  o r g a n iz a t i o n .

3 .2  The more an o rg a n iz a t io n  r e c e iv e s  inpu t  re sou rces  
from o r g a n iz a t i o n s  o u t s id e  of  the  s e t t i n g  of  the  
o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  the  l e s s  d e c i s io n  makers in the  
o r g a n iz a t i o n s  in the  s e t t i n g  w i l l  i n f lu en c e  go a l -  
s e t t i n g  in the  o r g a n iz a t i o n .

3 .3  The more an o r g a n iz a t io n  i s  a major source  of  in p u t  
r e so u rce s  f o r  o th e r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  the  more d e c i s io n  
makers in  the  o rg a n iz a t io n  w i l l  i n f lu en c e  go a l -  
s e t t i n g  in o th e r  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  in t h e i r  s e t t i n g .

Case Study

To exp lo re  th e  u t i l i t y  o f  the  p r o p o s i t i o n s  from the  i n t e r ­

o rg a n iz a t io n a l  p e r s p e c t iv e  f o r  d e s c r ib in g  and a n a ly z in g ,
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i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  f a c t o r s  in  a so c ia l  s e r v i c e  p lanning c o n t e x t ,  a

s tudy o f  an a t tem pt  a t  community-wide p lanning f o r  soc ia l  s e r v i c e s  was

conducted by the  w r i t e r .  As recommended by Davidson in  h i s  s tudy  o f

planning and c o o rd in a t io n  o f  so c ia l  s e r v i c e s ,  th e  m a te r ia l  ga the red

from the  s tudy i s  used to  i l l u s t r a t e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  i d e n t i f i e d  in the  

15p r o p o s i t i o n s .

The s e t t i n g  f o r  the  s tudy i s  the  human s e r v i c e  o r g a n iz a t i o n a l  

f i e l d  in  Columbus, Ohio. I t  was chosen as i t  i s  an example o f  an 

a t tem pt  to  c r e a t e  an i n t e g r a t e d  community-wide s e r v i c e  d e l i v e r y  system 

us ing a r a t i o n a l  p lanning  approach. In a d d i t i o n ,  the  p lanning  o r g a n i ­

z a t i o n ' s  composi t ion r e f l e c t s  an a t t em p t  to  a r r i v e  a t  d e c i s io n s  about 

p lanning o b j e c t i v e s  through consensus  o f  major p a r t i c i p a n t s  in  the  

p lanning e f f o r t .  R ep re se n ta t iv e s  from th e  major funding o r g a n i z a t i o n s  

in  the  area  a re  on th e  p lanning o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  board and c a b i n e t  o f  

e x e c u t iv e s .  Board meet ings  o f  the  o rg a n iz a t i o n  a re  t h e r e f o r e  an 

o p p o r tu n i ty  to  observe  a t tem pts  by r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  from the  major 

funding o r g a n iz a t i o n s  to  in f lu en ce  d e c i s io n s  about  p lanning o b j e c t i v e s  

o r  g o a l - s e t t i n g  in th e  o r g a n iz a t i o n .  The s e t t i n g  a l so  p rov ides  an 

o p p o r tu n i ty  f o r  i n t e rv ie w s  with a sample of  d e c i s io n  makers from a wide 

range o f  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  in t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  o f  the  p lann ing  o r g a n i ­

z a t i o n  about  t h e i r  p e rc e p t io n s  o f  th e  domain o f  the  planning o r g a n i z a ­

t i o n .  I t  a l s o  p rov ides  an o p p o r tu n i ty  to  in t e rv ie w  them about t h e i r  

p e rc ep t io n s  o f  the  i n f lu e n c e  o f  the  o rgan iza t ion -env i ronm en t  and, 

s p e c i f i c a l l y , t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  on the  p lanning o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  domain 

and a t tem pt  to  c a r r y  out the  domain, i . e . ,  i t s  a c t i v i t i e s .
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The p lanning o r g a n iz a t io n  in the  case  s tudy i s  th e  Columbus 

M etropo l i tan  Human Se rv ice  Commission, in c o rp o ra te d  December, 1976, 

as a n o n - p r o f i t  o r g a n iz a t i o n  to  c r e a t e  c o o r d in a t io n  between human 

s e r v i c e  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  in  the  m e t ro p o l i t an  a r e a .  The Commission i s  the  

r e s u l t  o f  recommendations o f  a C i t i z en  Committee,  i t s e l f  formed as a 

r e s u l t  o f  a Columbus c i t y  council  r e s o l u t i o n .  The r e s o l u t i o n  c a l l s

f o r  c o o rd in a t io n  to  so lve  what the  counci l  i d e n t i f i e s  as i n e f f e c t i v e .
16and i n e f f i c i e n t  use o f  monies f o r  so c ia l  s e r v i c e s .  Following recom­

mendations o f  the  C i t i z en  Committee, the  Commission has a seventeen  

member board and a c a b in e t  o f  ex ecu t ives  with  membership from major 

funding and s e r v i c e - p r o v i d in g  o rg a n iz a t i o n s  a long with r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  

from th e  Columbus c i t y  governments,  b u s in e s s ,  l a b o r ,  fou n d a t io n s  and 

community -a t - large .  R ep resen ta t iv es  from the  funding  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  

f o r  th e  Commission a re  on the  board and, excep t  f o r  the  governments,  

on the  c a b in e t  o f  e x e c u t iv e s .  The funding o r g a n iz a t i o n s  a r e ,  w i th in  

the  i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  p e r s p e c i t v e ,  th e  major in p u t  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  

f o r  the  Commission. According to  th e  p e r s p e c t i v e ,  the  major i n p u t  

o r g a n iz a t io n s  should be dominant in g o a l - s e t t i n g  in the  Commission.

The primary domain of  the  Commission i s  de f ined  by th e  C i t i z e n  

Committee as co o rd in a t io n  which c o n s i s t s  o f :

"Comprehensive planning to  co o rd in a te  the  e f f o r t s  o f  ^
both pub l ic  and p r i v a t e  so c ia l  s e r v i c e  o r g a n i z a t i o n s . "

Following the  assumptions in the  r a t i o n a l  approach to  p la n n in g ,  i t  i s  

assumed in the  C i t i z en  Committee 's  recommendations t h a t  by b r in g in g  

the  major funding o r g a n iz a t i o n s  to g e th e r  in the  Commission and g a th e r in g  

community-wide da ta  on needs and s e r v i c e s ,  consensus  w i l l  be reached



-13-

by the  major p a r t i c i p a n t s  and coo rd ina ted  planning w i l l  t ake  p la c e .

A c t i v i t i e s  o f  th e  Commission dur ing  i t s  f i r s t  two y ea r s  were 

a response to  the  recommendations o f  th e  C i t i z en  Committee and an 

a t tem pt  to implement a r a t i o n a l  planning approach.  They c o n s i s t e d  

p r im a r i ly  o f  a f a c t - g a t h e r i n g  process  to  d e f in e  needs ,  p r i o r i t i z e  

s e r v ic e s  and d e f in e  community-wide goa ls  f o r  human s e r v i c e s .  In Kahn's 

model o f  "planning in  ac t i o n "  th e se  a c t i v i t i e s  a re  i d e n t i f i e d  a s ,  

d e te rm ina t ion  of  what i s  and d e f in in g  the  p lanning t a s k .  Resource 

development and development o f  an in fo rm at ion  management system were
I O

a l so  undertaken dur ing  the  f i r s t  two y e a r s .  I f  the  r a t i o n a l  p lanning 

process  was con t inued  in to  the  1979 planning  p e r io d ,  Commission 

o b je c t iv e s  f o r  t h a t  y e a r  would r e f e r  to  the  development o f  comprehensive 

p lans  and e v a lu a t io n  r e f l e c t e d  in  p r i o r i t i e s  f o r  funding  and accoun ta ­

b i l i t y  c i r t e r i a  o f  th e  funding o r g a n iz a t i o n s  and programming by the

s e r v i c e  p rovid ing  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .

The 1979 o b j e c t i v e s  f o r  the  Commission, however,  emphasize a mix 

o f  s h o r t  range program and t e ch n ica l  a s s i s t a n c e  o b j e c t i v e s .  Long term 

o b je c t iv e s  r e l a t e d  t o  comprehensive p lanning t a sk s  a re  given low 

p r i o r i t y  in the  l i s t  o f  f i f t e e n  o b j e c t i v e s .  The f i v e  top o b j e c t i v e s  on 

the  l i s t  a re :

1. Maintain  c u r r e n t  re sou rce  development e f f o r t .

2. Implement t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  p r o j e c t .

3. Undertake f in an c in g  o f  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  s t r a t e g i e s .

4. Develop compat ib le  program and f i s c a l  r e p o r t i n g
requ i rem ents .

195. I n i t i a t e  development o f  management suppor t  c e n t e r .
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An i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  p e r s p e c t iv e  on p lanning e x p la in s  the  

"apparent s h i f t  in  th e  Commission's o b j e c t i v e s  from implementing a 

r a t i o n a l  p lanning p rocess  to  a mix o f  s h o r t  range program and t e c h n i c a l  

a s s i s t a n c e  o b j e c t i v e s  as a change in  domain to  accommodate t o  i t s  

environment.  The p e r s p e c t iv e  examines th e  change in r e l a t i o n  to  the  

Commission's p o s i t i o n  in  i t s  o r g a n iz a t i o n  environment and more s p e c i f i ­

c a l l y  in  r e l a t i o n  to  i t s  p o s i t i o n  in  i t s  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t .

Im p l ica t ions  o f  Study ,

The t h e o r e t i c a l  and p r a c t i c a l  im p l i c a t io n s  o f  t h i s  s tudy  a re  

r e l a t e d  to  i t s  use o f  i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  p r o p o s i t i o n s .  T h e o r e t i c a l l y ,  

i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  p r o p o s i t i o n s  have not been inc luded  in  s o c i a l  work 

p lanning models excep t  f o r  l im i t e d  a p p l i c a t i o n s  by a few w r i t e r s .  

I n t e g r a t i o n  of  t h e se  in  p lanning models i s  advanced by t h e i r  i n c l u s i o n  

in  th e  p e r s p e c t iv e  developed in t h i s  s tudy .

P r a c t i c a l l y ,  the  case  s tudy used f o r  m a te r ia l  to  i l l u s t r a t e  the  

p e r s p e c t i v e ' s  p r o p o s i t i o n s ,  i s  a c u r r e n t  p lanning e f f o r t .  As a r e s u l t  

o f  t h i s  s tudy ,  th e  case  s t u d y ' s  p lanner  a re  provided with a d d i t i o n a l  

m a te r ia l  to  examine t h e i r  s t r a t e g i e s  in  r e l a t i o n  to  feedback provided 

from d e c i s io n  makers in te rv iewed  in the  s tudy .  Examination o f  a c u r r e n t  

p lanning e f f o r t  a l s o  b e n e f i t s  theory  development by p rov id ing  a d d i t i o n a l  

m a te r ia l  from the  f i e l d  f o r  con t inua l  work on a more i n c l u s i v e  theo ry  

o f  p lanning .
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CHAPTER I I

RATIONALE FOR STUDY

In t h i s  c h a p te r  a r a t i o n a l e  i s  provided from planning  and 

organ iza t ion -env i ronm en t  l i t e r a t u r e  f o r  developing an i n t e r o r g a n i z a -  

t i o n a l  p e r s p e c t iv e  on p lann ing .  F a i l u r e s  o f  r a t i o n a l  models o f  

p lanning to  inc lude  o rg a n iz a t i o n a l  r e s i s t a n c e s  to  p lanning a re  i d e n t i ­

f i e d  and r e l a t e d  to  o rgan iza t io n -en v i ro n m en t  l i t e r a t u r e  which i d e n t i f i e s  

sources  of  o r g a n iz a t i o n a l  in f lu en c e  and r e s i s t a n c e  to  p lanning 

o b j e c t i v e s .

Planning f o r  human s e r v i c e s  as de sc r ibed  by Kahn, Morris  and 

Binstock and Rein i s  dominated by r a t i o n a l  models o f  p lann ing .^  A 

r a t i o n a l  model i s  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by Kahn as a model which d e s c r i b e s  a 

process  o f  s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  de termining  needs,  l o g i c a l l y  r e l a t i n g  needs 

to  goa ls  to  meet th o se  needs ,  des ign ing  programs to  c a r r y  out t h e  goals  

and developing c r i t e r i a  f o r  e v a lu a t in g  the  programs. Kahn's model of

planning in a c t io n "  focuses  on methods o f :

1. Determining needs and re so u rce s .

2. Defining th e  p lanning t a s k .

3. Formulating p o l icy  o r  the  s tand ing  p lan .

4. Programming to  c a r ry  out the  p o l i c y .

5.
2

Ev a lu a t io n ,  monitor ing and feedback.

-17-
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Morris and Binstock d e sc r ib e  r a t i o n a l  p lanning  as a s y s tem a t ic  method
3

t o  so lve  problems. Rein d e sc r ib e s  i t  as  a s t r a t e g y  t h a t  " r e l i e s  on the
4

power o f  knowledge."

One of  the  l i m i t a t i o n s  o f  the  r a t i o n a l  model i s  a f a i l u r e  to

take  in to  account r e s i s t a n c e s  by p a r t i c i p a n t s  to  changes re q u i r e d  of

them by planning g o a ls .  Rein d e s c r ib e s  the  l i m i t a t i o n s  as a f a i l u r e  to

" re co n c i l e  the  c o n f l i c t i n g  requ irements  o f  r a t i o n a l i t y  and f e a s i b i l -  
5

i t y . "  The major r e s i s t a n c e  to  p lanning goa ls  i d e n t i f i e d  by Morris and 

Binstock in t h e i r  s tudy o f  the  Ford Foundat ion demonst ra t ion  programs 

f o r  the  e l d e r l y  was p e rc ep t io n s  o f  d e c i s io n  makers in o r g a n iz a t i o n s  t h a t  

the  p re sen t  way in which t h e i r  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  fu n c t io n  in the  environment 

was s a t i s f a c t o r y .  Change was perce ived  by th e  d e c i s io n  makers as un­

necessa ry  and p o s s ib ly  de t r im en ta l  to  th e  fu n c t io n in g  o f  t h e i r  o rg a n iz a ­

t i o n .  A f e a s i b l e  g o a l ,  accord ing to  Morris and B ins tock ,  i s  one t h a t  

t ak es  in to  account r e s i s t a n c e s  by d e c i s io n  makers to  change and a l so  

in f lu e n c e s  or  in c e n t iv e s  a v a i l a b l e  to  the  p lan n e r  f o r  overcoming those  

r e s i s t a n c e s . ^

Although Kahn focuses  on methods o f  p lann ing  r a t h e r  than on 

r e s i s t a n c e s  to p lanning goa ls  by d e c i s io n  makers,  he does i n d i c a t e  t h a t  

o rg a n iz a t io n a l  f a c t o r s  a re  im por tan t  in  implementing p lans .  A lead  

agency i s  i d e n t i f i e d  by Kahn as neces sa ry  f o r  the  implementation o f  h is  

r a t i o n a l  model o f  s e r v i c e  d e l i v e r y .  A lead  agency i s  de f ined  by Kahn as 

an in d iv idua l  o r  o r g a n iz a t io n  with a mandate and re sou rces  to  c r e a t e  and 

a d m in is te r  the  s e r v i c e  d e l i v e r y  system.^ The lead  agency p rov ides  the  

p lanner  with the  i n f lu e n c e s  t h a t  Morris  and Binstock i d e n t i f i e d  as
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necessa ry  f o r  overcoming r e s i s t a n c e s  by d e c i s i o n  makers to  changes 

r equ i r ed  of  t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n .  Morris  and Bins tock ,  un l ike  Kahn, 

focus on sources  o f  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  r e s i s t a n c e s  to  planning goa l s ,

Thei r  focus i s  on p e r cep t i on s  by d ec i s i on  makers o f  planning goa l s  

as in t r oduc ing  innova t i ons  in t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  a l l o c a t i o n  of  

r e sources .  The innova t ions  wi l l  be r e s i s t e d ,  according to Morris  and 

Bins tock,  i f  t hey  a r e  perce ived  by d e c i s i o n  makers ,  as one or  more 

o f  the  fo l l owing:

1. Threa t en ing  a t t achments  to  old ways.

2. I n t r oduc i ng  u n c e r t a i n t i e s  o f  new p r a c t i c e ,

3. Di s rup t ing  a s a t i s f a c t o r y  ba lance .

4. V i o l a t i n g  the  c u l t u r e  or  e thos  t h a t  suppor t s  the 
o r g a n i z a t i o n .

5. Subord ina t ion  of  t he  o r g a n i z a t i o n  to  the  wi l l  of  

o u t s i d e r s .
O

6. Cost  o f  adopt ing  innova t ions  outweighs  the  b e n e f i t s .

The p e r c ep t i o n s  i d e n t i f i e d  by Morris  and Binstock as a source  of  

r e s i s t a n c e  t o  p lanning  goal s  are  i d e n t i f i e d  in the  l i t e r a t u r e  on 

o rg a n i z a t i o n ,  o r gan i za t i on -env i ronment  and c oo r d i na t i on  as domain and 

domain consensus concerns  of  d ec i s i on  makers.  The domain o f  an o r g a n i ­

za t i on  i s  de f ined  by Paulson as t he  product s  o r  s e r v i c e s ,  s e r v i c e s  or

f u n c t i o n s ,  customers o r  c l i e n t s  t h a t  a d e c i s io n  maker claims as the
g

o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  a r ea  o f  a c t i v i t y .  Domain consensus ,  according to 

Thompson, i s  the  e x t e n t  to which d ec i s i on  makers in o th e r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  

suppor t  and r ecognize  the  r i g h t  o f  a d e c i s io n  maker in the  o r g a n i z a ­

t i o n  to  claim t he  domain f o r  h i s  or  her  o r g a n i z a t i o n . ^  Res i s t ances
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by dec i s i on  makers t o  change a re  ex p l a i ned ,  us ing  domain and domain

consensus concep t s ,  as  a consequence of  the  o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  p o s i t i o n  in

the  environment .  The p o s i t i o n  of  an o r g a n i z a t i o n  i s  a func t i on  of  the

na ture  of  r esource  l i nkages  t h a t  i t  has as a r e s u l t  of  i t s  domain

requi rements  f o r  r e sou r ce s  and suppor t  given to  i t  by d e c i s i o n  makers in

o the r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  Each o f  t he  pe r c ep t i o ns  o f  the  d e c i s io n  makers

i d e n t i f i e d  as sources  o f  r e s i s t a n c e  by Morris  and Binstock can be

explained as concerns  about  the  o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  domain and l eve l  of

domain consensus f o r  t he  o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  domain in i t s  o r g a n i z a t i o n -

environment .  The domain of  o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  accord ing  to Thompson and

McEwen, i s  c o n s t a n t l y  s h i f t i n g  dur ing goa l - se t t ing . "*^  The g o a l - s e t t i n g

p rocess ,  r a t h e r  than the  r a t i o n a l  planning process  de sc r i bed  by Kahn,

i s  a "sounding out  process"  by d e c i s ion  makers to  l e a r n  about  the

p o s i t i o n  of  r e l e v a n t  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  in t h e i r  envi ronment .  The p o s i t i o n

of  an o r g a n i z a t i on  as a func t i on  of  t he  n a tu r e  o f  i t s  r e so u r ce  l i nkages

i s  a l so  r e l a t e d  to  con t ro l  o f  r e sources  f o r  t he  domain of  the

o r g an iz a t i on .  Consequent ly i t  i s  a l s o  a f un c t i o n  o f  the  l eve l  of

in f l uence  of  d ec i s i on  makers to  form or  change r e s ou r ce  l i nkages  in

r e l a t i o n  to  the  proposed goa l s .

Emerson d e s c r i b e s  exchanges between d e c i s i o n  makers in the

development of  r e source  l i nkages  betv/een o r g a n i z a t i o n s  in a power or
12r e source  dependency model o f  o r ga n i za t i on - env i ronmen t .  Schmidt and

Kochan de f ine  o r gan iza t i on-env i ronment  from a r e source  dependency model

as the  o the r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  which have r e sou r ce s  needed f o r  the  domain

13of  the  o rg a n i z a t i o n .  Emerson c h a r a c t e r i z e s  a power or  r e source  

dependency model o f  o r g a n i z a t i o n  environment  as a model which focuses
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on r esource  l i nkages  betv/een o r g a n i z a t i o n s  as a f unc t i on  o f  compet i t ion

f o r  con t ro l  o f  s ca rce  r e s o u rc e s .  C o n f l i c t  and ba rga in ing  between

d ec i s i on  makers r a t h e r  than c oo p e r a t i o n ,  accord ing  to  Emerson,

c h a r a c t e r i z e  exchanges between d e c i s i o n  makers f o r  r e sou r ce s  f o r  t h e i r

o r g a n i z a t i o n . 14 Aldr i ch  and P f e f f e r  d e sc r i b e  t he  exchanges as based

on a t t empts  by d e c i s io n  makers t o  i n c r e a s e  t h e i r  con t ro l  o f  r e sources
15f o r  the  domain o f  t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  Schmidt  and Kochan assume 

t h a t  both coopera t i on  and c o n f l i c t  e x i s t  in exchanges between de c i s io n  

makers over  r e s o u r ce s .  They a l s o  assume t h a t  exchange t ake  p l ace  when 

one or  both p a r t i e s  to t he  exchange pe rce ive  b e n e f i t s  from the  exchange.  

Whether coopera t i on  or  c o n f l i c t  e x i s t s  depends ,  in Schmidt and Kochan's 

framework, on t he  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  power or  con t ro l  o f  r e sou r ce s  between 

dec i s i on  makers and degree  o f  compl imenta r i ty  between the  domains of  

o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  The pr imary p r o p o s i t i o n s  in Schmidt and Kochan1s model 

a r e :

1. The lowes t  f r equency of  exchange occurs  between 

d ec i s i on  makers when t h e re  i s  no appa r en t  b e n e f i t  

from the  exchange f o r  e i t h e r  o f  t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .

2. The h i g h e s t  f r equency o f  exchange occurs  when both 

o r g a n i z a t i o n s  b e n e f i t .

3. Exchange, when one b e n e f i t s  more than ano t he r  i s  

h igher  than  when n e i t h e r  b e n e f i t s .

4.  In an unequal  exchange,  f a c t o r s  which i n c r e a s e  the  

l eve l  o f  t he  exchange a re :
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a .  Compatible domains between o r g a n i z a t i o n s .
b. Exchange i s  impor tan t  to  fun c t i o n i n g  of  

l e s s e r  o r g a n iz a t i o n .

c .  More powerful o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  de c i s io n
maker has i n f l uen c e  over  l e s s e r  o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  

p o l i c y ,  r e sources  and market ing.

d.  More powerful o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  d ec i s i on  maker
has c o n f l i c t  and barga in ing  t a c t i c s  wi th

. . 16 a p p r o p r i a t e  r e so ur ce s .

Schmidt and Kochan's framework i s  suppor ted by the  l i t e r a t u r e  on

coo r d i na t i on  and Evan' s  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  model o f  i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l

r e l a t i o n s  which i s  d i s cus sed  l a t e r .

Underlying Kahn's r a t i o n a l  planning model of  a s e r v i c e  d e l i v e r y  

system i s  an assumpt ion t h a t  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  can be coo rd ina t ed  to  

provide  s e r v i ce s  according  t o  a community-wide plan f o r  s oc i a l  s e r v i c e  

d e l i v e r y ,  Reid uses f i v e  dimens ions ,  agreement  f o r m a l i z a t i o n ;  s i z e  of  

r e source  inves tment ;  r e c i p r o c i t y  or  balance  in r e sou r ce s  exchanged;  

mu t u a l i t y  in r each ing  terms;  s t a n d a r d i z a t i o n  or  f i xedness  of  the  u n i t s  

exchanged,  to  i d e n t i f y  t h r e e  pr imary types  o f  coo rd i na t i on  of  

o r g a n i z a t i o n s :

1. Ad hoc case  c oo r d i na t i on  i s  a t  t he  lowest  end of  the  

dimensions  as i t  r e q u i r e s  the  l e a s t  from d ec i s ion  

makers in r e s o u r c e s ,  f o r m a l i z a t i o n  of  agreements ,  

r e c i p r o c i t y  or  mu t ua l i t y .

2. Sys temat i c  case  c o or d i na t i on  i s  a h ighe r  l eve l  type 

which r e q u i r e s  moderate r e source  i nves t ment ,  

formal a r rangements ,  s t a n d a r d i z a t i o n ,  r e c i p r o c i t y  

and m u t u a l i t y .
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3. Program co or d i na t i on  i s  a t  the  h i g h e s t  l eve l  of

the  dimensions wi th high r e source  i nves t men t ,

formal a r rangements ,  m u t ua l i t y  and r e c i p r o c i t y . ^

White,  Levine and Vlasak and Gans and Horton found in t h e i r  s t u d i e s  of

coord i na t i on  o f  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  and i n t e g r a t i o n  of  s e r v i c e s ,  minimal

suppor t  f o r  coo rd i na t i on  by d ec i s ion  makers which r eq u i r e d  high l e v e l s

of  r esource  inves tment  or  agreement  f o r m a l i z a t i o n .  I n s t ead  lower l evel

types  o f  c oord i na t i on  were suppor ted by d ec i s i on  makers t o  t he  e x t e n t

t h a t  c oord i na t i on  was perceived  by them as c o n t r i b u t i n g  to  the
18o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  p o s i t i o n  and share  o f  r e s o u r ce s .  Gans and Horton

found t h a t  d e c i s ion  makers in o r g a n i z a t i o n s  r a t h e r  than cooper a t i ng  in

c r e a t i n g  a community-wide s e r v i c e  system,  which r e qu i r e d  coo rd i na t i on

s i m i l a r  to  t h a t  of  Kahn's s e r v i c e  d e l i v e r y  sys tem,  a t t empted  to

maximize the  a b i l i t y  of  t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n  t o  f u l f i l l  a c c o u n t a b i l i t y
19c r i t e r i a  of  t h e i r  f unde r s .  Within an o rga n i z a t i on -en v i ro nme n t  p e r ­

s pe c t i v e  , t h i s  i s  an a t t empt  by de c i s io n  makers t o  maximize r e sources  

f o r  t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  domain and to  maximize t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  

p o s i t i o n  in the  environment .

Evan' s  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  model p l aces  the  r e s ou r ce  dependence 

model wi th in  an i n t e r s y s t em  model of  i n t e r a c t i o n .  An i n t e r s y s t e m  i s  

de f ined  by Chin as two systems connected to  each o t h e r  in e i t h e r  con­

j u n c t i v e  or  d i s j u n c t i v e  i n t e r dependenc i e s .  The assumpt ion i s  t h a t  they 

a re  r e l a t i v e l y  autonomous systems r a t h e r  than i n t e r d e pe nd e n t .  I n t e r ­

dependencies  or  l i nka ge s  between them a re  a s s es s ed  in r e l a t i o n  to  the  

l evel  o f  in t e rdependence  or  r e source  inves tment  involved in the
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20i n t e r a c t i o n .  Evan' s  i n t e r s y s t e m model prov ides  a conceptual  framework 

t o r  de sc r i b i ng  the  n a tu r e  of  i n t e r dependenc i e s  p r e s en t  in exchanges f o r  

r esources  f o r  o r g a n i z a t i o n  domains.  The model c o n s i s t s  o f  a focal  

o rg a n i z a t i o n ,  which i s  de f ined  by Evans as  t he  o r g a n i z a t i o n  which i s  

t he  focus o f  a n a l y s i s ,  and i t s  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t .  Evans d e f in e s  the  

o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  as  t he  i npu t  c o n s t i t u e n t  o r g a n i z a t i o n  which provide  

inpu t  r esources  f o r  t he  domain o f  the  o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  i . e . ,  f i n a n c i n g ,  

f a c i l i t i e s ,  s t a f f ,  s u p p l i e s ,  s a n c t i o n ,  s t a f f ,  along wi th t he  ou tpu t  

c o n s t i t u e n t  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  which provide  o u t l e t s  f o r  the  product s  of  the  

o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  The model bu i l d s  on the  p r o p o s i t i o n s  p re v i ou s ly  

desc r ibed  in t he  r e s ou r ce  dependence model ,  i . e . ,  Schmidt and Kochan's 

p r o po s i t i o ns ,  in t h a t  i t  i s  based on the  assumpt ion t h a t  exchange of  

re sources  de termines  t he  n a t u r e  o f  i n t e rde pende nc ie s  between o r g a n i z a ­

t i o n s .  I t  p o s i t s  t h a t  the  n a t u r e  o f  the  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  de termines  

con t ro l  of  g o a l - s e t t i n g  or  autonomy in d e c i s i o n  making in the  focal  

o r ga n i z a t i on .  Evan assumes t h a t  t he  l evel  o f  autonomy in d ec i s i on  

making i s  d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  con t ro l  o f  r e sou r ce s  f o r  an o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  

domain and consequent  g oa l s .  S i ze ,  c o n c e n t r a t i o n  and p o s i t i o n  o f  the  

inpu t  c o n s t i t u e n t  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  in t he  o r ga n i z a t i on - env i ronme nt  are  

pr imary f a c t o r s  which a f f e c t  d e c i s io n  making autonomy in the  focal  

o rg a n i z a t i o n .  The l eve l  o f  over l app ing  membership between the  focal  

o r g a n i z a t i on  and the  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  i s  a l s o  impor t an t  as a f a c t o r  

which a f f e c t s  d e c i s io n  making autonomy. Taking each o f  t hese  f a c t o r s ,  

Evan' s  p ro p o s i t i o n s  about  the  r e l a t i o n  o f  the  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  to  

d ec i s ion  making autonomy in the  focal  o r g a n i z a t i o n  a r e :
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1. The g r e a t e r  the  s i z e  o f  an o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  i npu t  

o r g a n i z a t i o n s  in i t s  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t ,  t he  lower 

t he  autonomy o f  the  o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  d ec i s i on  maker 

in g o a l - s e t t i n g .

2. The h ighe r  the  c on ce n t r a t i o n  o f  i npu t  in a few 

o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  the  lower t he  d ec i s i on  making 

autonomy in the  o r g a n i z a t i o n .

3. The g r e a t e r  the  ove r l ap  in membership between the 

o r g a n i z a t i o n  and i t s  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  t he  lower 

g o a l - s e t t i n g  autonomy in the  o r g a n i z a t i o n .

4. The more an o r g a n i z a t i o n  i s  a major inpu t  

o r g a n i z a t i o n  f o r  o t h e r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  in the  s e t t i n g ,  

t he  more t he  d e c i s io n  maker in the  o r g a n i z a t i o n  has 

i n f l u e nc e  over  g o a l - s e t t i n g  ' in the  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .

5. The more a d e c i s ion  maker in an o r g a n i z a t i o n  i s  

dependent  on o r g a n i z a t i o n s  in the  s e t t i n g  f o r  i npu t  

r e s o u r c e s ,  the  l e s s  t he  d ec i s i on  maker wi l l  i n f l uence  

t h e i r  g o a l - s e t t i n g  and the  more d e c i s io n  makers in the  

o t h e r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  wi l l  i n f l uence  g o a l - s e t t i n g  in 

the  o r g a n i z a t i o n .

6. The more an o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  i npu t  r e sou r ce s  a re  from

o u t s i d e  i t s  s e t t i n g ,  the  more autonomy in goa l -
21s e t t i n g  i t s  d ec i s i on  maker wi l l  have.

Although Kahn i d e n t i f i e s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  i npu t  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  

as impor tant  f o r  the  l ead agency,  h i s  a n a l y s i s  focuses  on s t r u c t u r a l



c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  r a t h e r  than r e source  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  Kahn r e l a t e s

f ragmenta t ion  of  soc i a l  s e r v i c e  programs a t  t he  f ede r a l  l eve l  to

f r agmenta t ion  a t  t he  l o c a l ,  county o r  c i t y  l e v e l .  An example o f

f ede ra l  f r agmenta t ion  i s  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  s t r u c t u r e s  f o r  s e r v i c e s  f o r

the  aged under the  Older  Americans Act s epa r a t ed  from s e r v i c e s  f o r

the  aged under pub l i c  a s s i s t a n c e  t i t l e s .  Reorganiza t ion  to  c r e a t e

c e n t r a l i z a t i o n  o f  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  of  s e r v i ce s  a t  t he  f e de ra l  l e v e l ,

Kahn assumes,  i s  necessa ry  f o r  a u n i f i e d  s e r v i c e  system a t  t he  l ocal  
22l e v e l .  An o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  f a c t o r ,  i d e n t i f i e d  in Evan' s  o r g a n i z a t i o n -  

s e t  model ,  which complements Kahn's recommendations f o r  c e n t r a l i z a ­

t i o n ,  i s  con t ro l  by t he  focal  o r g a n i z a t i o n  o f  t he  i npu t  r e sou r ce s  f o r  

i t s  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t .  The f e d e ra l  l evel  as t he  foca l  o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  

wi th in  Evan' s  model ,  should con t ro l  a l a r g e  shar e  of  funding f o r  the  

human s e r v i c e  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  and thus  be ab l e  t o  con t ro l  g o a l - s e t t i n g  

a t  the  local  l e v e l .

Morris and Binstock focus on o r g a n i z a t i o n s  a t  t he  l oca l  l e v e l .  

Decision makers o f  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  a t  t h i s  l evel  may block change p e r ­

ceived as unfavorable  t o  t h e i r - o r g a n i z a t i o n  or  may i n f l u e nc e  planning 

goals  to  be f a vo r a b l e  f o r  t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  Organ iza t i ona l  f a c t o r s  

in Evan' s  model which complement Morris and B i n s t o ck ' s  a n a l y s i s  o f  

planning are  the  s i z e ,  c on ce n t r a t i o n  and p o s i t i o n  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  a 

focal  o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  i npu t  c o n s t i t u e n t  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  as f a c t o r s  which 

a f f e c t  dec i s i on  making autonomy in a focal  o r g a n i z a t i o n .  Morris  and 

Binstock c h a r a c t e r i z e  p lanning as the  a t t empt  o f  an a c t o r  wi th  l i mi t ed  

i n f l uen c e  to change t he  p o l i c i e s  of  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  The match of  the
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a c t o r ' s  i n f l uence  in r e l a t i o n  to  r e s i s t a n c e  o f  d ec i s i on  makers which 

need t o  be overcome de termines  t he  f e a s i b i l i t y  of  planning goa l s .

By providing i n d i c a t o r s  o f  a planning o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  p o s i t i o n  in i t s  

o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t ,  Evan' s  model provides  some i n d i c a t i o n  o f  the  

p l a n n e r ' s  level  o f  i n f l u en c e .

Although in ana l yse s  o f  p l ann i ng ,  Kahn, Morris  and Bins tock,  

Warren and o th e r s  i d e n t i f y  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  such as 

s t r u c t u r e  and d e c i s i o n  maker pe r c ep t i o ns  of  t h r e a t ,  only Warren 

e x p l i c i t l y  uses i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  concep t s .  Warren uses the  concepts  

of  domain consensus and i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  f i e l d  in a s tudy of  model 

c i t y  programs.  I n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  consensus in an i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  

f i e l d  was i d e n t i f i e d  by Warren as p r i m a r i l y  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  blockage of  

soc ia l  change in t he  communit ies he s t ud i e d .  An i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  

f i e l d  i s  def ined  by Warren as an aggrega t e  p r o pe r ty  of  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  

in a community. I t  i s  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by Warren as c o n s i s t i n g  o f :

1. I n t e r a c t i o n  between o r g a n i z a t i o n s  which t akes  the  
form o f  mutual ad jus tment s  to  new s i t u a t i o n s  so 
t h a t  t h e i r  domains remain i n t a c t .

2. Norms governing the  range o f  a cc e p t a b l e  behavior  
f o r  the  i n t e r a c t i o n  between o r g a n i z a t i o n s .

3. A bas i c  consensus  or  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d  thought  
s t r u c t u r e  about  the  n a t u r e  of  soc i a l  r e a l i t y ,  of  
American s o c i e t y ,  of  so c i a l  problems and of 
e f f o r t s  a t  soc i a l  change and human be t t e rmen t .

Warren' s  i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  f i e l d ,  u n l i k e  Evan' s  o r g a n i z a t i o n -  

s e t  model,  d e p i c t s  t he  community as a network of  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  o r  a 

system j o i ned  t o g e t h e r  by norms, ba s i c  consensus  on the  na tu r e  o f  

r e a l i t y  and mutual ad jus t ment s  around domain i s s u e s .  The community in
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Evan' s  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  model r a t h e r  than one system i s  a composi te of  

m u l t i p l e  sys tems,  each a group of  i n t e rdependen t  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  I n t e r ­

dependence,  in Evan' s  model ,  i s  a fu n c t i o n  of  r e source  l i nkages  between 

the  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  in a system and between systems.  Exchanges between 

d ec i s ion  makers to  e s t a b l i s h  l i n k a g e s ,  accord ing  t o  Evan ' s ,  a re  both, 

cooper a t i ve  and c o n f l i c t u a l .  The na t u re  o f  the  exchange p a r t i a l l y

depends on whether  t h e r e  i s  domain consensus and / o r  compet i t ion  f o r
25cont ro l  of  s ca rce  r e s ou rce s .

In t h i s  study,  p r o p o s i t i o n s  a r e  used from Evan' s  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  

model and from Thompson's and Thompson and McEwen's works on domain 

consensus.  They a re  used to  d e sc r ib e  the  r e l a t i o n s h i p  not  focused on 

in Warren' s  work between re source  i n t e r dependenc i e s  between o r g a n i z a ­

t i o n s  and r e s i s t a n c e  t o  and i n f l uence  of  p l ann ing .  By making s p e c i f i c  

a p p l i c a t i o n s  o f  t h e s e  p ro po s i t i on s  in a case  s t udy ,  planning i s  p laced ,  

as a r e s u l t ,  in an i n t e r s y s t e m model o f  o rgan i za t i on - env i ronmen t  wi th 

re source  i n t e r dependenc i e s  between o r g a n i z a t i o n s  as the  focus of  

a n a l y s i s .  The e x t e n t  of  a p l a n n e r ' s  a b i l i t y  to develop and implement 

planning goal s  wi t h i n  t he  p e r s pe c t i v e  i s  r e l a t e d  t o  domain consensus ,

i . e . ,  r e co gn i t i o n  and suppor t  o f  t he  proposed goa l s  by d ec i s i on  makers 

in i t s  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  and to  t he  p o s i t i o n  of  t he  planning o r g a n i z a t i o n  

in i t s  o r g a n i z a t i o n  s e t ,  i . e . ,  con t ro l  of  r e sou r ce s  f o r  the  domains of  

o r g a n i z a t i o n s  in the  s e t .

The next  c h a p t e r  d e sc r ib e s  t he  methodology used to r e l a t e  the  

case  s tudy to the  p r o p o s i t i o n s  on domain consensus ,  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  

and l o c a t i o n  of  i npu t  r e sources  i d e n t i f i e d  in the  o r g a n i z a t i o n -  

environment  l i t e r a t u r e  f o r  t h i s  s tudy.
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CHAPTER I I I

METHODOLOGY

The methodology f o r  t h i s  s tudy was s e l e c t e d  to  ob t a i n  da t a  from 

the  case  s tudy r e l a t i v e  to  t he  p r o p o s i t i o n s  in t he  i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  

p e r s p e c t i v e .  The focus o f  t he  i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  p e r sp ec t i v e  i s  on 

t he  p o s i t i o n  of  an o r g a n i z a t i o n  in i t s  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t .  The p o s i t i o n  

o f  the  o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  according to Evan, Schmidt and Kochan, i s  a 

f unc t i on  o f  i t s  r e s ou r ce  l i nkages  wi th i t s  o rgan i za t i on -env i ronmen t  or 

o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t .  The na t u re  of  the  l i nkages  i s  p a r t i a l l y  determined 

by the  l evel  o f  domain consensus f o r  t he  domain of  an o r g a n i z a t i o n  in 

i t s  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  and by the  l o c a t i o n  o f  con t ro l  o f  r e sou r ce s  in 

t he  s e t  f o r  t he  domain.^

In t h i s  s t udy ,  da ta  on domain consensus f o r  c o o r d i n a t i o n ,  the  

domain of  t he  p lanning o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  i . e . ,  Met ropol i t an  Human Service  

Commission, was ob t a ined  by i n t e rv i ewi ng  a sample of  d i r e c t o r s  of  

o r g a n i z a t i o n s  in t he  Commission's o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  and by observing 

board meet ings about  1979 o b j e c t i v e s .  Based on management t heo r y ,  

e s p e c i a l l y  Fayo l ' s  framework of  f i v e  elements  or  f un c t i on s  o f  manage­

ment,  f o r  t h i s  s tudy the  d i r e c t o r  of  an o r g a n i z a t i o n  i s  des i gna t ed  as 

t he  d e c i s ion  maker o f  the  o r g a n i z a t i o n .  In management t heory  the
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d i r e c t o r  of  an o r g a n i z a t i o n  i s  assumed t o  be t he  top manager wi th r e ­

s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  p l ann i ng ,  o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  command, c o or d i na t i on  and
2

cont ro l  wi th in  t he  o r g a n iz a t i o n .

The f i r s t  p a r t  o f  t h i s  c hap te r  d e sc r ib e s  the  r e l a t i o n s h i p  of  the  

r e sea rch  procedures  t o  the  s t u d y ' s  i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  p e r s p ec t i v e .  The 

second p a r t  t akes  the  p r o p o s i t i o n s  o f  t he  p e r s p e c t i v e  and d e sc r ib e s  how 

they would be mani fes t ed  in the  case s tudy.  The t h i r d  and l a s t  p a r t  of  

the  chap t e r  has two s e c t i o n s ,  t he  f i r s t  d e s c r i b e s  the  methods used t o  ex­

amine the  f i n d i ng s  and the  second s e c t i o n  i d e n t i f i e s  the  l i m i t a t i o n s  of  

the  s tudy.

Populat ion/Sample

According to  S e l l t i z ,  e t .  a l . ,  a popu l a t i on  i s  the  aggrega te  of
3

a l l  cases  t h a t  conform to some d es ig n a t i on .  Given the  focus o f  t h i s  

s tudy on an i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  p e r s p ec i tv e  o f  p l a nn i ng ,  the  de s i g na t i o n  

f o r  the  popula t ion  o f  t h i s  s tudy was a l l  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  involved wi th the 

domain of  the  planning o r g a n i z a t i o n .  Since the  domain of  the  Met r opo l i ­

tan Commission i s  co or d i na t i on  of  human s e r v i c e s  in the  me t r opo l i t an  

a r e a ,  the  popula t ion  f o r  the  s tudy c o ns i s t e d  of  a l l  human s e r v i c e  o r ­

g a n i za t i on s  in the  me t r o p o l i t an  a re a .  There a re  approximate ly  four  

hundred human s e r v i c e  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  in the  me t r op o l i t an  a r ea .

In o rde r  to  ensure  t h a t  t he  d i r e c t o r s  o f  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  who would 

be in te rv iewed would have some knowledge o f  t he  Commission a subpopula­

t i o n  was s e l e c t e d  from the  p o pu l a t i on .  A subpopula t ion  or  s t r a t um,

according to S e l l i t z ,  e t .  a l . ,  i s  de f ined  by one or  more s p e c i f i c a -
4

t i o n s  t h a t  d iv ide  the  popula t i on  i n t o  mutua l ly  e xc lu s i ve  segments.

To ensure  a t  l e a s t  minimal c o n t ac t  wi th the  Commission,
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t he  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  f o r  the  sub-popula t i on  was i n c l u s i on  in the  f i r s t  

s e r v i c e  i nven to ry  of  the  Commission, i . e . ,  s e r v i c e  inven tory  of  1977, 

and in the  second i n v e n t o r y ,  i . e . ,  s e r v i c e  i nven t o ry  of  1978-1979.

One hundred and s i x t y - n i n e  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  were p a r t  o f  the  f i r s t  and 

second i n v e n t o r i e s  o f  t he  Commission. This s p e c i f i c a t i o n  a l so  ensured 

t h a t  the  d ec i s i on  makers were from t he  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  of  the  

Commission even i f  t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n  had only a minimal r o l e  in the  

s e t  as  i npu t  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  in t he  s e r v i c e  i nven t o ry  a c t i v i t i e s .

Due t o  t he  r e s e a r c h e r ' s  l i m i t e d  r e s o u r c e s ,  r a t h e r  than i n t e r ­

viewing a l l  the  d i r e c t o r s  in the  subpopu l a t i on ,  a sample was s e l ec t ed  

from the  subpopula t ion  f o r  i n t e rv i e wi n g .  Sampling,  according to 

K er l i nge r ,  i s  t he  t ak in g  of  any p o r t i o n  of  a popula t ion  or  subpopulat ion
5

as r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  o f  t he  popula t ion  or  subpopu la t i on .  Given the  

purpose o f  t h i s  s t udy ,  however,  to  examine t he  i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  

p r o p o s i t i o n s  in r e l a t i o n  t o  planning f o r  soc i a l  s e r v i c e s ,  t he  sample 

was s e l e c t e d  to  provide  mate r i a l  r e l a t i v e  to the  p r o p o s i t i o n s .

According to  t h e  r e source  dependency model , upon which the 

o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  model i s  p a r t i a l l y  based,  con t ro l  o f  r e s ource s  by an 

o r g a n i z a t i on  i s  r e l a t e d  to  i t s  p o s i t i o n  in an o r gan iza t i on -env i ronment .  

Extreme groups in the  subpopula t i on ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  r e l a t i v e  to con t ro l  of  

r e s ource s  were used t o  observe whether  con t ro l  o f  r e sources  i s  r e l a t e d  

t o  t he  o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  p o s i t i o n  in the  envi ronment .  Since o r g a n i za t i on s  

t h a t  con t ro l  more r e sou r ce s  tend t o  be l a r g e ,  use o f  extreme groups 

a l so  provides  da ta  r e l a t i v e  to the  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  p r o p os i t i o n s  t h a t  

have s i z e  o f  t he  o r g a n i z a t i o n  as an i n t e r ve n i ng  v a r i a b l e .  The t h i r t y
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top funded and t h i r t y  bottom funded o r g a n i z a t i o n s  in the  subpopulat ion 

were us°d as t he  extreme groups f o r  t he  sampl ing.  By t ak i ng  the  top 

one f i f t h  and bottom f i f t h  o f  the  subpopula t ion according  to  funding 

l evel  t he  r e se a r c h e r  maximized va r i ance  which,  according to  Ke r l i nge r ,  

i s  one of  the  f un c t i on s  o f  a r e sea rc h  de s i g n . ^

Although i t  would have been p r e f e r a b l e  to i n t e rv i e w a l l  o f  the  

d i r e c t o r s  from both g roups ,  because of  the  l i m i t e d  r e sou r ce s  of  the  

r e s e a r c h e r ,  only  h a l f  from both groups could be in t e rv i ewed .  To 

ensure  t h a t  p o t e n t i a l l y  impor tant  o r g an i z a t i o n a l  f a c t o r s  were p r e s en t  

in t he  sample,  a purpos ive  or  judgmental  sample method was used to 

s e l e c t  f i f t e e n  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  from each group f o r  t he  i n t e rv i e ws .

According to  Davidson,  whether  the  o r g a n i z a t i o n  i s  a pub l i c  or  

p r i v a t e  s anc t ioned  o r g a n i z a t i o n  may a f f e c t  i t s  con t ro l  o f  r e source s  and 

p o s i t i o n  in the  o r g a n i z a t i o n  environment .  A p r i v a t e  sanc t ioned  o r g a n i ­

z a t i on  i s  de f ined  as one c r ea t ed  through a c o n s t i t u t i o n  or  c h a r t e r  by 

a group of  c i t i z e n s  organized o u t s i de  t he  e l e c t i v e  p rocess .  A publ ic  

sanc t ioned o r g a n i z a t i o n  i s  de f ined  as one mandated by an e l e c t e d  publ i c  

body such as a l e g i s l a t u r e .  Since t h e r e  were only s ix  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  

wi th publ i c  s anc t i on  r ep r e sen t ed  in the  s i x t y  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  in the  

extreme groups ,  a l l  o f  the  s i x  were included in t he  t h i r t y  chosen f o r  

i n t e rv i ews .  These s i x  were in the  top funded group.

The domain o f  an o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  according to  Thompson, l a r g e l y
g

determines  i t s  r e s ource  dependencies  wi th the  envi ronment .  To provide 

f o r  o r g an i z a t i o n a l  domain as a f a c t o r  which may in f l uen ce  r e source  

dependencies  between o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  a wide range of  o r g a n i z a t i o n s

\
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according t o  domains were s e l e c t e d .  They were s e l e c t e d  wi th the  

Commission's s e r v i c e  p r i o r i t i z a t i o n  l i s t  t o  have t h e i r  programs r e p r e ­

s en t  the  t op ,  middle and bottom s e r v i c e  systems on the  l i s t  (Appendix 

A). The top f i f t e e n  funded o r g a n i z a t i o n s  in t he  sample i nc lude  twelve 

d i f f e r e n t  domains accord ing  t o  programs on the  s e r v i c e  l i s t ,  The 

bottom f i f t e e n  i nc lude  twelve d i f f e r e n t  domains a l s o  according to  

programs on the  s e r v i c e  l i s t ,  The r e s e a r c h e r  a t t empted to  match 

o rg an iz a t i on s  by program type from the bot tom and top funded groups but  

t h i s  was not  p o s s i b l e  s i nce  in only a few cases  were programs r e s p r e -  

sented in both groups.

In a d d i t i o n  t o  domain,  ano ther  concept  used in t he  i n t e r o r g a n i ­

z a t i ona l  p e r s p e c t i v e ,  i . e . ,  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t ,  r e l a t e s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

of  t he  input  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  of  an o r g a n i z a t i o n  to con t ro l  o f  goa l -  

s e t t i n g  in the  o r g a n i z a t i o n .  To ensure  t h a t  t he  d ec i s i on  makers from 

the major i npu t  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  o f  t he  Commission were inc luded in the  

i n t e rv i e w s ,  two d i r e c t o r s  o f  funding o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  not  inc luded in the 

subpopula t ion ,  and two publ i c  o f f i c i a l s  were i n t e rv i ewed .  The pub l i c  

o f f i c i a l s  were from t he  county and c i t y  governments.  By inc l ud i ng  the 

two d i r e c t o r s  and two pub l i c  o f f i c i a l s  wi th  t he  d i r e c t o r s  o f  t he  publ i c  

sanct ioned o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  a l l  t he  d i r e c t o r s  from the  funding o r g a n i z a ­

t i o n s  f o r  the  Commission were i n t e rv i ewed .

The d i r e c t o r  o f  t he  Commission was a l s o  in te rv iewed  dur ing  the 

course  of  the  s tudy f o r  h i s  p e r cep t i ons  of  the  Commission in r e l a t i o n
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t o  i t s  o rg a n i za t i on - env i ronmen t .  His p e r cep t i ons  were compared wi th 

t he  p e r cep t i ons  o f  t he  d i r e c t o r s  who were i n t e rv i ewed .

Data Co l l ec t i on

A s e m i - s t r u c t u r e d  i n t e rv i ew  format  was used t o  enable  dec i s i on  

makers to provide t h e i r  p e r c e p t i o n s  as key informant s  (Appendix A).

The i r  p e r cep t i ons  were e l i c i t e d  based on the  assumption t h a t  t h e i r  

behav io r ,  i . e . ,  d e c i s i o n s ,  i s  p a r t i a l l y  a f un c t i on  o f  t h e i r  p e r c ep t i ons .  

This assumption i s  suppor ted by Bo bb i t t ,  e t .  a l . s tudy of  d e c i s i o n ­

making which concludes  t h a t  the  " i n t e r na l  s t a t e "  o f  the  d e c i s ion  maker
9

i s  a pr imary f a c t o r  in t h e i r  d e c i s i o n s .

Dexter  recommends r ecord ing  o f  i n t e r v i ews  t o  cont ro l  f o r  

obse r ver  or  i n t e r v i e w e r  b i a s . ^  Recording of  t he  i n t e r v i e w,  however,  

was a p o t e n t i a l  impediment to  o b t a in i ng  complete responses  from the 

d ec i s i on  makers due t o  the  s e n s i t i v i t y  of  t he  ma t e r i a l  d i s c u s s e d ,  i . e . ,  

a newly formed c o or d i na t i ng  o r g a n i z a t i o n  and the  domain of  c oo rd i na t i on .  

In o r de r  to  ensure  complete r e s ponses ,  a d ec i s i on  was made not  to  

r ecord  i n t e r v i ews  and t h e r e f o r e  r i s k  obse r ver  b i a s .  Notes were taken 

dur ing and immediately a f t e r  the  i n t e r v i e w s ,  as Dexter  recommends, to 

e l im i n a t e  as much as p o s s i b l e ,  l o s s  o f  i n format ion  due to  memory l o s s  

by the  i n t e r v i e w e r . ^  F i e l d  notes  were a l so  kept  t o  provide a con tex t  

f o r  each i n t e r v i ew  and f o r  con t inua l  development  by the  i n t e r v i ew er  of  

a n a l y s i s  o f  the  m a t e r i a l .

The i n t e rv i e w  schedule  was p r e - t e s t e d  wi th an a s s i s t a n t  d i r e c t o r  

in one of  the  funding o r g a n i z a t i o n s  who i s  an e xp e r t  in r e sea r ch  and 

e v a l u a t i o n .  She i s  a l so  knowledgeable about  the  Commission as well  as
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about  t he  Columbus human s e r v i c e  o rgan i za t i on -env i ronmen t .  In o r de r  to 

t e s t  t he  a pp r o p r i a t en es s  and c l a r i t y  o f  the  schedu le ,  d i r e c t o r s  from 

o r g a n i z a t i o n s  in t he  sample and o t he r  funding o r g a n i z a t i o n s  were a l s o  

used in t he  p r e - t e s t .  The d i r e c t o r s  were s e l e c t e d  t o  r e p r e s e n t  the  

funding o r g a n i z a t i o n s  and the  top and bottom funded s e r v i c e  provid ing  

o r g a n i z a t i o n s  in t he  group to  be i n t e rv i ewed .  A t o t a l  o f  s ix  d i r e c t o r s  

were used in the  p r e - t e s t ,  t h r e e  from funding o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  one from 

a top funded s e r v i c e - p r o v i d i n g  o r g an i z a t i o n  and two from bottom funded 

s e r v i c e  providing o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  Based on t h e i r  r esponses  and comments 

the  ins t rument  was modi f ied and p r e - t e s t e d  in i t s  modif ied form with 

s ix  a d d i t i on a l  d i r e c t o r s  in the  sample.  The modif ied schedule  i s  in 

Appendix A. As no f u r t h e r  m o di f i c a t i on s  were sugges ted in t he  second 

p r e - t e s t  t he  schedule  was used in i t s  modif ied form f o r  the  remainder  

o f  t he  i n t e rv i e ws .

The schedule  i s  d iv ided  i n t o  two p a r t s  t o  ge t  i n format ion  on the  

domain of  the  Commission, i . e . ,  community-wide c o o r d i n a t i o n ,  and on the 

a c t i v i t i e s  of  the  Commission dur ing i t s  f i r s t  two y e a r s ,  i . e . ,  needs 

assessment ,  g o a l - s e t t i n g ,  in format ion  management,  s e r v i c e  p r i o r i t i z a ­

t i o n  and re source  development  (Appendix A). A c t i v i t i e s  of  an o rg a n i z a ­

t i o n  a re  assumed,  wi t h i n  the  i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  p e r s p e c i t v e ,  to  be 

a t t empt s  of  an o r g a n i z a t i o n  to  f unc t ion  in i t s  domain. Pe rcep t ions  

about  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  an o rg a n i z a t i o n  by d ec i s i on  makers in i t s  o r g a n i z a ­

t i o n - s e t  a re  i n d i c a t o r s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  o f  t h e i r  acceptance  of  the  domain 

o f  o r g a n i z a t i o n .
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P a r t  one o f  t he  schedule  which c o n s i s t s  o f  qu e s t i on s  on c oo r d in ­

a t i o n ,  i s  grouped i n t o  four  a r e a s .  The a reas  a re  a t t empt s  t o  o b t a i n  

from d ec i s i on  makers t h e i r  p e r ce p t i o n s  o f  t he  domain of  c o o r d i n a t i o n ,  

as i t  e x i s t s  and as i t  should e x i s t :

1. Coordina t ion they pe rce i ve  as c u r r e n t l y  e x i s t i n g  
between human s e r v i c e  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .

2. Coordina t ion they pe rce i ve  as d e s i r a b l e .

3. Co n s t r a i n t s  to  d e s i r a b l e  c o o r d i n a t i o n .

4.  Type o f  o r g a n i z a t i o n  most s u i t e d  t o  f a c i l i t a t e  
c o o rd i n a t i o n .

The a r eas  were s e l e c t e d  based on Re i d ' s  t ypology o f  c o or d i na t i on  and 

comments made by the  members of  the  p r e - t e s t  group about  c o o r d i n a t i o n ,  

i . e . ,  c o n s t r a i n t s  and types  of  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  to  f a c i l i t a t e  

c o o r d i n a t i o n . ^

Pa r t  two of  t he  s chedule ,  which c o n s i s t s  o f  qu e s t i on s  on the  

a c t i v i t i e s  o f  the  Commission, i s  grouped i n t o  seven a r e a s .  The a reas  

were s e l e c t e d  t o  provide  an i n d i c a t i o n  of  t he  acceptance  of  the  

Commission wi th in  i t s  o rg an i za t i on - env i ronmen t  r e l a t i v e  to  i t s  a t t empts  

to implement i t s  domain:

1. A c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  a r e  o f  most value t o  t he  o r g a n i z a t i o n .

2. A c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  a re  of  l e a s t  value to  t he  o r g a n i z a t i o n .

3. A c t i v i t i e s  the  Commission should not  have done.

4.  A c t i v i t i e s  the  Commission should do and not  on the  l i s t .

5. P a r t i c i p a t i o n  by members of  the  o r g a n i z a t i o n  in t he  
a c t i  v i t i e s .
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6. Bene f i t s  to  the  o r g an i z a t i o n  from the  a c t i v i t i e s .

7.  E f f e c t i v en e ss  of  Commission s t a f f  in ca r ry i ng  out  
the  a c t i v i t i e s .

El abora t i ons  by the  d ec i s i on  makers on t h e i r  responses  t o  the

ques t i ons  v/ere coded using coding r u l e s  developed by the  i n t e rv i ewer

based on t h e i r  responses  (Appendix B). To t e s t  f o r  coder  r e l i a b i l i t y ,

a second coder ,  us ing the  r u l e s ,  coded responses  from d ec i s ion  makers

in s ix  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  There was a n i n t y  pe rcen t  correspondence between

the  two coders  which i s  a high r e l i a b i l i t y  r a t e  f o r  con ten t  a n a l y s i s ,
13according to Budd, e t .  a l .

Board Meetings

Commission board meet ings  on 1979 o b j e c t i v e s  were observed f o r  

p a t t e r n s  o f  i n f l uen ce  among the  o r g an iz a t i on a l  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  dur ing 

t he  meet ings  us ing an o bs e r va t i on  a n a l y s i s  system developed by the 

au thor .  To o b t a i n  in fo r mat ion  on p a t t e r n s  o f  i n f l u e n c e ,  no tes  were 

t aken by the  observer  dur ing the  meet ings  on:

1. Comments and i n t e r a c t i o n s  between o r ga n i za t i on  
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  and Commission S t a f f .

2. Votes by r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  on 1979 o b j e c t i v e s ,  along 
wi th any r a t i o n a l e  given f o r  t h e i r  votes  dur ing the  
meet ings .

3. Support  or  d i sagreements  between the r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  
among themselves  and wi th s t a f f  over  i s sue s  r a i s ed  
a t  the  meet ings .

Since i t  was not  p o s s i b l e  to  record the  meet ings  or  have ano ther  

obse r ver  p r e s e n t ,  a p o t e n t i a l  problem in the  informat ion  obt a ined  from 

the  notes  i s  obse r ver  b i a s .  Some i n f o r ma t ion ,  however,  was not  a f f e c t e d  

by obse r ver  b i a s ,  i . e . ,  the  minutes of  the  meet ings  taken by Commission
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s t a f f  summarized motions and votes  a t  t he  meet ings .  Informat ion on 

i n t e r a c t i o n s  and comments,  however,  were based s o l e l y  on the  o b s e r v e r ' s  

notes  and a re  p o t e n t i a l l y  b iased .  To minimize memory l o s s ,  ano ther  

source of  b i a s ,  notes  from the  board meet ings were typed a f t e r  the  

s e s s i on s  to i nc lude  in format ion  t h a t  was not  w r i t t e n  down dur ing the 

meet ings .

The idea f o r  t he  a u t h o r ' s  obs e r va t i on  system f o r  the  board

meet ings  was der ived  from the  Observat ional  System f o r  I n s t r u c t i o n a l
14Analys i s  by Hough, e t .  a l . Hough's system was used as a model f o r  

t he  a u t h o r ' s  system s i nce  i t  i s  a sys t ema t i c  method to  d e sc r ib e  and 

q u an t i f y  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  of  a c t o r s  in a s e t t i n g  as well  as sequences of  

p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  I t  i s  a l so  a f l e x i b l e  system which i s  adapted e a s i l y  

to  s e t t i n g s  o th e r  than the  one f o r  which i t  was developed,  i . e . ,  

i n s t r u c t i o n a l  s e t t i n g s .

The system adapted by t he  au thor  from Hough's system has four  

gross  types  of  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  t o  i d e n t i f y  t r a n s a c t i o n s :

1. I n i t i a t e  a t o p i c  or  a p o i n t  o f  d i s c u s s i o n .

2. Respond to  an i n i t i a t i o n ,  ques t i on  or  ano ther  p a r t i c i p a n t ' s
response  t o  an i n i t i a t i o n  or  ques t i on .

3. Quest ion o r  r eques t  an answer,  opinion or  response from
another  p a r t i c i p a n t .

4. Call f o r  a vote on a t o p i c .

These gross  types  were chosen to give da ta  which i s  useful  f o r  d e s c r i p ­

t i o n  of  the  i n t e r a c t i o n s  and r o l e s  o f  board members r e l a t i v e  t o  the  

t o p i c s  of  t he  meet ings .  In r e f e r e nce  to  the  major p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  each
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of  the  meet ings i s  de sc r i bed  accord ing  to  the  number and types  of  

t r a n s a c t i o n s  and p r i o r i t y  of  t o p i c s  f o r  which they were r e s p o n s i b l e .

A t r a n s a c t i o n  i s  de f ined  as an i n c i d e n t  o f  a gross  type  o f  

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  f o r  which a p a r t i c i p a n t  i s  r e s p o n s i b l e .  Although the  

i n c i d e n t  involves  more than one person in some r o l e ,  i . e . ,  communicator,  

quest i .onner ,  r e c e i v e r  o f  i n f o r ma t i on ,  e t c . ,  i t  i s  assumed in the  

d e f i n i t i o n  of  t r a n s a c t i o n  t h a t  one person i s  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  de f i n i ng

and beginning the  i n c i d e n t .  The p r i o r i t y  o f  a t o p i c  i s  determined by

the  number of  t r a n s a c t i o n s  and p a r t i c i p a n t s  in t he  sequence o f  p a r t i c i ­

pa t ion  i d e n t i f i e d  wi th  the  t o p i c .  The l a r g e r  the  number o f  t r a n s a c t i o n s  

and p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  t he  h igher  t he  p r i o r i t y  the  t o p i c  i s  given.  A top i c  

i s  def ined  as a s u b j e c t  a r e a .  As an example,  dur ing  the  meet ings  each

o b j e c t i v e  was a s u b j e c t  a r e a .  A sequence o f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i s  the

orde r ing  of  t r a n s a c t i o n s  about  a t o p i c  in the  o r de r  in which they 

occured.

P r opos i t i ons  and Case Study

The data  obta ined  by o bs e r va t i o ns  of  board meet ings  and i n t e r ­

views wi th dec i s i on  makers on,  t h e  domain of  c o o r d i n a t i o n ,  a c t i v i t i e s  

of  the  Commission and g o a l - s e t t i n g  in the  Commission, was used to 

examine the  case  s tudy r e l a t i v e  to  t he  p r o p o s i t i o n s  de r ived  from the 

i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  p e r s p e c t i v e .  Although o t h e r  p r o p o s i t i o n s  e x i s t  

about  planning and o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  those  s e l e c t e d  f o r  t h i s  s tudy are  

pr imary ones ,  in the  w r i t e r ' s  op in i o n ,  in r e l a t i o n  to  an i n t e r o r g a n i z a ­

t i o n a l  p e r s pec t i ve  on p l anning .  Thompson and Thompson and McEwen 

i d e n t i f y  domain and domain consensus  along wi th g o a l - s e t t i n g  as key
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concepts  f o r  unders t and ing  an o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  p o s i t i o n  in  i t s  e nv i ron­

m e n t . ^  The p o s i t i o n  o f  an o r g a n i z a t i o n  i s  t he  pr imary focus of  Evan' s  

o r g an i z a t i o n  s e t  model which i s  p a r t i a l l y  based on the  assumpt ions  and 

concepts  of  r e source  dependency models such as Schmidt and K o c h a n ' s . ^

In the  r e source  dependency models the  focus i s  on the  n a t u r e  of  

r e source  l i nkages  between o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  The p ro p o s i t i o n s  f o r  t h i s  

s tudy a r e  based on domain consensus and o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  and grouped 

i n t o  t h r e e  a r e a s :  domain consensus ,  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  and l o c a t i o n  of

input  r e so ur ce s .

Group I Domain Consensus

Pr o p os i t i o n s  in  group one on domain consensus i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t he  

more d ec i s i on  makers in the  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  of  an o r g a n i z a t i o n  agree 

wi th and suppor t  i t s  domain,  the  more i t s  f un c t i o n s  can be c a r r i e d  out .

1.1 The more d e c i s io n  makers of  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  in the  
domain of  an o r g a n i z a t i o n  agree wi th and suppor t  
i t s  domain,  i . e . ,  the  more members in the 
o r g a n i z a t i o n  are  ab l e  t o  c a r r y  out  i t s  f u n c t i o n s .

1.2 The more t h e r e  i s  not  domain consensus by d ec i s i on  
makers o f  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  in the  domain of  an 
o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  the  l e s s  members o f  the  o r ga n i za t i on  
wi l l  be ab l e  to  c a r r y  out  i t s  f u nc t io n s .

In t he  case  s tudy the  pr imary domain of  the  Commission i s  def ined

by the  C i t i z en  Committee as coo r d in a t i o n  which c o n s i s t s  o f :

"Comprehensive p lanning t o  coo r d i na t e  the  e f f o r t s  of  both publ i c  
and p r i v a t e  soc i a l  s e r v i c e  o r g a n i z a t i o n s . "

Comprehensive p lanning i s  de sc r i bed  by the Committee as c o n s i s t i n g  of  

fou r  f u n c t io n s :
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1. Needs Assessment  f o r  human s e r v i c e s .

2. Problem so lv ing  f o r  meet ing needs in the  community,

3. Program a s s i s t a n c e  f o r  both development ,  mo d i f i c a t i on
and expansion o f  human s e r v i ce  programs.

4.  Coordinat ion of  human s e r v i c e  programs wi th phys ica l  
development  in t he  a r e a .

In r e l a t i o n  t o  group one p ropos i t i ons ,  t he  more human s e r v i c e  

o r g a n i za t i on s  in Columbus, Ohio,  me t r opo l i t an  a r e a ,  suppor t  t he  a c t i v i ­

t i e s  o f  t he  Commission in i t s  pr imary domain,  i . e . ,  four  f u n c t i o n s ,

the  more Commission s t a f f  wi l l  be able  to  c a r r y  out  the  f u n c t i o n s  and

thus  ope ra t e  in the  domain o f  the  Commission.

Group I I  and II  Or gan i za t i on - Se t  and Locat ion of  Input  Resources

Group two and t h r e e  p r o p o s i t i o n s  r e l a t e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  the  

o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  t o  con t ro l  and i n f l u en ce  of  t he  g o a l - s e t t i n g  in  an

o rg a n i z a t i o n .  Group t h r e e  p ro p os i t i o n s  focus on the  l o c a t i o n  o f  the

i npu t  r e sources  based on p ro p o s i t i o n s  of  t he  r e source  dependency model 

which r e l a t e  con t ro l  of  r e source s  to dominance o f  an o r g a n i z a t i o n  in an 

o rgan i za t i on -env i ronmen t .  Group two p r o p o s i t i o n s  focus on t h r e e  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  t he  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t ,  i . e . ,  s i z e  and c o n c e n t r a t i o n  

Of i npu t  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  and over l apping  membership between o r g a n i z a t i o n s  

in the  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t .

2.1 The g r e a t e r  the  s i z e  o f  t he  inpu t  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  in the  
o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  of  an o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  the  more t he  i npu t  
o r g a n i z a t i o n s '  d ec i s ion  makers con t ro l  the  g o a l - s e t t i n g  
in the  o r g a n i z a t i o n .

2.2 The h igher  the  c on ce n t r a t i o n  of  i npu t  f o r  an o r g a n i z a t i o n  
in a few o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  the  more the  i npu t  o r g a n i z a t i o n s '  
de c i s io n  makers con t ro l  the  g o a l - s e t t i n g  in the  
o r g a n i z a t i o n .
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2.3 The g r e a t e r  the  ove r l ap  in membership between the  
o r g a n i z a t i o n  and i t s  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  the  more 
t he  d e c i s i o n  makers in t he  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  
con t ro l  t he  o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  g o a l - s e t t i n g .

3.1 The more an o r g a n i z a t i o n  r e c e iv e s  i npu t  r e sources  
from o r g a n i z a t i o n s  in the  s e t t i n g  o f  the  o r g a n i z a ­
t i o n ,  the  more d e c i s io n  makers in the  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  
in t he  s e t t i n g  wi l l  i n f l uen ce  g o a l - s e t t i n g  in t he  
o r g a n i z a t i o n .

3.2 The more an o r g a n i z a t i o n  r e c e iv e s  i npu t  r e sources  
from o r g a n i z a t i o n s  o u t s i d e  of  the  s e t t i n g  of  the  
o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  the  l e s s  d ec i s i on  makers in the  
o r g a n i z a t i o n s  in t he  s e t t i n g  wi l l  i n f l uence  goa l -  
s e t t i n g  in the  o r g a n i z a t i o n .

3.3 The more an o r g a n i z a t i o n  i s  a major source o f  i npu t  
r e sou r ce s  f o r  o th e r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  the  more d e c i s i o n  
makers in t he  o r g a n i z a t i o n  wi l l  i n f l uen ce  goa l -  
s e t t i n g  in o t h e r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  in t h e i r  s e t t i n g .

According to t he  p r o p o s i t i o n s ,  t he  i npu t  o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  or  

o r g a n i za t i on s  t h a t  fund the  Commission arid provide  s t a f f  f o r  i t ,  should 

cont ro l  and i n f l u e nc e  g o a l - s e t t i n g  in t he  Commission. They a r e  l a r g e ,  

few in number and have r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  on the  board and c a b i n e t  of  

execu t ives  o f  t he  Commission

P r es en t a t i on  and Analys i s  o f  Data

Since the  purpose of  t h i s  s tudy  i s  to  explore  the  e x t e n t  to  which 

planning f o r  soc i a l  s e r v i c e s  r e f l e c t s  o rgan i za t i on - env i ronmen t  i s su e s  

r e l a t i v e  to  d e f i n i t i o n s  of  domains and con t ro l  o f  r e sources  f o r  domains,  

a n a l y s i s  of  da ta  i s  used to  d e sc r ib e  and e x p l i c a t e  i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  

r e l a t i o n s h i p s  found in the  s tudy .  Tables wi th f r equenc i es  and p e r c e n t ­

ages a re  used to  put  the  da ta  in a q u a n t i t a t i v e  form. Given the  

nominal na tu re  o f  t he  d a t a ,  i . e . ,  c a t e g o r i e s  wi th f r e q u e n c i e s ,  t he  chi
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square  t e s t  (chi square  = X ) was used f o r  comparison o f  groups .  Since

some of  the  c a t e g o r i e s  con ta i n  l e s s  than ten s u b j e c t s ,  the  Yates

c o r r e c t i o n  f o r  chi square  s t a t i s t i c s  was used to  compute t he  s t a t i s t i c s .

According to  Levin,  when t h e re  a r e  l e s s  than ten  s u b j ec t s  in a c e l l  or

c a t ego r y ,  the  s t andard  chi  square  formula may y i e l d  an i n f l a t e d  chi
17square  value or  s t a t i s t i c .  The Yates c o r r e c t i o n  o b t a i n s  a more 

c on se rv a t i ve  chi square  s t a t i s t i c  wi th small numbers in a c a t e go ry  by 

reducing the  d i f f e r e n c e  between obta ined  and expected f r e q u e n c i e s  by 

f i f t y  pe rcen t .  Since the  chi  square  s t a t i s t i c  depends on t he  s i z e  of  

t h a t  d i f f e r e n c e ,  the  s i z e  o f  the  s t a t i s t i c  i s  acco rd i ng l y  reduced.

The .05 l eve l  of  s i g n i f i c a n c e  or  conf idence  i s  used in t h i s  

s tudy t o  i n d i c a t e  s t a t i s t i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e .  According to  Levin,  s t a t i s ­

t i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  i s  determined by the  l evel  o f  p r o b a b i l i t y  t h a t  the

18sample d i f f e r e n c e  i s  a product  of  sampling e r r o r  or  chance.  The .05 

l evel  o f  s i g n i f i c a n c e  or  conf idence  i s  the  convent ional  l eve l  used as 

t he  l evel  o f  conf idence ,  i . e . ,  d i f f e r e n c e  obta ined  has a p r o b a b i l i t y  

o f  occur ing f i v e  t imes out  o f  a hundred by chance or  sampl ing e r r o r .

A more s t r i n g e n t  conf idence  l evel  i s  the  .01 l evel  o f  s i g n i f i c a n c e  or  

conf idence  l evel  which accep t s  the  d i f f e r e n c e  as s i g n i f i c a n t  i f  i t  only 

has a p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  occur ing one t ime out  of  one hundred by sampling 

e r r o r  or  chance.  The l e s s  s t r i n g e n t  .05 l evel  o f  s i g n i f i c a n c e  was used 

f o r  t h i s  s tudy s ince  i t  i s  an e xp l o r a t o r y  s tudy in which r e l a t i o n s h i p s  

a re  sought  f o r  f u r t h e r  t e s t i n g  in a f u t u r e  more c o n t r o l l e d  de s i gn .  In 

the  chi  square t a b l e  (Table E) in Levin ' s  Appendix B the  .05 l eve l  of  

s i g n i f i c a n c e  occurs  wi th one degree of  freedom when the  s t a t i s t i c  i s

1
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1 9a t  or  above 3.841.  I t  occurs  wi th one degree o f  freedom a t  t he  ,01

leve l  o f  s i g n i f i c a n c e  when the s t a t i s t i c  i s  a t  o r  above 6.635,  The

degree o f  freedom, according to  Levin,  i s  t he  "freedom of  v a r i a t i o n
20among a s e t  of  s co r es " .  For the  chi square  s t a t i s t i c  us ing t a b l e s  

o f  two rows and two columns,  such as  the  ones used f o r  t h i s  s t u dy ,  t he re  

i s  one degree of  freedom or  v a r i a t i o n  in t he  s e t  o f  s co r es .  A t r end  

which sugges t s  d i f f e r e n c e  i s  def ined in t h i s  s tudy as a s t a t i s t i c  which 

i s  a t  or  above 2,00 but  below the  .05 l eve l  of  s i g n i f i c a n c e .  A s t a t i s ­

t i c  a t  o r  above 2.00 sugges t s  s u b s t a n t i a l  d i f f e r e n c e  between groups 

even though i t  i s  not  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  the  .05 l eve l  s ince  

most of  the  s t a t i s t i c s  computed f o r  t h i s  s tudy a re  below 2.00

The groups which were used in t h i s  s tudy to  t e s t  f o r  d i f f e r e n c e  

a re  based on o rga n i za t i on a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  used as the  s e l e c t i o n  

c r i t e r i a  f o r  sampl ing.  The c r i t e r i a  a r e ,  top /bo t tom funding l e v e l ,  

p u b l i c / p r i v a t e  s a n c t i o n ,  funding source and program type .  The c r i t e r i o n  

of  program type was not  used in the  chi  square  a n a l y s i s  due to  the  

l i mi t ed  number of  o r g a n i za t i on s  r ep r e sen t ed  in some program t yp es .  The 

c r i t e r i o n  of  funding source a l so  was not  used s i nce  many o r g a n i z a t i o n s  

had m u l t i p l e  sources  of  funding.

L i mi t a t i ons  of  the  Study

The nominal na ture  of  the  da ta  l i m i t e d  t he  a n a l y s i s  t h a t  could be 

performed f o r  between group d i f f e r e n c e s  to  chi square  s t a t i s t i c s  which 

i s  a weaker s t a t i s t i c  than those  t h a t  can be used on o rd i na l  and i n t e r v a l  

l evel  da ta .  According to  Levin,  nonparamet r ic  s t a t i s t i c s  which a re  used



-47

on nominal and o rd in a l  leve l  da ta  have l e s s  power to  r e j e c t  a f a l s e

null  hypothes is  and, t h e r e f o r e ,  a re  l e s s  p r e f e r r e d  than the  s t a t i s t i c s
21which a re  used on i n t e r v a l  leve l  d a t a .  S ince ,  however, t h i s  i s  an 

ex p lo ra to ry  study to  e x p l i c a t e  and unders tand p o s s ib le  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  

o f  i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  f a c t o r s  to  p lann ing ,  the  r e s e a r c h e r  d id  not 

have the  p r e c i s io n  in measurement o f  v a r i a b l e s  r e q u i r e d  to  o b ta in  

i n t e r v a l  leve l  d a ta .

Besides l i m i t a t i o n s  r e l a t e d  to  leve l  o f  measurement,  ano ther  

l i m i t a t i o n  o f  the  s tudy  i s  the  s t u d y ' s  des ign .  The s tudy i s  based on a 

case  s tudy o f  one s e t t i n g  to  examine the  r e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  i n t e r o r g a n i z a ­

t io n a l  f a c t o r s  to  p lanning  in t h a t  s e t t i n g .  A p r e f e r r e d  re s e a rc h  

design f o r  examinat ion o f  p r o p o s i t i o n s  i s  a comparison o f  i n t e r o r g a n i z a ­

t i o n a l  f a c t o r s  ac ross  s e t t i n g s .  By comparing f a c t o r s  a c ro ss  severa l  

s e t t i n g s  a r e s e a r c h e r  i s  a b le  to  make t e n t a t i v e  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n s  based 

on those  f a c t o r s  which a re  common ac ross  s e t t i n g s  in the  comparat ive 

s tudy .  By examining one s e t t i n g ,  however, with an i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  

p e r s p e c t iv e ,  t h i s  s tudy prov ides  da ta  on methodology and on th e  p e r ­

s p ec t iv e  which w i l l  be usefu l in f u t u r e  r e sea rc h  with  a c r o s s - s e t t i n g  

des ign .

The f i n a l  l i m i t a t i o n  which wil l  be i d e n t i f i e d  in t h i s  c h a p t e r ,  

a l though o th e r s  e x i s t ,  i s  the  use of  assumptions ,  concepts  and p r o p o s i ­

t i o n s  from o rgan iza t ion -env i ronm en t  models f o r  a p p l i c a t i o n  to  a p lanning 

s e t t i n g .  In the  p rocess  of  combining concepts  o f  domain and domain 

consensus with Evan's o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  model, the  au tho r  a t tem pted  to  

remain t r u e  to  the  assumptions  p re s en t  in both frameworks but the
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p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  v i o l a t i n g  those  assumptions  e x i s t s .  The a t t e m p t  t o  use

an i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  p e r s p e c t iv e  to  analyze  p lanning  i s  an a t t e m p t ,

as desc r ibed  by Kaplan,  to  develop knowledge o f  p lanning  by e x t e n s io n ,

i . e . ,  an unders tand ing  o f  one reg ion  i s  c a r r i e d  over to  an e x p lan a t io n
22of  an ad jo in in g  reg io n .
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CHAPTER IV

PRESENTATION OF DATA

This c h ap te r  d e s c r ib e s  the  in form at ion  ob ta ined  from th e  i n t e r ­

views with the  d e c i s io n  makers in the  s tudy and from the  o b s e r v a t io n s  of 

Commission board meet ings .  The da ta  i s  p re sen ted  r e l a t i v e  to  th e  p r i ­

mary concepts  in the  s t u d y ' s  i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  p r o p o s i t i o n s .  The p r i ­

mary concepts  which a re  used to  o rgan ize  and p r e s e n t  the  d a ta  a r e :

1. Domain as the  p ro d u c t s ,  s e r v i c e s ,  f u n c t i o n s ,  
customers o r  c l i e n t s  an o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  d e c i s io n  
makers claim f o r  t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s a rea  of 
a c t i v i t y  in  a geographic  a re a .

2. Domain consensus as the  e x t e n t  o f  agreement by 
d e c i s io n  makers in an o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  environment 
about  the  a p p ro p r i a t e n e s s  o f  i t s  domain f o r  the  
environment.

3. O r g a n iz a t io n - se t  as the  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  which provide  
re so u rce s  and d e c i s io n  premises f o r  an o rg a n iz a t i o n  
a n d /o r  o u t l e t s  f o r  products  o r  s e r v i c e s  o f  the  
o rg a n iz a t i o n .  Input o r g a n iz a t i o n s  provide  the  
re sources  and d e c i s io n  premises  and o u tp u t  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  
provide  the  o u t l e t s  f o r  p roduc ts  or  s e r v i c e s .

4. G o a l - s e t t i n g  as a process  o f  c o n t i n u a l l y  a d j u s t i n g  an 
o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  domain to the  o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  e n v i r o n ­
ment and more s p e c i f i c a l l y  to  i t s  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t .

To p re s en t  the  in format ion  r e l a t i v e  to  the  c o n ce p ts ,  groups in 

the  s tu d y ,  and methods o f  c o l l e c t i n g  d a t a ,  the  da ta  i s  d e sc r ib e d  in four  

p a r t s .  The f i r s t  t h r e e  p a r t s  d e sc r ib e  the  d a ta  from th e  i n t e rv ie w s  with

-51-



-52-

dec is io n  makers in r e f e r e n c e  to  the  concepts  o f  domain and domain con­

sensus .  The fo u r th  p a r t  d e sc r ib e s  the  da ta  from the  o b s e r v a t io n s  of  

board meetings in r e f e re n c e  t o  the  concepts  o f  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  and 

goal s e t t i n g .

The f i r s t  p a r t  o f  the  p r e s e n t a t i o n  d e sc r ib e s  in te rv iew  responses  

obta ined  from the  sample o f  d e c i s io n  makers in s e r v i c e  p rov id ing  organ­

i z a t i o n s .  Tables with f r eq u en c ie s  and chi square  s t a t i s t i c s  (chi 

square = x ) a re  used to  d e sc r ib e  th e  d a t a .  As exp la ined  in c h a p te r  

th r e e  (p. 33 ) ,  the  groups in the  sample which were compared us ing the  

chi square s t a t i s t i c  with the  Yates c o r r e c t i o n  a re :

Top funded o rg a n iz a t i o n s  (n=15) with bottom funded 
o rg a n iz a t io n s  (n=15).

P r iv a t e  s an c t io n  o rg a n iz a t i o n s  (n=24) with p ub l ic  
sanc t ion  o r g a n iz a t io n s  (n=6).

P r iv a t e  bottom funded o r g a n iz a t i o n s  (n=15) with p r i v a t e  
top funded o rg a n iz a t i o n s  (n=9).

P r iv a t e  top funded o r g a n iz a t i o n s  (n=9) with p ub l ic  top 
funded o rg a n iz a t i o n s  (n=6).

(Refer to  the  t a b l e s  in  Appendix C f o r  d e s c r i p t i v e  
informat ion  about the  sample .)

The responses  from the  d e c i s io n  makers in the  sample o f  t h i r t y  s e r v i c e

providing o rg a n iz a t io n s  and from the  o t h e r  d e c i s io n  makers,  d e sc r ib ed

below, are  summarized f o r  each q u e s t io n s  in the  in t e rv ie w  schedu le .

The second p a r t  of  the  p r e s e n t a t i o n  d e sc r ib e s  the  responses  of

the  d ec is ion  makers from the  two funding o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  a c i t y  o f f i c i a l ,

a county o f f i c i a l  and the  D i re c to r  o f  the  Commission. For each qu es t io n

t h e i r  responses  were s ep a ra ted  from those  o f  the  sample of  s e r v i c e
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provid ing o r g a n iz a t i o n s  s in ce  t h e i r  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  do not provide  s e r v i c e s  

and a r e ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  a d i f f e r e n t  type  of  o rg a n iz a t i o n  than th e  ones in 

the  sample,  i . e . ,  s e r v i c e  prov id ing  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  As exp la ined  in 

ch ap te r  t h r e e ,  t h e  c i t y  and county o f f i c i a l s  and dec i s io n  makers from 

the  funding o rg a n iz a t i o n s  were inc luded in the  in te rv iew s  s ince  t h e i r  

o rg a n iz a t io n s  a re  in th e  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  of the  Commission as i t s  fund­

ing sources .  The D i re c to r  o f  the  Commission was inc luded to  o b t a in  h is  

pe rcep t ions  o f  the  Commission's o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t ,  domain and a c t i v i t i e s  

f o r  comparison with the  responses  of  the  d e c i s io n  makers.

The t h i r d  p a r t  of  the  p r e s e n t a t i o n  provides,when a p p r o p r i a t e ,  

examples of  th e  responses  of  the  d e c i s io n  makers.  The examples provide  

e l a b o r a t i o n  on the  summaries p re sen ted  f o r  each ques t ion  in p a r t s  one 

and two of the  p r e s e n t a t i o n .

The f o u r th  p a r t  o f  the  p r e s e n t a t i o n  d e s c r ib e s  the  type and leve l  

o f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  o f  Commission board members and the  p r i o r i t y  o f  the  

to p i c s  in which they p a r t i c i p a t e d  during board meet ings on 1979 o b je c ­

t i v e s .  Tables a re  used to  d e sc r ib e  the  types  o f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  number 

o f  t r a n s a c t i o n s ,  sequences of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  and p r i o r i t y  of  t o p i c s .

Although the  next c h ap te r  i n t e r p r e t s  the  d a ta  p resen ted  in  t h i s  

chap te r  with r e f e re n c e  to the  p ro p o s i t i o n s  o f  the  s tudy and theo ry  on 

planning and o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  i t  i s  i n co n c lu s iv e  due to  the  l i m i t a t i o n s  of 

t h i s  d a ta .  Given th e  small number o f  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  in the  sample,  i . e . ,  

t h i r t y  in the  sample o f  s e r v i c e  p rov id ing  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  and f i v e  in the  

o th e r  group, and l im i t e d  i n d i c a t o r s  fo r  the  concepts  and p r o p o s i t i o n s ,

i . e . ,  in te rv iew  da ta  on p e rcep t io n s  of  d e c i s io n  makers and da ta  from
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ob se rv a t io n s  o f  board meet ings ,  the  da ta  lends  i t s e l f  to  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n

which sugges ts  r a t h e r  than t e s t s  the  m e r i t  o f  the  p r o p o s i t i o n s .  S ince ,

however, t h i s  i s  a case  s tudy ,  the  da ta  does provide  i n d i c a t i o n s  of

q ues t ions  and re sea rc h  des igns  which w i l l  be usefu l  in f u t u r e  re sea rc h

on i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  f a c t o r s  which may a f f e c t  p lann ing .

To provide an in t r o d u c t io n  to  the  d a ta  on the  concep ts  o f  domain

and domain consensus ,  i . e . ,  p a r t s  one,  two and t h r e e  o f  the  p r e s e n t a t i o n ,

the  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  and t r e n d s  found between groups in  the  data

a re  l i s t e d  below. D if fe rences  were found between d e c i s io n  makers in the

top and bottom funded groups in t h e i r  p e rc ep t io n s  o f :

Community-wide co o rd in a t io n  as p re s e n t  (Table 6 ) .

Community-wide c o o rd in a t io n  as d e s i r a b l e  (Table 7 ) .

L e g i s l a t i v e / f u n d in g  requ irements  as a c o n s t r a i n t  to  
d e s i r a b l e  c o o rd in a t io n  (Table 8 ) .

Resource d e f i c i t  as a c o n s t r a i n t  to  d e s i r a b l e  
co o rd in a t io n  (Table 8 ) .

Serv ice  p r i o r i t i z a t i o n  as a l e a s t  va luab le  Commission 
a c t i v i t y  (Table 11).

P a r t i c i p a t i o n  of  t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  members as board o r  
s t a f f  members o f  the  Commission (Table 14).

P a r t i c i p a t i o n  of  t h e i r  o rg a n iz a t i o n  and i t s  members as 
funders  o r  committee members of  funding o r g a n iz a t i o n s  of  
of  the  Commission (Table 14).

No p a r t i c i p a t i o n  of  t h e i r  o r g a n iz a t io n  in the  Commission 
(Table 14).

P a r t i c i p a t i o n  of  t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  members in the  needs 
a s s e s s m e n t / s e rv ic e  inven to ry  a c t i v i t y  of  the  Commission (Table 
14).

No b e n e f i t  to  t h e i r  o r g a n iz a t io n  from p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in the  
Commission (Table 15).
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No p a r t i c i p a t i o n  from t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  members o r  not 
enough to  i n d i c a t e  a b e n e f i t  (Table 15).

Not enough knowledge on t h e i r  p a r t  o f  the  Commission to  
a s s e s s  i t s  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  (Table 16) .

D if fe rences  were a l so  found between d e c i s io n  makers in the  p r i v a t e

and pub l ic  sanc t ioned  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  in  t h e i r  p e rc ep t io n s  o f :

Community-wide c o o rd in a t io n  as d e s i r a b l e  (Table 7 ) .

L e g i s l a t i v e / f u n d in g  requ irem ents  as a c o n s t r a i n t  to  d e s i r a b l e  
c o o rd in a t io n  (Table 8 ) .

None o f  the  a c t i v i t i e s  as o f  s i g n i f i c a n t  va lue  to  t h e i r  o rg a n iz a ­
t i o n  (Table 10).

Serv ice  P r i o r i t i z a t i o n  as  a l e a s t  v a luab le  Commission a c t i v i t y  
(Table 11).

Resource Development as a l e a s t  va lu ab le  Commission a c t i v i t y  
Table 11).

P a r t i c i p a t i o n  o f  t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  members in the  
Commission as board o r  s t a f f  members (Table 14).

P a r t i c i p a t i o n  by t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  members in a l l  o f  
the  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  the  Commission (Table 14).

Some s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  and t r e n d s  were a l so  found between

dec is io n  makers in the  top funded p r i v a t e  sanc t ioned  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  and

the  bottom funded p r i v a t e  sanc t ioned  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  S ince ,  however,

these  correspond to  the  d i f f e r e n c e s  between the  top and bottom funded

groups,  i . e . ,  p r i v a t e  and p ub l ic  sanc t ioned  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  t o g e t h e r ,  they

are  not l i s t e d  here  but a re  r e p o r t e d  in the  t e x t .

A f te r  th e  da ta  i s  p re sen ted  on the  in te rv ie w s  r e l a t i v e  to  the

concepts  of domain and domain consensus ,  da ta  w i l l  be summarized from

the  board meet ings ,  i . e . ,  f o u r th  p a r t  o f  th e  p r e s e n t a t i o n ,  r e l a t i v e  to

the  concepts  o f  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  and g o a l - s e t t i n g .
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Domain and Domain Consensus

The Commission's domain, as d e sc r ib e d  by the  C i t i z en  Committee, 

i s  comprehensive p lanning  f o r  community-wide c o o rd in a t io n  o f  human 

s e r v ic e s  in the  Columbus m e t ro p o l i t an  a r e a .  The Committee i d e n t i f i e d  

four  fu n c t io n s  f o r  the  Commission to  perform to  c a r r y  out the  domain:

1. Needs assessment  f o r  human s e r v i c e s  in the  m e t ro p o l i t an  
a re a .

2. Problem so lv in g  f o r  meeting needs in the  community.

3. Program a s s i s t a n c e  f o r  both development,  m o d i f ica t io n
and expansion of human s e r v i c e  programs in r e l a t i o n  
to  the  needs assessment .

4. Coordina t ion  of human s e r v i c e  programs with phys ica l  
development in th e  a rea  based on th e  needs assessment  
d a t a .

During i t s  f i r s t  two y e a r s  the  Commission worked on the  f i r s t  two 

f u n c t i o n s ,  i . e . ,  needs assessment and problem so lv in g .  A community 

needs assessment o f  human s e r v i c e s  and in v e n to ry  o f  human s e r v i c e  was

sponsored by the  Commission along with th e  development o f  an in fo rm at ion

management system to  p rovide  community-wide d a ta  f o r  p lanning  f o r  human 

s e r v i c e s .  Using th e  needs assessment and s e r v i c e  inven to ry  d a t a ,  a 

s e r v ic e  p r i o r i t i z a t i o n  a c t i v i t y  was sponsored by the  Commission as was 

a g o a l - s e t t i n g  process  f o r  human s e r v i c e  p lanning  f o r  the  community. A 

r e source  development a c t i v i t y  was a l s o  i n i t i a t e d  dur ing  the  f i r s t  two 

year s  o f  the  Commission.

Applying the  concepts  of  domain and domain consensus to  the  

Commission's domain and a c t i v i t i e s ,  the  more o r g a n iz a t i o n s  in the  

Commission's domain suppor t  community-wide c o o rd in a t io n  and a c t i v i t i e s
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of_ the  Commission to  implement the  domain, the  more the  Commission should 

be ab le  to  complete th e  fu n c t io n s  i d e n t i f i e d  f o r  i t  by th e  C i t i z e n s  

Committee.

Coord ination as the  Commission's Primary Domain

Data from the  i n t e rv ie w s  with  d e c i s io n  makers sugges ts  t h a t  the  

o r g a n iz a t io n s  in the  Commission's domain, i . e . ,  Columbus m e t ro p o l i t a n  

a r e a ,  may not suppor t  th e  domain o f  the  Commission, i . e . ,  community- 

wide co o rd in a t io n  of  human s e r v i c e s .  Tables s ix  and seven d e sc r ib e  

responses  by the  d e c i s io n  makers in the  sample on t h e i r  p e rc e p t io n s  of 

c u r r e n t  and d e s i r a b l e  c o o r d in a t io n .  R e id ' s  typology o f  c o o r d i n a t i o n ,  

with the  a d d i t i o n s  of  in fo rm at ion  management a f t e r  ad-hoc and community- 

wide co o rd in a t io n  a f t e r  program c o o r d i n a t i o n ,  was used as a l i s t  o f  

types  of  co o rd in a t io n  a l l  the  in te rv iew ees  could  review f o r  a response  

to  th e  q u e s t io n s .

The l a r g e s t  pe rcen tage  o f  the  d e c i s io n  makers,  n in e ty - s ev e n  

p e rcen t  (n=29) pe rce ived  in form at ion  management as a type of  c o o rd in a ­

t i o n  c u r r e n t l y  tak ing  p la ce .  The next l a r g e s t  p e rc en ta g e ,  seven ty-seven  

p e rcen t  (n=23) choose ad hoc, fol lowed by those  choosing case  and 

program ty p e s ,  each with seventy  p e rcen t  (n=21). Community wide coord­

i n a t i o n  was perceived  as tak ing  p lace  by the  s m a l l e s t  group, f o r t y - t h r e e  

p e rcen t  (n=13). Although the  chi square  s t a t i s t i c s  a re  not s i g n i f i c a n t  

a t  the  .05 leve l  f o r  between group d i f f e r e n c e s  in  p e rc e p t io n s  o f  c u r r e n t  

c o o r d in a t io n ,  t r e n d s  a re  sugges ted in the  s t a t i s t i c s  in  Table 6,  (x , 

leve l  o f  s i g n i f i c a n c e  and t rend  a re  de f ined  in  c h a p te r  t h r e e ) .  The



TABLE 6

Frequencies and Chi Square S t a t i s t i c s  fo r  Group Responses on Types o f  Present Coordination

Total (n=30) Public Sanction  
Top Funded (n=6)
By Private  Sanction  
Top Funded (n=9)

Yes No x2

Types o f
Present
Coordination

Yes No

Groups By 
Funding Level 
(Top n=15: Bottom N=15) 

Yes No x2

Groups By 
Sanction  
(Publ ic  n=6: 
Private n=24) 

Yes No

Private  Sanction  
Top Funded (n=9)
By Private  Sanction  
Bottom Funded (n=15) 

Yes No x^

Ad hoc 23 7 Top 12 3 n Pub!ic 4 2
Bottom 11 4 u Private 19 5

Information 29 1 Top 14 1 n Public 5 1
Exchange Bottom 15 0 u Private 24 0

Case 21 9 Top .13 2 1 7GQ Public 5 1
Coordination Bottom 8 6 l • / D o Private 16 8

Program 21 9 Top 11 4 n Public 3 3
Coordination Bottom 10 5 Private 18 6

Community-
Wide 13 17 Top 9 6 O 171 Public 3 3
Coordination Bottom 4 11 l  • I / 1 y Private 10 14

.0095

.5815

.0892

.4861

.0084

Pri .T. 8 1 IMG Pub.T. 4 2
Pri .B. 11 4 • 1 D 1D Pri .T. 8 1

Pri .T., 9 0 n Pub.T. 5 1
Pri .8 . 15 0 u Pri.T. 9 o.

Pri .T. 8 1 1 Q Pub.T. 5 1
Pri .B. 8 7 1 .0 Pri .T. 8 1

Pri • T. 8 1 Pub.T. 3 3
Pri .B. 10 5 • UDOO Pri .T. 8 1

Pri..T. 6 3 Pub.T. 3 3
Pri .B. 4 11 2.241 Pri .T. 6 3

.0156

0

.0432

1.534

.0015

v / = Trend

* = .05 Level o f  S i g n i f ic a n c e

i
c n
coi
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chi square s t a t i s t i c s  sugges t  t h a t  d i f f e r e n c e s  may e x i s t  between 

d e c i s io n  makers in  the  top and bottom funded groups .  A l a r g e r  p ropor­

t i o n  in the  top funded groups than in  the  bottom funded groups perceived
2community-wide c o o rd in a t io n  as c u r r e n t l y  tak in g  p lace  (x =2.1719 and 

2.2400).

The o f f i c i a l s  from the  City  o f  Columbus and Frank l in  County

chose informat ion  management as a type  o f  c o o rd in a t io n  c u r r e n t l y  tak ing

p lace .  The c i t y  o f f i c i a l  a l so  i d e n t i f i e d  program and community-

coo rd in a t io n  types  as  c u r r e n t l y  tak in g  p la ce .  Both of  the  d e c i s io n

makers in the  funding o rg a n iz a t i o n  chose a l l  o f  the  types  as p re s e n t .

The D irec to r  o f  the  Commission a l s o  i d e n t i f i e d  a l l  o f  the  types  as

c u r r e n t l y  t ak in g  p la c e .

Comments by the  d e c i s io n  makers who i d e n t i f i e d  community-wide

coord in a t io n  as p r e s e n t  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  d i f f e r e n t  unders tand ings  e x i s t

between them in regard  to  what c o n s t i t u t e s  community-wide c o o rd in a t io n .

Of the  twelve who chose i t  as p r e s e n t ,  f o u r  i d e n t i f i e d  i t  with the  work

of  the  Commission, fo u r  with  program and /o r  problem area  j o i n t  planning

between s e r v ic e  p rov id ing  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  and fo u r  with a l l o c a t i o n

planning by funding o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  Examples o f  t h e i r  comments a r e :

"All types  of  co o rd in a t io n  a re  t ak ing  p lace  with  funding 
systems,  i . e . ,  United Way does community-wide planning 
during i t s  a l l o c a t i o n s . "

"All types  a re  done,  we have community-wide planning 
through program co o rd in a t io n  with F rank l in  County 
Children  S e r v i c e s . "
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"Community-wide tak es  p lace  a l r e ad y  w i th in  problem a r e a s ,
i . e . ,  agenc ies  t h a t  work with  t ro u b led  youth  c o o rd in a te  
t h e i r  e f f o r t s . "

"There i s  community-wide through the  Commission's e f f o r t  
t o  have needs assessment da ta  taken in to  c o n s id e r a t i o n  in 
d e c i s io n  making about a l l o c a t i o n s . "

As Table 7 i n d i c a t e s ,  program c o o rd in a t io n  was most f r e q u e n t l y  

chosen as a d e s i r a b l e  type o f  c o o rd in a t io n  with seventy  p e rc e n t  (n=21) 

o f  the  d i r e c t o r s  choosing i t  fo llowed by in fo rm at ion  management with 

f o r ty - s e v e n  p e rc en t  (n=14) o f  the  d i r e c t o r s  choosing i t  as d e s i r a b l e .  

Community-wide c o o rd in a t io n  was the  t h i r d  h ig h e s t  choice  with f o r t y  

p e rcen t  (n=12) o f  the  d e c i s io n  makers choosing i t  as d e s i r a b l e .  Case 

c o o rd in a t io n  with t h i r t y  p e rcen t  (n=9) and ad hoc with t h i r t e e n  p e rcen t  

(n=4) were the  lowest cho ices  o f  d e c i s io n  makers.

Although t h e r e  was no s i g n i f i c a n t  chi square  s t a t i s t i c s  a t  the  

.05 leve l  f o r  between group d i f f e r e n c e s  in  p e rc e p t io n s  o f  d e s i r a b l e  

c o o r d in a t io n ,  t r e n d s  a re  sugges ted in the  s t a t i s t i c s  in Table 7. The 

s t a t i s t i c s  sugges t  d i f f e r e n c e s  between the  top funded and bottom funded 

groups.

A l a r g e r  pe rcen tage  of  the  top  funded group chose community- 

wide c o o rd in a t io n  as a d e s i r a b l e  type than the  bottom funded group 

(x =2.0110).  The s t a t i s t i c s  a l so  sugges t  t h a t  a l a r g e r  pe rcen tage  of  

the  pub l ic  than the  p r i v a t e  sanc t ioned  groups chose community-wide 

c o o rd in a t io n  as a d e s i r a b l e  type (x =3 .062).

Both o f f i c i a l s  chose in form at ion  management as a d e s i r a b l e  

co o rd in a t io n  type .  The c i t y  o f f i c i a l  a l so  chose case  and program



TABLE 7

Frequencies and Chi Square S t a t i s t i c s  For Group Responses on Types o f  D esirable  Coordination

Types of
Des irable
Coordination

Total

Yes

(n=30)

No

Groups By 
Funding Level 

(Top n=15: Bottom n=15)

Yes No x2

Groups By 
Sanction  
(Public n=6: 
Private n=24) 

Yes No x2

Private Sanction  
Top Funded (n=9)
By Private  Sanction  
Bottom Funded (n=15) 

Yes No x2

Publ ic Sanction  
Top Funded (n=6)
By Private  Sanction  
Top Funded (n=9) „ 

Yes No x2

Ad hoc 4 26 Top
Bottom

3
1

12
14 .2885 Public

Private
1
3

5
21 .1622 Pri.T'. 

Pri .B.
2
1

7
14 .2286 Pub.T.

Pri .T .
1
2  ̂ .0156

Information
Exchange

14 16 Top
Bottom

7
7

8
8 .1340 Public

Private
3

11
3

13 .0753 Pri .T.  
Pri .B.

4
7

5
8 .1007 Pub.T.

Pri .T .
3
4 5 .0104

Case
Coordination

9 v 11 Top 5
4

10
11 0 Pub!ic  

Private
2
7

4
17 .0892 Pri .T.  

Pri .B.
3
4

6
11 .0134 Pub.T.

Pri .T .
2
3 6 0

Program
Coordination

21 9 Top
Bottom

9
11

6
4 .1500 Public

Private
4

16
2
8 .2343 Pri .T.  

Pri .B.
5

11
4
4 .2000 Pub.T.

Pri .T.
4
5 2 .0015

Community-
Wide
Coordination

12 18 Top
Bottom

8
4

7
11 2.0110/ Public

Private
5
7

1 ^  ^  3.062 Pri .T.  
Pri .B.

4
4

5
11 .2000 Pub.T.

Pri .T .
5
4 J .0938

^T rend
* =.05 Level of Significance
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co o rd in a t io n  types  as d e s i r a b l e .  Both o f  th e  funding system d i r e c t o r s ,  

as did  the  D i re c to r  o f  the  Commission, chose a l l  types  as d e s i r a b l e .

C o n s t r a in t s  To Coord ination

Table 8 summarizes the  responses  o f  the  d e c i s io n  makers to  the  

qu es t io n  which asked them to  i d e n t i f y  c o n s t r a i n t s  to  d e s i r a b l e  c o o rd in ­

a t i o n .  The ir  responses  were coded i n to  fo u r  a r e a s .  Some responses  

f i t  i n to  more than one area  and were coded a c c o rd in g ly ,  i . e . ,  two 

responses  in s te ad  o f  one f o r  the  q u e s t io n .  The a reas  a r e :  o rg a n iz a t i o n

domain concerns such as autonomy from the  in f l u e n c e  o f  o t h e r s  and 

con t ro l  of  funding in  t h e i r  domain; l e g i s l a t i v e  and /o r  funding r e q u i r e ­

ments;  re sou rce  d e f i c i t s ;  no c o n s t r a i n t s .

The l a r g e s t  pe rcen tage  of  the  d e c i s io n  makers ,  s i x ty - s e v e n  p e r ­

cen t  (n=19) i d e n t i f i e d  o rg a n iz a t i o n  domain concerns  as a source  of  

c o n s t r a i n t .  The nex t  l a r g e s t  group i d e n t i f i e d  l e g i s l a t i v e / f u n d i n g  

requirements  as sources  o f  c o n s t r a i n t ,  t h i r t y  p e rc e n t  (n=9).  Resource 

d e f i c i t s  as a source o f  c o n s t r a i n t  was the  nex t  choice  with twenty- 

seven p e rcen t  (n=8) o f  the  d e c i s io n  makers i d e n t i f y i n g  i t  as a source 

of  c o n s t r a i n t .  Seven p e rcen t  (n=2) o f  the  d e c i s io n  makers i n d i c a t e d  

th e r e  was no c o n s t r a i n t s  to  d e s i r a b l e  c o o r d in a t io n .  Chi square  s t a t i s ­

t i c s  i n d i c a t e  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  in two a reas  between groups a t  

the  .05 l e v e l .  In the  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  l e g i s l a t i v e / f u n d i n g  r e q u i r e ­

ments as sources  of c o n s t r a i n t ,  a l a r g e r  p e rcen tage  o f  the  top funded 

than the  bottom funded group i d e n t i f i e d  the  requ i rem ents  as a source of 

c o n s t r a i n t  (x =5.714).  In the  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  r e so u rce  d e f i c i t s  as a



TABLE 8

Frequencies and Chi Square S t a t i s t i c s  For Group Responses on Types o f  Constraints to  D esirable  Coordination

Private  Sanction  
Top Funded (n=9)
By Private Sanction  
Bottom Funded (n=15) 

Yes No

Public Sanction-Top 
Funded (n=6): By
Private  Sanction  
Top Funded (n=9)

Yes No x

Types o f  
Constraints

Groups By Groups By
Total (n=30) Funding Level Sanction

(Top n=15: Bottom n=15) (P r ivate  n=6:
Yes No Yes No Public n=24

Yes No

Doma i n 19 11 Top 9 6
Concerns Bottom 10 .5

L e g i s l a t i v e /
Funding 9 21 Top 8 7
Requirements

V

Bottom 1 14

Resource 8 22 Top 1 14
Def ic i  ts Bottom 7 8

No 2 28 Top 2 13
Constraint Bottom 0 15

0

5.714*

4.261*

.5555

Public 2 4 1 £ 1 6 Pri .T. 7 2
Private 17 7 1 .  J  1 0 Pri .B 10 5

Public 4 2 Pri .T. 4 5
Private 5 19 £ .0 0 / Pri .B. 1 14

Public 0 6 1 9QQ Pri .T. 1 8
Private 8 16 i . c o y Pri .B. 7 8

Public 1 5 Pri .T. 1 8
Private 1 23 .0334 Pri .B. 0 15

.0135 Pub.T. 
Pri .T.

Pri.T.

1 .800

.0646

Pub.T. 0 
Pri .T.  1

Pub.T. 1 
Pri .T.  1

2
5

6 
8

6
8

1.402

.0104

0

.0216

v̂ = Trend
* = .05 Level o f  S ig n i f i c a n c e

i
cr>coi
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c o n s t r a i n t ,  a l a r g e r  percen tage  o f  the  bottom than the  top funded group 

i d e n t i f i e d  i t  as a source of  c o n s t r a i n t  (x =4 .261) .  Trends a r e  in d i c a t e d  

in the  s t a t i s t i c s  between the  pub l ic  and p r i v a t e  groups .  More p u b l ic  

than p r i v a t e  o rg a n iz a t i o n s  i d e n t i f i e d  l e g i s l a t i v e / f u n d i n g  requ irem ents  

as a source of  c o n s t r a i n t  (x =2.867) .  More of  the  p r i v a t e  top funded 

group than the  bottom funded group a l so  i d e n t i f i e d  requ irem ents  as a 

source o f  c o n s t r a i n t  (x =2.0030).

Both o f  the  o f f i c i a l s  i d e n t i f i e d  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  domain concerns 

as sources  of  c o n s t r a i n t .  The d e c i s io n  makers from the  funding o r g a n i ­

z a t i o n s  a l so  i d e n t i f i e d  domain concerns of  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  as sources  

o f  c o n s t r a i n t .  The D i re c to r  o f  the  Commission,along with domain con­

ce rn s ,  i d e n t i f i e d  a f a i l u r e  o f  d e c i s io n  makers in  p u b l i c  and p r i v a t e  

sanc t ioned  o rg a n iz a t i o n s  to  unders tand the  importance o f  t h e i r  d i f f e r ­

ences as the  primary sources  o f  c o n s t r a i n t  to  d e s i r a b l e  c o o r d in a t io n .

Examples, which fo l low ,  o f  the  types  of  comments by d e c i s io n  

makers coded in th e  domain area  o f  c o n s t r a i n t  i n d i c a t e  a common concern 

f o r  autonomy and con t ro l  of  d e c i s io n s  o r  funding in a domain:

"Each o rg a n iz a t i o n  has i t s  own d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  domain 
and wants o t h e r s  to  change but not them to  meet needs 
which makes the  whole system r i g i d ,  no one wants to  
give  i n . "

"Each agency wants autonomy and i s  t h e r e f o r e  not w i l l i n g  
to  give and take  because i t  v/ants to  m a in ta in  c o n t r o l . "

"A super body would have con t inua l  c o n f l i c t  over funding 
as each o r g a n iz a t io n  r ep re sen ted  would have i t s  own 
p r i o r i t i e s  and t r y  to have those  dominate the  body."
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T.ype o f  Coordinating Organization

Table 9 summarizes the  responses  o f  t h e  d e c i s io n  makers to  the  

f i n a l  q ues t ion  in  th e  in te rv iew  schedule  on c o o r d in a t io n .  They were 

asked to  choose th e  type  o f  o r g a n iz a t io n  which was in t h e i r  op in ion  the  

most a p p r o p r i a t e  one to  c a r ry  out c o o r d in a t i o n .  They were provided with 

a l i s t  o f  fo u r  types  of  o r g a n iz a t i o n s :  Se rv ice  prov id ing  o r g a n iz a t i o n s ;

funding o r g a n i z a t i o n s ;  o rg a n iz a t io n s  funded by the  p r i v a t e  and pub l ic  

s e c to r s  a t  the  loca l  leve l  (Commission type) and s t a t e  leve l  pu b l ic  

o r g a n iz a t io n .  The l i s t  r e p re se n te d  types  o f  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  which c u r ­

r e n t l y  provide  c o o rd in a t io n .

The l a r g e s t  pe rcen tages  of  the  d e c i s io n  makers chose s e r v i c e  

provid ing  o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  t h i r t y - t h r e e  p e rcen t  (n=10) and Commission 

type o r g a n iz a t i o n ,  t h i r t y - t h r e e  p e rc en t  (n=10).  The next l a r g e s t  group 

chose funding o r g a n iz a t i o n ,  tw e n ty - th re e  p e rc e n t  (n=7) fol lowed by 

s t a t e  l e v e l ,  seven p e rcen t  (n=2) and no o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  seven p e rc en t  

(n=2).  Chi square  s t a t i s t i c s  i n d i c a t e  no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  be­

tween groups a t  the  .05 l e v e l .  The s t a t i s t i c s  a l s o  do not i n d i c a t e  

t r e n d s  sugges t ing  d i f f e r e n c e s .

The p ub l ic  o f f i c i a l s  chose the  Commission type  o r g a n i z a t i o n .  

Decision makers from the  two funding o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  as did  the  

Commission D i re c to r ,  a l so  chose the  Commission type  o r g a n i z a t i o n .

In g iv ing  ex p lan a t io n s  f o r  t h e i r  c h o ic e s ,  e leven  d e c i s io n  makers 

in the  sample i d e n t i f i e d  r o l e s  f o r  a c o o rd in a t in g  o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  f i v e  

i d e n t i f i e d  c o n s t r a i n t s  the  o r g a n iz a t i o n  would need to  overcome.



TABLE 9

Frequencies and Ch1 Square S t a t i s t i c s  For Group Responses On Types Of Coordinating
Organizations For Implementing Desired Coordination

Public Sanction-Top 
Funded (n=6): By 
Private  Sanction  
Top Funded (n=9)

Yes No

Types o f
Coordinating
Organizations

Total (n=30)

Yes No

Groups By 
Funding Level 
(Top n=15: Bottom n=15) 

Yes No

Groups By 
Sanction  
(Publ ic n=6: 
Private n=24 

Yes No

Private  Sanction  
Top Funded,(n=9)
By Private  Sanction  
Bottom Funded (n=15 

x2 Yes No x

Service
Provider 10 20 Top 4 11 Pub!ic 1 15
Organization Bottom 6 9 • 1 ouu Private 9 16

Funding 7 13 Top 5 10 Public 1 5
Organizat ions 2 3 •  /HD 0 Private 6 18

Pr iv at e /P ubl ic
(Commission 10 20 Top 5 10 Public 3 3
Type) Bottom 5 10 • 1 J 4 U Private 7 17

Stat e
Level 2 28 Top 1 14 Public 0 6

Organizations Bottom 1 14 • I OHU Private 2 22

No 2 28 Top 1 14 Public 1 5
Organization Bottom 1 14 •  1 j 4  1/ Private 1 23

.2343

.0260

.2343

.0892

.0334

Pri .T. 3 6 m i Q Pub.T. 1 5
Pri .B. 6 9 • U 1 I 7 Pri .T. 3 6

Pri .T. 4 5 1 AQ1 Pub.T. 1 5
Pri .B. 2 13 1 • HO 1 Pri .T. 4 5

Pri .T. 2 7 m Pub.T. 3 3
Pri .B. 5 10 •  U1 DH Pri .T. 2 7

Pri .T. 1 8 OCHA Pub. T. 0 6
Pri .B. 1 13 . C U / H Pri .  T. 1 8

Pri .T. 0 9 Pub. T. 1 5
Pri .B. 1 14 « UO j O Pri .  T. 0 9

.0014

.0312

.0312

0

.0044

^  = Trend
* = .05 Level o f  S i g n i f ic a n c e

-66
-
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Planning and te c h n ic a l  a s s i s t a n c e  r o l e s  were the  most f r e q u e n t l y  

mentioned r o l e s  with  twenty-seven p e rcen t  (n=8) o f  the  d e c i s io n  makers 

d e sc r ib in g  r o l e s  in t h i s  a rea  f o r  the  c o o rd in a t in g  o r g a n i z a t i o n .  In ­

f luence  o f  d e c i s io n  making was i d e n t i f i e d  as a r o l e  by ten  p e rc en t  

(n=3) o f  the  d e c i s io n  makers.  Organization  domain concerns were i d e n t i ­

f i e d  as sources  o f  c o n s t r a i n t  f o r  the  co o rd in a t in g  o r g a n iz a t i o n  by ten  

pe rcen t  (n=3) o f  the  d e c i s io n  makers.  Seven p e rc e n t  (n=2) i d e n t i f i e d  

l e g i s l a t i v e / f u n d i n g  requirements  as sources  o f  c o n s t r a i n t .  Twenty p e r ­

cen t  (n=6) o f  the  d e c i s io n  makers de sc r ibed  c r e a t i o n  o f  a c o o rd in a t in g  

o r g a n iz a t i o n  such as the  Commission type as n eed le s s  bureaucracy .

The c i t y  o f f i c i a l  desc r ibed  a community focus  ro l e  f o r  the  

o r g a n iz a t i o n ,  i . e . ,  t o  provide  a community vs .  sp e c ia l  i n t e r e s t  a n a ly s i s  

o f  community needs.  The county o f f i c i a l  i d e n t i f i e d  a r o l e  o f  p r i o r i t i z ­

ing needs f o r  d e c i s io n  making by funders  about a l l o c a t i o n s  f o r  human 

s e r v i c e s .  One o f  the  d e c i s io n  makers in  the  funding o r g a n iz a t i o n  

desc r ibed  a l e a d e r s h ip  r o l e  f o r  the  c o o rd in a t in g  o r g a n iz a t i o n  which 

co n s i s te d  o f  p rovid ing  a " fu tu r e  v i s io n  f o r  so c ia l  s e r v i c e  d e l i v e r y " .

A c t i v i t i e s  to  Implement the  Commission's Domain

The d e c i s io n  makers were next  asked, dur ing  the  i n t e r v i e w s ,  to  

give t h e i r  p e rc ep t io n s  of  the  a c t i v i t i e s  of  the  Commission d u r ing  i t s  

f i r s t  two y e a r s .  Within the  i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  p e r s p e c i tv e  o f  t h i s  

s tudy ,  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  an o rg a n iz a t io n  a re  a t tem pts  to  c a r r y  ou t  i t s  

domain which f o r  the  Commission i s  community-wide c o o r d i n a t i o n .  The
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a c t i v i t i e s  o f  the  Commission during  i t s  f i r s t  two y e a r s ,  as d e sc r ib e d  

a t  the  beginning o f  t h i s  c h ap te r  a r e :

1. Community needs assessment f o r  human s e r v i c e s  and 
inven to ry  o f  human s e r v i c e s .

2. G o a l - s e t t i n g  process  f o r  human s e r v i c e s  f o r  the  
community.

3. Resource development f o r  human s e r v i c e s .

4.  In formation management system f o r  p lann ing  f o r  human 
s e r v i c e s .

5. Serv ice  p r i o r i t i z a t i o n  f o r  p lann ing  f o r  human s e r v i c e s .

In the  c o n tex t  of  q u es t io n s  about Commission a c t i v i t i e s ,  th e

d e c i s io n  makers were a l s o  asked to  i d e n t i f y  i f  and how members o f  t h e i r  

o rg a n iz a t io n  p a r t i c i p a t e d  in the  a c t i v i t i e s  and i f  t h e i r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  

b e n e f i t e d  the  o r g a n iz a t i o n .  They were a l so  asked to  a s s e s s  the  e f f e c ­

t i v e n e s s  of  the  Commission in  c a r ry in g  out the  a c t i v i t i e s .

Most Valuable A c t iv i t y

Table 10 d e sc r ib e s  the  responses  o f  d e c i s io n  makers to  the  

ques t ion  which asked them to  i d e n t i f y  th e  Commission a c t i v i t y  o r  a c t i v i ­

t i e s  which v/ere o f  the  most value to  t h e i r  o r g a n iz a t i o n .  Resource 

development was chosen by the  l a r g e s t  pe rcen tage  with f i f t y - t h r e e  p e rcen t  

(n=16) o f  the  d e c i s io n  makers choosing i t  as  most va lu ab le  to  t h e i r  

o rg a n iz a t i o n .  Information management was the  next l a r g e s t  cho ice  with 

t h i r t y - t h r e e  p e rcen t  o f  the  d e c i s io n  makers (n=10) choosing i t  as  most 

va lu ab le .  Needs assessment was next with tw e n ty - th re e  p e rc e n t  (n=7) 

fol lowed by g o a l - s e t t i n g  with seventeen p e rc en t  (n=5) and s e r v i c e



TABLE 10

Frequencies And Chi Square S t a t i s t i c s  For Group Responses On Commission A c t i v i t i e s
Most Valuable To The Organization

Types o f  
A c t i v i t i e s

Total
Yes

(n=3Q)
No

Groups By 
Funding Level 
(Top=15: Bottom n=15) 

Yes No

Groups By 
Sanction  
(Publ ic  n=6:
Private  n=24)

Yes No *2

Private  Sanction  
Top Funded (n=9)
By Private  Sanction  
Bottom Funded (n=15) 

Yes No x2

Publ ic Sanction-Top  
Funded (n=6): By 
Private  Sanction  
Top Funded (n=9) „ 

Yes No x

Needs
Assessment

7 23 Top 4 
Bottom 3 11 0 12 u

Public
Private

0
7

6
17 .1432 Pri .T.

Pri .B.
4
3

5
12 .6588 Pub.T

Pri.T
0
4

6
5 .1718

Goal-
S e t t in g

5 25 Top 3 
Bottom 2 11 - 1339

Public
Private

1
3

5
21 .4883 Pri .T.  

Pri .B.
1
2

8
13 .2286 Pub.T.

Pri .T .
1
1

5
8 .0216

Resource
Development

16 14 Top 7 
Bottom 9 3 .1339 Pub!ic  

Private
3

15
3
9 .0086 Pri .T.

Pri .B.
4
9

5
6 .1007 Pub.T.

Pri .T.
3
4

3
5 .0104

Information
Management

10 20 Top 5 
Bottom 5 .1340 Public  

Private
2
8

4
16 .2343 Pri .T.  

Pri .B.
3
5

6
10 .2000 Pub.T.

Pri .T.
2
3

4
6 0

Service
P r i o r i t i z a t i o n

4 26 Top 2 
Bottom 2 } l  .1340 Public  

Private
2
2

4
24 1.059 Pri .T.  

Pri .B.
1
2

8
13 .2286 Pub.T.

Pri .T.
1
1

5
8 .0216

None o f  
Signi  f l e a n t  
Value

8 22 Top 4 
Bottom 4 ] ]  .1340 Public  

Private
4
4

2
20 3.845* Pri .T.

Pri .B .
2
4

7
11 .0593 Pub.T.

Pri .T .
2
2

4
7 .0014

'  ■ Trend

* B .05 Level o f  S ig n i f ic a n c e
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p r i o r i t i z a t i o n  with t h i r t e e n  pe rcen t  (n=5). Twenty-seven p e rc e n t  (n=8) 

o f  the  d e c i s io n  makers responded t h a t  none o f  th e  a c t i v i t i e s  were o f  

s i g n i f i c a n t  value to  t h e i r  o r g a n iz a t i o n s .  The chi square  s t a t i s t i c s  

i n d i c a t e ,  a t  the  .05 l e v e l ,  a s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  between groups in 

the  response  t h a t  none of  the  a c t i v i t i e s  were o f  s i g n i f i c a n t  v a lu e .  In 

the  pub l ic  and p r i v a t e  sanc t ioned  groups ,  a l a r g e r  p ro p o r t io n  o f  the  

pu b l ic  than p r i v a t e  groups responded t h a t  none of  the  a c t i v i t i e s  were 

o f  s i g n i f i c a n t  va lue  t o  t h e i r  o rg a n iz a t io n  (x =3.845).

The c i t y  o f f i c i a l  i d e n t i f i e d  g o a l - s e t t i n g  and s e r v i c e  p r i o r i t i z a ­

t i o n  as the  most va lu ab le  a c t i v i t i e s  f o r  the  c i t y .  The county o f f i c i a l  

responded t h a t  none o f  the  a c t i v i t i e s  were o f  va lue  to  the  county .  The 

d e c i s io n  makers in the  funding o rg a n iz a t io n s  i d e n t i f i e d  re so u rce  d e v e l ­

opment and in fo rm at ion  management as the  most v a luab le  a c t i v i t i e s  f o r  

t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  The D i re c to r  o f  the  Commission i d e n t i f i e d  needs 

a ssessm ent ,  s e r v i c e  p r i o r i t i z a t i o n  and resource  development as a c t i v i t i e s  

o f  the  Commission which were of  most va lue to  human s e r v i c e  o r g a n i z a ­

t i o n s  in the  a rea .

E lab o ra t io n s  by the  d e c i s io n  makers on t h e i r  cho ices  o f  most 

v a luab le  a c t i v i t y  were in the  form o f  comments about the  q u a l i t y  o r  type 

of  da ta  ga thered  through the  a c t i v i t i e s .  T h i r ty  p e rcen t  (n=10) chose 

an a c t i v i t y  as most va luab le  i f  the  da ta  provided through i t  was s p e c i f ­

ic  to  the  needs ,  s t r u c t u r e  and programs of  t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n .  F i f t y -  

th r e e  p e rcen t  (n=16) desc r ibed  da ta  ga thered  through the  a c t i v i t i e s  

which were not chosen as most va luab le  as inadequa te ,  i r r e l e v a n t  o r  as
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having been c o l l e c t e d  by a poor p rocess .  Examples o f  t h e i r  comments

in d i c a t e  t h a t  importance i s  placed on re levancy  o f  da ta  and p o t e n t i a l

f o r  i n c re a s in g  re so u rce s  f o r  the  o r g a n i z a t i o n s :

"Serv ice  p r i o r i t i z a t i o n  i s  l e a s t  im p o r tan t ,  t r i e d  to  use 
t h i s  but were not ab le  t o ;  Commission may have i n s u f f i c i e n t  
da ta  f o r  t h i s ;  c i t y  has p r i o r i t i e s  we respond to  and 
Commission may not always know about e x i s t i n g  s e r v i c e s . "

" Informat ion  management and resource  development a re  
p o t e n t i a l l y  usefu l by in c re a s in g  c o s t  e f f e c t i v e n e s s . "

"The Commission can p o t e n t i a l l y  help g e t  more re sou rces  
and have an e f f e c t  on t o t a l  re so u rce s  by p reven t ing  
c u t s  from government sources  of  funds by prov id ing  da ta  
which suppor ts  our programs."

"Needs assessment  and in format ion  management must be 
s p e c i f i c  to  agency needs to  be o f  s i g n i f i c a n t  v a lu e . "

The r a t i o n a l e  given by the  D i re c to r  f o r  h i s  cho ices  of  needs

assessment ,  s e r v i c e  p r i o r i t i z a t i o n  and re sou rce  development was t h a t

they have a p o t e n t i a l  f o r  making an impact on decis ion-making  in  human

s e r v ic e  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  in the  area  and t h a t  the  q u a l i t y  o f  th e  process

used to  c a r ry  ou t  th e  a c t i v i t y  was t e c h n i c a l l y  as good as can be

expected.

Least  Valuable A c t i v i t y

Table 11 d e sc r ib e s  the  responses  o f  the  d e c i s io n  makers to  the  

next q ues t ion  which asked them to  i d e n t i f y  the  a c t i v i t y  or  a c t i v i t i e s  

which a re  o f  l e a s t  value to  t h e i r  o rg a n iz a t i o n .  G o a l - s e t t i n g  i s  the  

most f r eq u en t  choice  with s i x t y - t h r e e  p e rc en t  (n=19) o f  the  d e c i s io n  

makers choosing i t  as l e a s t  v a lu ab le .  Serv ice  p r i o r i t i z a t i o n  i s  next 

with f i f t y  th r e e  p e rcen t  (n=16) o f  the  d e c i s io n  makers choosing i t ,  

followed by needs assessment with f i f t y  p e rc en t  (n=15) o f  the  d e c i s io n



TABLE 11

Frequencies And Chi Square S t a t i s t i c s  For Group Responses on Commission A c t i v i t i e s
Lent Valuable To The Organization

Groups By
Types o f  Total (n=30) Funding Level
A c t i v i t i e s  Yes No (Top n=15: Bottom n=15)

Yes No

Groups By 
Sanction  
(Publ ic  n=6: 
Private n=24) 

Yes No

Private  Sanction Public Sanction-Top
Top Funded (n=9) Funded (n=6): By
By Private  Sanction Private  Sanction  
Bottom Funded (n=15) Top Funded (n=9) 9

Yes No Yes No

Needs
Assessment

15 15 Top
Bottom

6
9

9
6 .5333 Public  

Private
1

14
5

10 1.134 Pri .T.  
Pri .B.

5
9

4
6 .0457 Pub.T.

Pri .T.
1
5

5
4 .0842

Goal-
Se t t in g

19 11 Top
Bottom

8 . 
11

7
4 .5742 Public  

Private
3

16
3
8 .0807 Pri .T.  

Pri .B.
5

11
4
4 .2000 Pub.T.

Pri .T.
3
5

3
4

.0104

Resource
Development

11 19 Top
Bottom

4
7

11
8 .5742 Public  

Private
0

11
6

13 2.592 Pri .T.  
Pri .B.

4
7

5
8 .1007 Pub.T.

Pri .T.
0
4

6
5 1 / 7 1 8

Information
Management

11 19 Top
Bottom

5
6

10
0 0 Public

Private
1
0

5
14 .4176 Pri.T.  

Pri .B.
4
6

5
9 .0457 Pub.T.

Pri .T.
1
4

5
9 .0048

Service  
U t i l i z a t i o n

16 14 Top
Bottom

4
12

11
3 6.562* Public  

Private
1

15
5
0 2.419 ^

Pri.T.  
Pri .B.

3
12

6
3 4.867* Pub.T.

Pri .T.
1
3

5
6 .0014

None 2 28 Top
Bottom

1
1

14
14 1.340 Public - 

Private
1
1

5
23 .0034 Pri .T.  

Pri .B.
0
1

9
14 .0696 Pub.T.

Pri .T.
1
0

5
9 .0044

^  - Trend
* = .05 Level of Significance

-Z
L-
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makers choosing i t  as  l e a s t  va lu ab le .  Resource development and informa­

t io n  management each had t h i r t y - s e v e n  percen t  ( n = l l ) o f  the  d e c i s io n  

makers choosing them as l e a s t  v a lu ab le .  Seven p e rcen t  (n=2) o f  the  

d e c i s io n  makers responded t h a t  none of  the  a c t i v i t i e s  were o f  v a lue .

Chi square s t a t i s t i c s  i n d i c a t e  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  a t  th e  .05 

l e v e l .  The s t a t i s t i c s  a l so  sugges t  t r e n d s .  A l a r g e r  p ro p o r t io n  o f  the  

bottom than top funded group chose s e r v i c e  p r i o r i t i z a t i o n  as l e a s t
p

v a luab le  (x =6.562).  More dec i s io n  makers in the  p r i v a t e  than the  

pub l ic  o rg a n iz a t io n s  chose s e r v ice  p r i o r i t i z a t i o n  as a l e a s e  va luab le  

a c t i v i t y  (x =2.419).  A l a r g e r  p ropo r t ion  of  the  p r i v a t e  than the  pub l ic  

a l so  chose re sou rce  development as a l e a s t  va luab le  a c t i v i t y  (x =2 .592).

The c i t y  o f f i c i a l  i d e n t i f i e d  resource  development as l e a s t  

v a lu ab le .  The county o f f i c i a l  in d ic a te d  t h a t  a l l  o f  th e  a c t i v i t i e s  were 

o f  no value to  the  county.  Decision makers from the  funding  o r g a n i z a ­

t i o n s  i d e n t i f i e d  g o a l - s e t t i n g  and s e r v ic e  p r i o r i t i z a t i o n  as l e a s t  v a lu a ­

b le .  The D i re c to r  of  the  Commission desc r ibed  the  g o a l - s e t t i n g  and 

in form at ion  management a c t i v i t i e s  as of  l e a s t  va lue  to  human s e r v i c e  

o rg a n iz a t io n s  in the  a rea .

In g iv ing  r a t i o n a l e s  f o r  t h e i r  choices  o f  l e a s t  v a lu ab le  a c t i v i ­

t i e s ,  f o r t y  p e rcen t  (n=12) of  the  d e c i s io n  makers commented t h a t  they did 

not need the  da ta  provided by the  a c t i v i t i e s .  The d a ta  was a l r e a d y  

a v a i l a b l e  through t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  p lanning s e c t io n  or t h e i r  funding 

o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  p lanning s e c t io n .  Seven pe rcen t  (n=2) d e sc r ib e d  the  da ta  

ga thered  through the  a c t i v i t i e s  as community but not  agency r e l e v a n t .
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Thi r teen  pe rcen t  (n=4) desc r ibed  l e g i s l a t i v e  or  funding r e g u l a t i o n s  as 

r e s t r i c t i n g  the  u s a b i l i t y  of the  d a ta  in  t h e i r  d e c i s io n  making, i . e . , .  

d e c i s io n s  were determined by l e g i s l a t i v e  and funding c o n s i d e r a t i o n s .

The D i r e c t o r ' s  r a t i o n a l e  f o r  h i s  cho ice  o f  g o a l - s e t t i n g  and in fo rm at ion  

management as l e a s t  v a luab le  was t h a t  they had a low r a t e  o f  use as a 

consequence of  a combination of  poor marketing by the  Commission and 

a lack  of  s t a f f  in o rg a n iz a t io n s  with  the  nece ssa ry  s k i l l s  to  use the  

da ta  provided through the  a c t i v i t i e s .

A c t i v i t i e s  Commission Should Not Have Done

Table 12 d e sc r ib e s  the  responses  of the  d e c i s io n  makers to  the  

q ues t ions  which asked them to  i d e n t i f y  the  a c t i v i t i e s  which in  t h e i r  

op in ion the  Commission should not have done. The l a r g e s t  p e rcen tage  o f  

d e c i s io n  makers,  t h i r t y - s e v e n  p e rcen t  (n = l l )  responded t h a t  they  could 

not answer the  q u e s t io n .  Seventeen p e rc en t  (n=5) chose g o a l - s e t t i n g  and 

seventeen p e rcen t  (n=5) chose needs a ssessm en t ,  re source  development and 

in format ion  management as a c t i v i t i e s  th e  Commission should not have done. 

Chi square s t a t i s t i c s  i n d i c a t e  n e i t h e r  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  a t  the  

.05 leve l  between groups nor t r e n d s  sugges t ing  d i f f e r e n c e s .

Nei ther  the  pub l ic  o f f i c i a l s  nor the  d e c i s io n  makers in the  fund­

ing o rg a n iz a t io n s  i d e n t i f i e d  a c t i v i t i e s  the  Commission should not have 

done. The D i re c to r  responded t h a t  the  Commission i s  c a r ry in g  ou t  the  

fu n c t io n s  given to  i t  by the  C i t i z e n s  Committee.



TABLE 12

Frequencies and Chi Squares S t a t i s t i c s  For Group Responses on Commission A c t i v i t i e s
I t  Should Not Have Done

Groups By
Types o f  Total  (n=30) Funding Level
A c t i v i t i e s  Yes No (Top n=15: Bottom n=15)

Private Sanction  
Top Funded (n=9):
By Private  Sanction  
Bottom Funded (n=15) 

Yes No x2

Publ ic  Sanction-Top  
Funded (n=6): By 
Private Sanction  
Top Funded (n=9) 9 

Yes No x
Yes No

Groups By 
Sanction  
(Publ ic n=6: 
Private  n=24) 

Yes No

Needs
Assessment

2 28 Top
Bottom

2
0

13
15 .5357 Public

Private
0
2

6
4 .0937 Pri .T.

Pri .B.
. 2 

0
7

15 .4885 Pub.T.
Pri .T.

0
2

6
7 0

Goal-
S e t t in g

5 25 Top
Bottom

4
1

11
14 .9600 Public  

Private
2
3

4
21 .3750 Pri .T.  

Pri.B.
2
1

7
14 .0696 Pub.T.

Pri .T.
2
2

4
7 .0014

Resource
Development

2 28 Top
Bottom

2
0

13
15 .5357 Public  

Private
1
1

5
23 .0036 Pri .T.  

Pri .B.
1
0

8
15 .0696 Pub.T.

Pri .T .
1
1

5
8 .0216

Information
Management

2 28 Top
Bottom

2
0

13
15 .5357 Public  

Private
1
1

5
23 .0036 Pri .T.  

Pri .B.
1
0

8
15 .0696 Pub.T.

Pri .T.
1
1

5
8 .0216

Service
P r i o r i t i z a t i o n

5 25 Top
Bottom

3
2

12
13 0 Public  

Private
1
4

5
20 .1622 Pri .T.

Pri .B.
2
2

7
13 .2286 Pub.T.

Pri .T .
1
2

5
7 .0110

None 11 19 Top 5
6

10
0 0 Public  

Private
2
9

4
15 .0807 Pri .T.  

Pri .B.
3
6

6
9 .0119 Pub.T.

Pri .T .
2
3

4
6 0

J = Trend

* = .05  Level o f  S ig n if ic a n c e
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A c t i v i t i e s  Commission Should Do

The nex t  q u e s t i o n s ,  which i s  summarized in Table 13, asked the  

d ec is ion  makers to  i d e n t i f y  a c t i v i t i e s  the  Commission should do which i t  

has not i t s  f i r s t  two y e a r s .  Their  responses  were coded and grouped 

in to  s ix  c a t e g o r i e s :

1. Technical  a s s i s t a n c e  to  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .

2. Serv ice  d e l i v e r y  o r  program planning  f o r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .

3. Involvement of  s e r v i c e  p rov id ing  and funding  o r g a n iz a t i o n s
in  the  a c t i v i t i e s  more than has been done along with p ub l ic
r e l a t i o n s  with o r g a n iz a t i o n s .

4.  Coordination  of  funding o r g a n iz a t i o n s  a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  
requ irements  to  c o n so l id a te  t h e i r  a c c o u n t a b i l i t y
requ irem ents  to  s e r v i c e  p rov id ing  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .

5. Advocacy f o r  inc reased  funding f o r  human s e r v i c e  
o rg a n iz a t i o n s  in the  a re a .

6 . No a d d i t i o n s .

The l a r g e s t  pe rcen tage  of d e c i s io n  makers,  f o r t y  p e rc e n t  (n=12) 

desc r ibed  the  need f o r  Commission a c t i v i t y  in the  a rea  o f  s e r v i c e  

d e l iv e r y  o r  program planning f o r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  For ty  p e rcen t  (n=12) 

a lso  responded t h a t  they would sugges t  no a d d i t i o n a l  a c t i v i t i e s  f o r  the  

Commission. Seventeen p e rcen t  (n=5) sugges ted  t h a t  the  Commission should 

be more a c t i v e  in involvement o f  s e r v i c e  p ro v id e r s  and fu n d e rs .  Ten 

percen t  (n=3) de sc r ibed  advocacy f o r  funding as an a c t i v i t y  the  

Commission should do. Four p e rcen t  ( n = l ) i d e n t i f i e d  t e c h n ic a l  a s s i s t a n c e  

as an a c t i v i t y  the  Commission should do. Chi square  s t a t i s t i c s  f o r  be­

tween group d i f f e r e n c e s  a t  the  .05 leve l  a re  not s i g n i f i c a n t  and they do

not sugges t  t r e n d s  towards d i f f e r e n c e .



TABLE 13

Frequency and Chi Square S t a t i s t i c s  For Group Responses on A c t iv i t ie s  The Commission Should Do

Private  Sanction  
Top Funded (n=9):
By Private Sanction  
Bottom Funded (n=15l  

Yes No x2

Types of  
A c t i v i t i e s

Groups By Groups By
Total (n=30) Funding Level Sanction

Yes No (Top n=15: Bottom n=15) (Publ ic  n=6:
Yes No Private n=24) 

Yes No

Public Sanction-Top  
Funded (n=6): By
Private  Sanction  
Top Funded (n=9) „ 

Yes No x

Technical 1 29 Top 1 14 n Public 1 5
Ass is tance Bottom 0 15 u Private 0 24

Service  Del ivery 12 18 Top 6 9 i  a / i n Public 1 5
Planning Bottom 6 9 •  1OHU Private 11 13

Publ ic  Relat ions
With Service  Pro­ 5 25 Top 1 14 Public 1 5
vider s  and Funders Bottom 4 n •  youu Private 4 20

Consol idate  Funding
Organization's  Forms/ 3 27 Top 3 12 Public 2 4
Procedures to Service Bottom 0 15 • I HO 1 Private 1 23
Providers

Advocate For 3 27 Top 2 13 n Public 0 6
Funding Bottom 1 14 u Private 3 21

No Additions 12 18 Top 6 9 1 Public 3 3
Bottom 6 9 •  1 0*+U Private 9 15

.8437

.7031

.3750

1.875

.0231

.0236

Pri .T. 0 0
P r i .8. 0 0

Pri .T. 5 4
Pri .B 6 9

Pri .T. 0 9
Pri .B. 4 11

Pri .T. 1 8
Pri .B. 0 15

Pri .T. 2 7
Pri .B. 1 14

Pri .T. 3 6
Pri .B. 6 9

.1007

1.280

.0696

.2286

.0119

Pub.T. 1 5
Pri .T. 0 9

Pub.T. 1 5
Pri .T. 5 4

Pub.T. 1 5
Pri .T. 0 9

Pub.T. 2 4
Pri .T. 1 8

Pub.T. 0 6
Pri .T. 2 7

Pub.T. 3 3
Pri.T. 3 6

.0044

.0421

.0044

.0156

.0216

.0104

v  = Trend
* » .05  Level o f  S ig n if ic a n c e

I
'**sj

I



- 7 8 -

Both o f  the  o f f i c i a l s  recommended s e r v i c e  d e l i v e r y  o r  program 

planning as  an a c t i v i t y  th e  Commission should do.  The c i t y  o f f i c i a l  

a l s o  recommended t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e .  Ne i ther  o f  the  d e c i s io n  makers 

from the  funding o r g a n iz a t i o n s  recommended a d d i t i o n a l  a c t i v i t i e s  the  

Commission should do but one d id  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  " to  su rv ive  the  

Commission should ge t  the  coope ra t ion  o f  funding  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  and 

s e r v i c e  p r o v id e r s " .  The D i r e c to r  responded to  the  qu es t io n  by saying 

t h a t  the  Commission could not meet the  needs o f  s e r v i c e  p ro v id e r s  but 

could only touch on some o f  t h e i r  needs s in ce  the  primary focus  o f  the  

Commission should be on producing good da ta  f o r  p lanning  by the  funding 

o r g a n iz a t i o n s  o r  "system p lann ing" .

P a r t i c i p a t i o n  In The Commission

The d e c i s io n  makers were next asked to  i d e n t i f y  i f  and how members 

o f  t h e i r  o rg a n iz a t i o n s  p a r t i c i p a t e d  in the  Commission. Table 14 

summarizes t h e i r  r e sponses .  The l a r g e s t  p e rcen tag e ,  f i f t y  p e rc e n t  (n=15), 

o f  the  d e c i s io n  makers i d e n t i f i e d  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in the  needs assessment  

and s e r v i c e  inven to ry  a c t i v i t y .  The nex t  h ig h e s t  p e rcen tag e ,  t h i r t y  

pe rcen t  (n=9) in d ic a te d  no p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in the  a c t i v i t i e s .  Twenty p e r ­

cen t  (n=6 ) in d i c a t e d  e i t h e r  t h a t  members o f  t h e i r  o r g a n iz a t i o n  were 

involved in  committees of  the  funding o rg a n iz a t i o n s  o f  the  Commission or  

t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  i t s e l f ,  was a funding o rg a n iz a t i o n  of th e  Commission. 

Twenty p e rcen t  (n=6 ) i d e n t i f i e d  members of  t h e i r  o r g a n iz a t i o n  as p a r t i c i ­

pants  in the  resource  development a c t i v i t y  o f  the  Commission. Seventeen 

p e rcen t  (n=5) in d ic a te d  e i t h e r  t h a t  members o f  t h e i r  o rg a n i z a t i o n  were



TABLE 14

Frequency And Chi Square S t a t i s t i c s  For Group Responses On P a r tic ip a tio n
In The Commission By O rganization

Types o f  Total (n=30)
P a r t ic ip a t io n  Yes No

Groups By 
Funding Level 
(Top n=15): Bottom n=15) 

Yes No x2

Groups By 
Sanction  
(Public n=6: 
Private  n=24) 

Yes No

Private  Sanction  
Top Funded (n=9):
By Private Sanction  
Bottom Funded (n=!5)  

Yes No

Public Sanction-Top  
Funded (n=6): By
Private  Sanction  
Top Funded (n=9)

Yes No x^

Needs Assessment/  
Service  Inventory

15 15 Top
Bottom

10
5

5
10 2.133 Public

Private
3
3 3 0 12 U

Pri .T.  
Pri .B.

7
5

2
10

✓
2.844 Pub.T. 3 

Pri .T.  7
3
2 .0312

Goal -  
Se tt in g

2 28 Top
Bottom

1
1

14
14 .1340 Public

Private
0
2 22-0334 Pri .T.  

Pri .B.
1
1

8
14 .1455 Pub.T. 0 

Pri .T.  1
6
8 0

Resource
Development

6 24 Top
Bottom

1
5

14
10 1.134 Public  

Private
0
6 1g.6380 Pri .T.  

Pri .B.
1
5

8
10 1.485 Pub.T. 0 

Pri .T.  1
6
8 0

All A c t i v i t i e s  
Of Commission

2 28 Top
Bottom

-2
0

13
15 .5357 Public  

Private
2
0 244 -0Sl*

Pri .T.  
Pri.B.

0
0

9
15 0 Pub.T. 2 

Pri .T.  0
4
9 1.178

Board/Staf f
Member

5 25 Top
Bottom

5
0

10
15 3.841* Public  

Private
3
2

33 375*^^r 1 '^' 2 pri>B> 2
0

7
15 1.309 Pub.T. 3 

Pri .T.  2
3
7 .0312

Funding 
Organization  
For Commission

6 24 Top
Bottom

6
0

0
15 5.208* Publ i c 

Private
2
4

Pri.T.  
Pri .B.

4
0

5
15 5.120* Pub.T. 2 

Pri .T.  4
4
5 .0015

No P a r t ic ip a t io n 9 21 Top
Bottom

1
8

14
7 5.714* Public

Private
0
9 l | ’ -6S3 Pri .T.  

Pri .B.
1
8

8
7 2 . 6 6 6 ^ Pub.T. 0 

Pri .T.  1
6
8 0

S -  Trend
* = .05  Level o f  S ig n if ic a n c e

■ v j
1 0I
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board members o r  s t a f f  o f  the  Commission. Six p e rc en t  (n=2) in d i c a t e d  

involvement with  the  g o a l - s e t t i n g  a c t i v i t y  o f  th e  Commission by members 

o f  t h e i r  o rg a n iz a t i o n  and s ix  p e rcen t  (n=2 ) in d i c a t e d  involvement by 

members o f  t h e i r  o r g a n iz a t i o n  in a l l  o f  the  Commission's a c t i v i t i e s  i t s  

f i r s t  two y e a r s .  Chi square  s t a t i s t i c s  i n d i c a t e  s i g n i f i c a n c e  a t  the  .05 

level f o r  between group d i f f e r e n c e s  in fou r  a r e a s .  A l a r g e r  p ro p o r t io n  

o f  pub l ic  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  than p r i v a t e  i n d i c a t e d  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  a l l  

Commission a c t i v i t i e s  (x =4 .051) .  A l a r g e r  p ro p o r t io n  of  top  funded 

o rg a n iz a t io n s  than bottom funded o r g a n iz a t i o n s  in d i c a t e d  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  

as board o r  s t a f f  members o f  the  Commission (x =3 .841) .  A l a r g e r  p ro ­

po r t ion  of  top  funded than bottom funded o r g a n iz a t i o n s  a l so  i n d i c a t e d  

involvement with the  Commission through i t s  funding o r g a n iz a t i o n s  e i t h e r  

as the  funding o r g a n iz a t i o n  o r  as a member o f  i t s  committees (x =5.208)

A l a r g e r  p ro p o r t io n  o f  bottom funded than top funded o r g a n iz a t i o n s  i n d i -  

ca ted  no p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in the  a c t i v i t i e s  of  the  Commission (x =5.7208).  

Trends a re  a l s o  sugges ted  by the  s t a t i s t i c s .  One o f  the  t r e n d s  sugges ts  

a d i f f e r e n c e  between p u b l i c  and p r i v a t e  s anc t ioned  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  in 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in th e  Commission. More members from p ub l ic  o rg a n i z a t i o n s  

than p r i v a t e  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  a re  board o r  s t a f f  members o f  the  Commission 

(x =3.375).  The o t h e r  t r e n d  sugges ts  a d i f f e r e n c e  between the  p r i v a t e  

top funded and p r i v a t e  bottom funded groups.  A l a r g e r  p ro p o r t io n  of 

the  p r i v a t e  bottom than the  p r i v a t e  top funded group in d i c a t e d  no 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in the  Commission (x =2 .666).



- 8 1 -

Both o f f i c i a l s  p a r t i c i p a t e d  as board members and in d e c i s io n s  by 

t h e i r  r e s p e c t i v e  governments about funding the  Commission. One o f  the  

dec i s io n  makers from the  funding o rg a n i z a t i o n s  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e i r  

o rg a n iz a t io n  was a funder  of  the  Commission. I t  a l s o  had members on i t s  

board and provided s t a f f  through a c o n t r a c t  f o r  the  re sou rce  development 

a c t i v i t y .  The o th e r  d e c i s io n  maker from the  funding o r g a n iz a t i o n s  i n d i ­

cated  t h a t  t h e i r  o r g a n iz a t i o n  was a p o t e n t i a l  funder  of  the  Commission 

and t h a t  i t  had provided s t a f f  as well as had members who p a r t i c i p a t e d  

in  a l l  o f  the  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  the  Commission

B enef i t s  From P a r t i c i p a t i o n

The d e c i s io n  makers were asked next to  i n d i c a t e  any b e n e f i t s  they 

perce ived  t h e i r  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  rece ived  as a r e s u l t  o f  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in 

the  Commission. Table 15 summarizes t h e i r  r e sponses .  The l a r g e s t  p e r ­

cen tage ,  f o r t y - t h r e e  p e r c e n t  (n=13) in d i c a t e d  no b e n e f i t  from p a r t i c i p a ­

t i o n .  The nex t  h ig h e s t  group, t h i r t y - s e v e n  p e rc e n t  ( n = l l ) i n d i c a t e d  

no p a r t i c i p a t i o n  or  not enough to  expec t  a b e n e f i t .  Twenty-seven p e r ­

cen t  (n=8 ) gave neg a t iv e  comments about the  Commission r a t h e r  than 

i d e n t i f i e d  b e n e f i t s  and the  s m a l l e s t  p e rcen tag e ,  t h i r t e e n  p e r c e n t  (n=4) 

i d e n t i f i e d  b e n e f i t s  from p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  Chi square  s t a t i s t i c s  i n d i c a t e  

s i g n i f i c a n c e  a t  the  .05 leve l  fo r  between group d i f f e r e n c e s  in two 

re sponses .  For no b e n e f i t  a l a r g e r  p ro p o r t io n  o f  top  funded than 

bottom funded and p r i v a t e  top than p r i v a t e  bottom funded i n d i c a t e d  no 

b e n e f i t  (x =4.886 and 5.5414 r e s p e c t i v e l y ) .  For no p a r t i c i p a t i o n  

as a response  a l a r g e r  p ro p o r t io n  o f  the  bottom funded than the  top



TABLE 15

Frequencies and Chi Square S t a t i s t i c s  fo r  Group Responses on B e n e fits  From P a r tic ip a tio n

Be n ef i t s  Total  
Yes

(n=30)
No

Groups By 
Funding Level 
(Top n=15: Bottom n=15) 

Yes No x2

Groups By 
Sanction  
(Publ ic  n=6: 
Private n=24)

Yes No x

Private  Sanction  
Top Funded (n=9):
By Private  Sanction  
Bottom Funded (n=15) 

Yes No x^

Public Sanction-Top 
Funded (n=6): By 
Private Sanction  
Top Funded (n=9)

Yes No x‘

Be ne f i t
Indicated

4 25 Top
Bottom

1
3

14
12 .2885 Public  

Pri vate
0
4

6
20 .1622 Pri .T.  

Pri .B.
1
3

8
12 0 Pub.T.

Pri .T.
0
1

6
8 0

No Benef i t 13 17 Top
Bottom

10
3

5
12 4.885* Public

Private
4

10
2

14 .4101
Pri .T.
Pri .B.

7
3

2
12 5.5314* Pub.T.

Pri .T.
4
7

2
2 .0014

Negative
Comment

8 22 Top
Bottom

5
3

10
12 .1705 Public  

Private
3
3

3
19 .8629 Pri .T.

Pri .B .
2
3

7
12 .1516 Pub.T.

Pri .T .
3
2

3
7 .0312

No
P a r t i c ip a t io n

11 19 Top
Bottom

2
9

13
6 5.167* Public

Private
1

10
5

14 .4395 Pri .T.  
Pri .B.

1
9

8
6

/
3.702 Pub.T.

Pri .T .
1
1

5
8 .0216

v =Trend

* a .05 Level o f  S i g n i f ic a n c e



- 8 3 -
2

funded in d ic a te d  no p a r t i c i p a t i o n  (x =5 .167).  A t r en d  i s  sugges ted 

towards d i f f e r e n c e  in the  no p a r t i c i p a t i o n  response  between p r i v a t e  

bottom and p r i v a t e  top funded groups with the  p r i v a t e  bottom group 

i n d i c a t i n g  no p a r t i c i p a t i o n  more than the  top group (x =3 .702).

The county o f f i c i a l  in d i c a t e d  no b e n e f i t .  The c i t y  o f f i c i a l  

responded t h a t  the  da ta  provided from the  Commission's a c t i v i t i e s  along 

with sp ec ia l  m a te r ia l  supp l ied  from the  Commission to  the  c i t y  upon 

re q u e s t  has been he lp fu l  in  d e c i s io n  making a t  the  c i t y  l e v e l .  Both 

d e c i s io n  makers in the  funding o rg a n iz a t i o n s  responded t h a t  t h e r e  was 

no b e n e f i t  from p a r t i c i p a t i o n  o f  t h e i r  members in the  Commission but 

both d e sc r ib ed  p o s s ib l e  f u t u r e  b e n e f i t s  f o r  t h e i r  o r g a n iz a t i o n s .

B en e f i t s  t h a t  were i n d i c a t e d  by the  t h i r t e e n  p e rcen t  (n=4) o f  the  

d e c i s io n  makers were coded and placed in to  t h r e e  c a te g o re s :

1. Data from the  a c t i v i t i e s  suppor ts  the  importance of  
th e  o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  programs. ( n = l )

2.  Data o r  Commission work has been he lp fu l  in  
d e c i s io n  making. (n=l)

3. Data o r  Commission work gave usefu l  o r  he lpfu l  in format ion  
e . g . ,  in fo rm at ion  on how to  w r i t e  p ro p o s a l s .  (n=2 )

Negative comments by th e  d e c i s io n  makers were placed  i n to  t h r e e  c a t e g o r ­

i e s .  Twenty-seven p e rc en t  (n=8 ) of the  d e c i s io n  makers gave n ega t ive  

comments in  one of  the  fo l lowing c a t e g o r i e s :

1. Data o r  da ta  g a th e r in g  process  was not adequate  o r  o f  
poor q u a ! i t y .  (n=3)

2. Data o r  da ta  g a th e r in g  process  was not he lp fu l  or 
u sea b le .  (n=3).

3. Data made no impact on d e c i s io n s  o r  t h e r e  was no 
plan f o r  implementing f in d in g s  from the  d a t a .  (n=2 )
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Futu re  b e n e f i t s  from the  Commission i d e n t i f i e d  by the  d e c i s io n  

makers in the  funding  o rg a n iz a t i o n s  were r e l a t e d  to  i n c re a s in g  c o s t  

e f f e c t i v e n e s s  in t h e i r  o rg a n iz a t i o n s  and in c re a s in g  a l l o c a t i o n s  f o r  

human s e r v i c e s  by the  government.

E f fe c t iv e n e ss  o f  The Commission

The l a s t  q u e s t io n  which the  d e c i s io n  makers were asked concerned 

t h e i r  pe rcep t io n  of  the  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of  the  Commission in c a r r y in g  out 

the  a c t i v i t i e s .  Table 16 summarizes t h e i r  r e sponses .  The l a r g e s t  

pe rcen tag e ,  f o r t y - t h r e e  p e rcen t  (n=13) o f  the  d e c i s io n  makers responded 

t h a t  they  d id  not have enough knowledge of  the  Commission to  g ive  an 

assessment  of  i t s  performance.  The nex t  h ig h e s t  pe rcen tag e ,  f o r t y  p e r ­

cen t  (n=12) gave neg a t iv e  comments about the  Commission. Seventeen 

p e rcen t  (n=5) gave p o s i t i v e  comments. Chi square  s t a t i s t i c s  sugges t  

t r e n d s  towards d i f f e r e n c e s  between groups in two re sponses .  A l a r g e r  

p rop o r t io n  o f  the  p r i v a t e  top  than the  p r i v a t e  bottom group gave negat ive  

comments about the  Commission (x =2.240).  A l a r g e r  p ro p o r t io n  o f  the  

bottom funded group than the  top funded group in d i c a t e d  lack  o f  knowledge 

of  the  Commission and consequent i n a b i l i t y  to  a s s e s s  i t s  performance 

(x =2.171).  A l a r g e r  p ro p o r t io n  o f  the  p r i v a t e  bottom funded group 

than the  p r i v a t e  top funded group a l so  i n d i c a t e d  lack  o f  knowledge o f  the  

Commission and consequent i n a b i l i t y  to  a s s e s s  i t s  performance (x =3.702).

The county o f f i c i a l  i n d ic a te d  no e f f e c t i v e n e s s  and a l so  gave a 

n ega t ive  comment about the  Commission. The c i t y  o f f i c i a l  gave a p o s i t i v e  

comment about the  Commission. The d e c i s io n  makers from the  funding
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o r g a n iz a t io n s  gave c o n d i t io n a l  comments and the  D i re c to r  o f  the  Com­

miss ion  in d ic a te d  he thought  i t  was doing as well as i t  could in the  

c i rcum stances .

Decision makers from the  sample of  s e r v i c e  prov id ing  o rg a n iz a ­

t i o n s  who gave p o s i t i v e  comments about the  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  the  

Commission, ten  p e rcen t  (n=3),  s a id  e i t h e r  t h a t  the  s t a f f  were good or  

c r e d i b l e  or  t h a t  the  a c t i v i t i e s  or  d a ta  from the  Commission have been 

usefu l o r  h e l p f u l .  Some of  the  d e c i s io n  makers who gave n ega t ive  

comments about the  Commission, f o r t y  p e rc en t  (n=12),  sa id  the  d a ta  or  

process  f o r  ga th e r in g  the  da ta  was inadequate  or  q u e s t io n a b le .  Some 

o f  those  with neg a t iv e  comments sa id  the  Commission has not produced a 

usefu l product o r  change as a r e s u l t  o f  i t s  a c t i v i t i e s .  Others sa id  

th e  Commission was a t t em p t in g  to  do a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  could not be done 

and /o r  were i n a p p r o p r i a t e .  L a s t ly ,  some s a id  t h a t  r e l a t i o n s  between the  

d e c i s io n  makers in the  funding or  s e r v i c e  p rov id ing  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  and 

the  Commission were poor or  inadequa te .

Those d e c i s io n  makers who gave c o n d i t io n a l  comments, seven p e r ­

c en t  (n=5),  sa id  t h a t  the  Commission was s t i l l  in  the  s tag es  o f  e s t a b ­

l i s h i n g  i t s e l f ,  t h a t  i t  was b e t t e r  than noth ing  or  an improvement over 

the  p a s t .

The c i t y  o f f i c i a l  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  the  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of  the  

Commission could be documented and t h a t  the  e f f e c t i v e  a c t i v i t i e s  con­

s i s t e d  mainly o f  p rov id ing  in format ion  t h a t  has been he lpfu l  in d e c i s io n  

making a t  the  c i t y  l e v e l .  The county o f f i c i a l  gave a nega t ive  comment 

t h a t  th e re  has been no v i a b le  product from the  Commission's a c t i v i t i e s .
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Both o f  the  d e c i s io n  makers from the  funding o r g a n iz a t i o n s  gave the  

c o n d i t io n a l  comments t h a t  i t  was too e a r l y  to  a s s e s s  the  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  

o f  the  Commission. The D i re c to r  a sse ssed  the  Commission's work as 

t e c h n i c a l l y  good and usefu l  as f a r  as th e  needs a ssessm en t ,  re sou rce  

development and s e r v i c e  p r i o r i t i z a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s .  The g o a l - s e t t i n g  

and in fo rm at ion  management a c t i v i t i e s  were d e sc r ib e d  by him as useful 

to  o rg a n iz a t i o n s  as they  could be because of  the  lack  o f  s t a f f  in 

o rg a n iz a t io n s  with th e  necessa ry  s k i l l s  to  use th e  da ta  from the  

a c t i v i t i e s .

Summary of  Domain and Domain Consensus Sec t ion

The preceding d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  the  d e c i s io n  makers '  p e rc ep t io n s  o f  

the  primary domain o f  the  Commission, i . e . ,  community-wide c o o r d in a t io n ,  

and a c t i v i t i e s  o f  the  Commission to  c a r r y  out the  domain, i . e . ,  needs 

assessment ,  g o a l - s e t t i n g ,  e t c . ,  sugges ts  low suppor t  o f  the  d e c i s io n  

makers f o r  the  domain and a c t i v i t i e s  o f  the  Commission. The in te rv iew s  

on co o rd in a t io n  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  community-wide c o o r d i n a t i o n ,  the  domain 

o f  the  Commission, was the  type o f  co o rd in a t io n  perce ived  as l e a s t  

p r e s en t  by the  d e c i s io n  makers.  The top funded groups pe rce ived  i t  more 

o f ten  as p r e s e n t  than d e c i s io n  makers from the  bottom funded groups.  

Their  unders tand ing  o f  what c o n s t i t u t e s  community-wide co o rd in a t io n  was 

shown to  d i f f e r .  For some i t  was program or  problem a rea  p lanning 

between s e r v i c e  p ro v id e r  o r g a n iz a t io n s  while  f o r  o t h e r s  i t  was planning 

which takes  p lace  in funding o rg a n iz a t i o n s  or as the  r e s u l t  o f  the  

Commission's a c t i v i t i e s .
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Domain concerns  in o rg a n iz a t i o n s  was the  dominant type  o f  con­

s t r a i n t  to  c o o rd in a t io n  i d e n t i f i e d  by the  d e c i s io n  makers. More of  

the  top funded group i d e n t i f i e d  l e g i s l a t i v e  and funding requ irem ents  as 

c o n s t r a i n t s  whereas more of  the  bottom funded groups i d e n t i f i e d  r e ­

source d e f i c i t s  in t h e i r  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  as c o n s t r a i n t s .  Se rv ice  p ro v id ­

ing o r g a n iz a t io n s  as the  implementing o r g a n iz a t i o n  f o r  co o rd in a t io n  

were chosen as f r e q u e n t l y  as a Commission type  o rg a n iz a t i o n .

The Commission's a t tem pts  through i t s  a c t i v i t i e s  to  c a r ry  out i t s  

domain were not p e rc e iv e d ,  f o r  the  most p a r t ,  by d e c i s io n  makers as 

important or e f f e c t i v e .  Resource development was the  a c t i v i t y  pe rce ived  

as most va luab le  followed by in fo rm at ion  management. G o a l - s e t t i n g ,  

s e r v ice  p r i o r i t i z a t i o n  and the  needs assessment a c t i v i t i e s  were p e r ­

ceived by the  d e c i s io n  makers as l e a s t  va lu ab le  to  t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  

More of the  d e c i s io n  makers in the  p ub l ic  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  in d i c a t e d  t h a t  

none of  the  a c t i v i t i e s  were o f  va lue and more in the  bottom funded 

o rg a n iz a t io n s  chose s e r v i c e  p r i o r i t i z a t i o n  as a l e a s t  va lu ab le  a c t i v i t y .  

Resource development as a l e a s t  va luab le  a c t i v i t y  was chosen more by 

d ec i s io n  makers in p r i v a t e  o r g a n iz a t i o n s .

In r e l a t i o n  to  a c t i v i t i e s  the  Commission should do but has not i t s  

f i r s t  two y e a r s ,  the  l a r g e s t  percen tage  o f  d e c i s io n  makers de sc r ibed  

s e r v ice  d e l iv e r y  or  program planning types  o f  a c t i v i t i e s .

As f a r  as p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in the  Commission, the  l a r g e s t  pe rcen tage  

o f  d ec is ion  makers i n d i c a t e d  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in the  needs a ssessm en t /  

s e r v ice  p r i o r i t i z a t i o n  a c t i v i t y  and the  next l a r g e s t  pe rcen tage  in d i c a t e d  

no . p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  Decision makers in the  top funded o r g a n iz a t i o n s  more
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f r eq u e n t ly  were funders  and board members o f  the  Commission and a 

l a r g e r  p ropo r t ion  o f  the  d e c i s io n  makers in the  bottom funded o rg a n iz a ­

t i o n s  i n d ic a ted  no p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  R e la t ive  to  b e n e f i t s  from p a r t i c i p a ­

t i o n ,  the  l a r g e s t  pe rcen tage  o f  d e c i s io n  makers i n d i c a t e d  no b e n e f i t  

and the  next h ig h e s t  pe rcen tage  in d i c a te d  no p a r t i c i p a t i o n  o r . n o t  

enough to  expec t  a b e n e f i t .  More d e c i s io n  makers from the  top funded 

o rg a n iz a t io n s  i n d i c a t e d  no b e n e f i t  and more from the  bottom funded 

o rg a n iz a t io n s  i n d i c a t e d  no p a r t i c i p a t i o n .

In a s s e s s in g  the  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of  the  Commission, the  l a r g e s t  

p ropor t ion  o f  the  d e c i s io n  makers in d ic a te d  they  d id  not have enough 

knowledge of  the  Commission to  g ive  an assessment o f  i t s  e f f e c t i v e n e s s .  

The next h ig h e s t  pe rcen tage  gave n ega t ive  comments about i t s  e f f e c t i v e ­

ness .  More o f  the  d e c i s io n  makers in the  top p r i v a t e  funded o rg a n iz a ­

t i o n s  than the  bottom funded o rg a n iz a t i o n s  gave neg a t iv e  comments. More 

o f  the  d e c i s io n  makers in the  bottom funded o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  however, 

in d ic a te d  i n s u f f i c i e n t  knowledge to  a s s e s s  the  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  the  

Commi s s ion .

Throughout th e  in te rv ie w s  the  county and c i t y  o f f i c i a l s  d i f f e r e d  

in t h e i r  p e rc e p t io n s  of  both co o rd in a t io n  and the  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  the  

Commission. The d e c i s io n  makers in the  funding o r g a n iz a t i o n s  were 

g e n e ra l ly  s i m i l a r  in t h e i r  p e rc ep t io n s  o f  c o o rd in a t io n  and th e  Commis­

s i o n ' s  a c t i v i t i e s .  The i r  comments were g e n e r a l ly  t e n t a t i v e  and co n d i ­

t i o n a l l y  s u p p o r t iv e  o f  the  Commission. The D i re c to r  had a g e n e r a l l y  

p o s i t i v e  view of  h is  o r g a n iz a t i o n  and gave good r a t i n g s  f o r  th e  a c t i v i ­

t i e s  r e l a t i v e  to  t h e i r  u s e f u ln e s s  and the  p rocess  used to  c a r r y  them ou t .
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Those a c t i v i t i e s  which were pe rce ived  by him as not as u s e f u l ,  i . e . ,  

g o a l - s e t t i n g  and in fo rm at ion  management, were i d e n t i f i e d  as weak in 

r e l a t i o n  to  a lack  o f  marketing by the  Commission and lack  o f  s t a f f  in

o rg a n iz a t i o n s  to  use d a ta  from the  a c t i v i t i e s .

The next s e c t i o n  o f  t h i s  c h a p te r  d e sc r ib e s  the  d a ta  ob ta ined  from

o b se rv a t io n s  o f  the  Commission's  board meet ings on 1979 o b j e c t i v e s .

O rg an iza t io n -S e t  and G o a l -S e t t in g  
During Commission Board Meetings

The o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  o f  th e  Commission i s  a l l  of the  human se r v ice  

o r g a n iz a t io n s  in the  Columbus m e t ro p o l i t an  a rea  along with the  county 

and c i t y  governments. Given the  domain of  the  Commission, i . e . ,  to  p r o ­

vide f o r  community-wide c o o rd in a t io n  o f  human s e r v i c e s ,  a l l  human se r v ice  

o rg a n iz a t i o n s  a re  p o t e n t i a l  r e c i p i e n t s  o f  a c t i v i t y  from the  Commission 

and, t h e r e f o r e ,  p a r t  o f  i t s  domain as r e c i p i e n t s  o f  i t s  p ro d u c t s ,  i . e . ,  

ou tpu t  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  Those o r g a n iz a t i o n s  t h a t  provide  f i n a n c in g ,  s t a f f  

and board members f o r  the  Commission a re  p a r t  o f  i t s  domain as inpu t  

o r g a n iz a t i o n s .  The Commission re c e iv e s  a l l  o f  i t s  funding from a few 

major funders  in i t s  loca l  s e t t i n g ,  i . e . ,  county and c i t y  governments,  

United Way and CAMACO. R ep re se n ta t iv e s  from th e se  funding bodies  are  

rep re se n te d  on the  board o f  the  Commission and in some cases  have given 

s t a f f  a s s i s t a n c e  to  th e  Commission.

According to  th e  i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  p r o p o s i t i o n s  used in t h i s  

s tudy ,  s ince  the  in p u t  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  f o r  the  Commission a re  few in 

number and s ince  each c o n t r o l s  a major share  of  the  fund ing ,  they should 

be dominant in th e  Commission's g o a l - s e t t i n g .
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G o a l - s e t t i n g  i s  the  process  an o rg a n iz a t i o n  uses  to  a d j u s t  i t s  . 

domain to  i t s  environment and more s p e c i f i c a l l y  to  i t s  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t .  

The o b j e c t iv e s  o f  the  Commission a re  i t s  goals  f o r  the  coming y e a r .

Since d e c i s io n s  about the  o b j e c t iv e s  are  made dur ing  i t s  board m eet ings ,  

the  meetings provide  one occasion to  observe a g o a l - s e t t i n g  p rocess  in 

the  Commission. They a l so  provide an oppo r tu n i ty  to  observe th e  i n t e r ­

ac t io n s  and r o l e s  o f  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  from the  Commission's i n p u t  o r g a n i ­

z a t i o n s  r e l a t i v e  to  g o a l - s e t t i n g  in the  Commission.

There were two board meetings which p r im a r i l y  d e a l t  w ith  1979 

o b je c t iv e s  o f  the  Commission, i . e . ,  January 25, 1979, and February 8 , 

1979, meet ings .  At the  f i r s t  meet ing,  January  25, o b j e c t i v e s  were p r e ­

sented  by the  s t a f f  t o  the  members of  the  board.  The o b j e c t i v e s  had not 

been d iscussed  by the  s t a f f  with the  members, with  the  excep t ion  of  the  

cha i rpe rson  and two o th e r  members, or n e g o t i a t ed  with them. At the  

February 8 meet ing ,  however, most of  the  o b j e c t i v e s  had been d i scussed  

by the  s t a f f  with the  members and n e g o t ia ted  with them before  th e  meet­

ing .  The January  25 m ee t ing ,consequen t ly ,p rov ided  more o f  an o p p o r tu n i ty  

to  observe the  in f lu en c e  and dominance of  members during g o a l - s e t t i n g  

s ince  the February 8 meeting was more the  r e s u l t  o f  n e g o t i a t i o n s  before  

the  meeting.  The o b j e c t i v e s  which were d iscussed  and voted on a t  those  

two meetings a re  p re sen ted  in Table 21

Tables 17 to  20 de sc r ib e  the  t o p ic s  and sequences o f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  

by the  board members and s t a f f  dur ing the  meet ings  r e l a t i v e  to  fo u r  gross  

types  of  p a r t i c i p a t i o n :
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1. I n i t i a t e  a t o p i c  or  a p o in t  o f  d i s c u s s io n .

2. Respond to  an i n i t i a t i o n  o r  qu es t io n  or  ano ther  
p a r t i c i p a n t ' s  response  to  an i n i t i a t i o n  or  q u e s t io n .

3. Question o r  re q u e s t  f o r  an answer,  op in ion  or  response  t o  
an in q u i ry .

4. Call f o r  a vote  on a t o p i c .

As expla ined  in Chapter 3 (p. 4 0 ) ,  each o f  the  meetings i s  de­

sc r ib ed  r e l a t i v e  to  the  dominant p a r t i c i p a n t s  accord ing  to  the  number o f  

t r a n s a c t i o n s  they were r e s p o n s ib le  f o r  dur ing  the  meetings and according  

to  t h e i r  type of  p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  A t r a n s a c t i o n  i s  an i n c id e n t  o f  a gross  

type o f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  I m p l i c i t  in the  d e f i n i t i o n  i s  the  no t ion  t h a t  

the  i n c id e n t  involves  more than one person  in some r o l e ,  i . e . ,  r e c e iv in g  

in fo rm a t io n ,  communicating, q u e s t i o n i n g , e t c .  The p r i o r i t y  o f  the  

to p i c s  the  p a r t i c i p a n t s  are  involved in i s  a l s o  i n d i c a t e d .  The p r i o r i t y  

o f  a to p ic  i s  de f ined  by the  number o f  t r a n s a c t i o n s  and by the  number o f  

p a r t i c i p a n t s  involved in the  sequence of t r a n s a c t i o n s  about the  t o p i c .  

Those t o p ic s  with the  l a r g e s t  number o f  t r a n s a c t i o n s  and p a r t i c i p a n t s  in 

a sequence have the  h ig h e s t  p r i o r i t y .

Since da ta  was not obta ined  about the  n e g o t i a t i o n s  by p a r t i c i p a n t s  

o u ts id e  the  m eet ings ,  the  da ta  on the  m ee t ings ,  p re sen ted  below, prov ides  

only one i n d i c a t o r  o f  the  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  o f  th e  in p u t  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  in the  

g o a l - s e t t i n g  process  o f  the  Commission. The d a ta  on dominant p a r t i c i ­

p a n t s ,  types  and sequences o f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  and p r i o r i t y  o f  t o p i c s  does 

p rov ide ,  however, a focused view of the  i n t e r a c t i o n s  o f  the  r e p r e s e n t a ­

t i v e s  from the  inpu t  o rg a n iz a t io n s  r e l a t i v e  to  the  1979 goals  o r  o b j e c ­

t i v e s  of  the  Commission.



The d a t a ,  as p re sen ted  below, sugges ts  t h a t  a t  the  January  25 

meet ing,  the  county o f f i c i a l  was a dominant p a r t i c i p a n t  as a q u e s t i o n e r  

and re sponder .  The D i re c to r  was dominant as an i n i t i a t o r  and re sponder ,  

and the  communi ty-a t - la rge  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  was dominant as a q u e s t i o n e r .

At the  February 8 meet ing ,  the  CAMACO r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  was dominant as 

a q u e s t i o n e r .  The D i re c to r  was dominant as a r e sponder ,  and the  

Community Serv ices  Department r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  became dominant dur ing  the  

d i s cu s s io n  about one of  the  t o p i c s .  The top  t h r e e  t o p i c s  a t  the  January 

meeting were: c a l l  f o r  a vote  to  t a b l e  the  o b j e c t i v e s ;  o b j e c t i v e  s i x ,

i . e . ,  Commission as convenor o f  a p p r o p r i a t e  a c t o r s  f o r  s e r v i c e  d e l iv e r y  

p lann ing ;  p e t i t i o n  f o r  endorsement o f  funding r e q u e s t  from g u e s t  o r g a n i ­

z a t i o n .  The top th r e e  t o p i c s  a t  the  February 8 meeting were: o b j e c t iv e

t e n ,  i . e . ,  development of  neighborhood co u n c i l s  through the  c i t y  council  

committee on neighborhoods; o b j e c t i v e  one ,  i . e . ,  re sou rce  development; 

vote to  d e l e t e  o b j e c t i v e s  ten  from the  l i s t  o f  o b j e c t i v e s .

January  25 Meeting

At the  January  25 meet ing ,  as d e sc r ib ed  in Tables 17 and 18, the 

county o f f i c i a l  (E) was the  dominant board member with seventeen  pe rcen t  

(n=8 ) of the  t r a n s a c t i o n s  a t t r i b u t e d  to  him. Most of  the  t r a n s a c t i o n s  he 

was r e s p o n s ib le  f o r  took p lace  r e l a t i v e  to  t o p i c s  t h a t  were o f  top 

p r i o r i t y .  His p a r t i c i p a t i o n  was l a r g e l y  one of  q u e s t i o n e r  and responder  

in an adversa ry  r o l e  opposing the  o b j e c t i v e s .  The h ig h e s t  p r i o r i t y  to p ic  

was e lev e n ,  i . e . ,  t a b l i n g  o f  the  o b j e c t i v e s  u n t i l  the  next  meet ing.

During d i s cu s s io n  of  the  motion to  t a b l e  the  o b j e c t i v e s ,  the  county



TABLE 17

Chart o f P a r t ic ip a tio n  o f Board Members and S ta f f  a t January 25 Meeting

Types of
P a r t i c i p a t i o n __________________________________Members_____________________   n o

A B C D E F G H I J K
I n i t i a t e 1 ,2 ,5 ,

7.12
4,9 3 , 6 , 8 ,

10
11 11 11 14 .30

Respond 2 , 4 , 5 , 7 ,  
11 ,12

4,9 11 7,9,11 7,7 11 9,11 12 19 .40

Question 2 4 , 4 , 7 ,
9

7 5 ,7 ,9 ,
l? 2 11 23

Call f o r  
a vote

12 n,11
3 .07

n 11 4 4 2 8 2 2 4 0 6 4 47 1 .0 0

P .23 .09 .09 .04 .17 .04 .04 .09 0 .12 .09 1-00

Votes (Y=yes: N=no) Total  Vote 
Y N

#11 Table 
Objectives Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 15 0

#12 Endorse 
Request Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 15 0

Members

A=Director 
B=Staff #1 
C=Staff #2 
D=United Way R espresen ta t ive
E=County O f f i c i a l

F=City O f f i c i a l  J=Community-at-large
G=County Welfare Department Represen ta t ive

Represen ta t ive  K=0ther board members and
H=CAMAC0 Represen ta t ive  one guest  (n=8 )
I =Community Serv ice  Represen ta t ive  (City Department)

I10-C*I



TABLE 18

Topic, Sequence and P r io r i t y  o f P a r t ic ip a tio n  a t January 25 Meeting

Topic* Sequence of  p a r t i c i p a t i o n P r i o r i t y  (Based on # of  Trans­
ac t io n s  and # o f  P a r t i c i p a n t s )

1 . In t ro d u c t io n  to  1979 o b je c t iv e s 1 - no d i s cu s s io n 8

2 . P r e se n ta t io n  of  o b j e c t iv e  one 2A - 2D - 2K - 2A 6

3. P re se n ta t io n  of  o b je c t iv e  two 3 - no d i s cu s s io n 8

4. P re se n ta t io n  of  o b j e c t iv e  th re e 4B - 4E - 4B - 4E -  4A 5

5. P re se n ta t io n  o f  o b j e c t iv e  four 5A - 5J - 5A 7

6 . P r e se n ta t i o n  o f  o b j e c t iv e  f iv e 5 - no d i s cu s s io n 8

7. P re se n ta t io n  of  o b j e c t iv e  s ix 7A-7J-7F-7E-7F-7E-7H-7A 2

8 . P r e se n ta t io n  of  o b je c t iv e  seven 8 -  no d i scuss ion 8

9. P re se n ta t io n  o f  o b j e c t iv e  e ig h t 9B - 9J - 9B - 9E - 9J 4

1 0 . P r e se n ta t io n  o f  o b j e c t iv e  nine 10 - no d i scu ss io n 8

1 1 . Call f o r  vote on o b je c t iv e s  
(Table o b j e c t iv e s )

11K-11E-11J-11 E-l 1 D-11H 
11K-llA-11G-11 K

1

1 2 . Request f o r  endorsement of funding 
req u es t  from guest  o rg an iza t io n

12A-12J-12K-12K-12H 3

I
VO

* L i s t  of o b je c t iv e s  i s  in Table 21 T
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o f f i c i a l  i n i t i a t e d  d i s c u s s io n  to  t a b l e  the  o b j e c t i v e s  and responded in 

support  o f  o th e r  members nega t ive  comments about the  o b j e c t i v e .  Other 

t o p i c s  the  o f f i c i a l  was a p a r t i c i p a n t  in  a r e :  t o p i c  seven,  second

p r i o r i t y ;  to p ic  n in e ,  f o u r th  p r i o r i t y ;  t o p i c  f o u r ,  f i f t h  p r i o r i t y .  In 

each of the  t o p i c s  he ques t ioned  an o b j e c t i v e  p re sen ted  by s t a f f  and 

in  one i n s t a n c e ,  t o p i c  seven,  responded n e g a t i v e ly  to  ano ther  board 

member, c i t y  o f f i c i a l  (F ) ,  who responded in f avo r  o f  an o b j e c t i v e  he 

ob jec ted  to .

The communi ty-a t - large  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  (J )  with r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  

f o r  twelve p e rcen t  (n=6 ) o f  the  t r a n s a c t i o n s  dur ing  the  meeting fol lowed 

the  county o f f i c i a l  in  dominance a t  the  meet ing.  The r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  

was p r im a r i ly  a q u e s t i o n e r  dur ing  the  meeting and l i k e  the  county 

o f f i c i a l  opposed the  o b j e c t i v e s  p re sen ted  by the  s t a f f .  The community- 

a t - l a r g e  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  a l so  was involved with  many o f  the  top  p r i o r i t y  

t o p i c s ,  i . e . ,  t o p i c  e l e v e n ,  top p r i o r i t y ;  t o p i c  seven ,  second p r i o r i t y ;  

t o p i c  tw elve ,  t h i r d  p r i o r i t y ;  to p i c  n in e ,  f o u r th  p r i o r i t y ;  t o p i c  f i v e ,  

seventh  p r i o r i t y .  The D i re c to r  (A) as the  p r in c ip a l  p r e s e n t e r  o f  the  

o b j e c t iv e s  and responder  to  q u e s t io n s  about them was the  most dominant 

p a r t i c i p a n t  a t  the  meeting with tw e n ty - th re e  p e rcen t  ( n = l l ) o f  the  

t r a n s a c t i o n s  a t t r i b u t e d  to him. The o th e r  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  from the  

inpu t  o rg a n iz a t i o n s  o f  the  Commission bes ide  the  county o f f i c i a l ,  i . e . ,  

c i t y  o f f i c i a l  (F ) ,  United Way r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  (D) and CAMACO r e p r e s e n t a ­

t i v e  (H) were not as dominant as the  county o f f i c i a l  or  community-at-  

l a rg e  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e .  The c i t y  o f f i c i a l  (F) was r e s p o n s ib l e  f o r  four
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p e rc en t  (r._2 ) o f  the  t r a n s a c t i o n s  and p a r t i c i p a t e d  as a responder  in 

suppor t  o f  the  o b je c t iv e s  as p resen ted  by the  D i re c to r .  The United 

Way r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  (D) was r e s p o n s ib le  f o r  fou r  p e rcen t  (n=2) o f  the  

t r a n s a c t i o n s  and p a r t i c i p a t e d  as a q u e s t i o n e r  and responder .  The United 

Way r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  ques t ioned  the  v i a b i l i t y  of  one o b j e c t i v e  and 

supported  the  motion to  t a b l e  the  o b j e c t i v e s  u n t i l  the  next  meet ing.

The CAMACO r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  was r e s p o n s ib le  f o r  e i g h t  p e rc en t  (n=4) of  the  

t r a n s a c t i o n s .  The r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  engaged in each type o f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  

and was not s u p p o r t iv e  o f  the  o b j e c t i v e s .  The CAMACO r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  did 

suppor t  the  l a s t  t o p i c  to  endorse a gues t  o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  r e q u e s t  f o r  

funding by c a l l i n g  f o r  the  vote  and vo t ing  in f avo r  o f  the  r e q u e s t .  The 

r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  from the  county w el fa re  depar tment (G) who was r e s p o n s i ­

ble  f o r  fou r  p e rc en t  (n=2 ) of  the  t r a n s a c t i o n s  supported  the  motion to  

t a b l e  the  o b j e c t i v e s  u n t i l  the  next  meet ing.

The r a t i o n a l e  g iven by the  county o f f i c i a l  f o r  opposing th e  ob­

j e c t i v e s  during the  meeting was t h a t  they were too broad and would,  

t h e r e f o r e ,  not meet th e  need f o r  the  Commission to  have p roduc ts  by the  

end o f  1979 to  prove i t s  worth to  funde rs .  The county o f f i c i a l  was 

p r im a r i l y  concerned th roughout  the  meeting with the  Commission's 

a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  to  i t s  fu n d e r s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  to  the  county as i t s  funde r .

The United Way r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  was a l so  concerned about the  need f o r  the  

Commission to  have p roduc ts  by the  end of 1979 and r a i s e d  t h i s  i s s u e  in 

the  q ues t ion  in to p i c  two. The CAMACO r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  was concerned about 

the  c r i t e r i a  the  s t a f f  used to  decide  on the  o b j e c t i v e s  and e s p e c i a l l y
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on the  s t a f f ' s  r a t i o n a l e  f o r  o b j e c t i v e  e i g h t  in  t o p i c  n in e ,  i . e . ,  

neighborhood counci l  development through a s s i s t a n c e  to  th e  c i t y  

committee on neighborhoods .  The CAMACO r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  was concerned 

about the  r e s p r s e n t a t i v e n e s s  o f  the  o b j e c t i v e s  r e l a t i v e  to  the  Commis­

s i o n ' s  needs assessment and s e r v i c e  p r i o r i t i z a t i o n  d a t a ,  i . e . ,  how did 

they  r e f l e c t  t h a t  d a ta?  The communi ty -a t - la rge  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  had the  

same concerns  as the  CAMACO r e p r e s e n t a t i v e .  The o t h e r  members o f  the  

board (K) were r e s p o n s ib le  f o r  e i g h t  p e rc en t  (n=4) o f  th e  t r a n s a c t i o n s  

and were g e n e r a l ly  neu t ra l  in t h e i r  assessment o f  th e  o b j e c t i v e s .  The 

motion to  t a b l e  the  o b j e c t i v e s  passed unanimously as d id  the  motion to 

endorse  the  re q u e s t  o f  the  g ues t  o r g a n iz a t i o n  f o r  funding .

In summary the  county o f f i c i a l  (E) p a r t i c i p a t e d  in most o f  the  

p r i o r i t y  t o p i c s  dur ing  the  January  25 meet ing.  The o f f i c i a l ' s  p a r t i c i ­

p a t ion  was l a r g e l y  as a q u e s t i o n e r  and responder  in an ad v e rsa ry  ro l e  

opposing the  o b j e c t i v e s .  The primary concern o f  the  o f f i c i a l  v/as t h a t  

the  Commission needed to provide  i t s  worth to  i t s  fu n d e r s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  

the  county as one of  i t s  fu n d e rs ,  by having p roduc ts  t h a t  proved i t s  

worth by the  end o f  1979. The D i re c to r  (A) v/as a dominant member as the 

p r e s e n t e r  and responder r e l a t i v e  to  the  s t a f f ' s  p r e s e n t a t i o n  of  the  

o b j e c t i v e s .  The community-a t- large  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  (J )  a l so  v/as dominant 

as a q u e s t i o n e r  and v/as opposed to  the  o b j e c t i v e s  on the  b a s i s  t h a t  the  

c r i t e r i a  used by the  s t a f f  to  develop the  o b j e c t i v e s  was n e i t h e r  c l e a r  

nor in some cases  a cc e p tab le .  The o th e r  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  from the  inpu t  

o r g a n iz a t io n s  of  the  Commission beside the  county ,  i . e . ,  c i t y  (F ) ,
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Uni ted  Way (D) and CAMACO (H) were not as dominant as the  county or  

community-a t- large  members. The c i t y  o f f i c i a l  (F) i s  the  only r e p r e ­

s e n t a t i v e  who supported  an o b j e c t i v e  by responding in f avo r  o f  

o b j e c t i v e  s ix  in t o p i c  seven in response  t o  an o b je c t io n  by the  county 

o f f i c i a l  (E) to  the  o b j e c t i v e .  In g e n e r a l ,  the  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  did  

not support  the  o b j e c t i v e s ,  and the  o b j e c t i v e s  were t a b le d  unanimously 

u n t i l  the  next meeting.

February 8 Meeting

At the  February 8 meet ing ,  as d e sc r ib ed  in Tables 18 and 19, the  

CAMACO r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  (H) v/as the  dominant board member. The r e p r e s e n ­

t a t i v e  was r e s p o n s ib l e  f o r  s ix te e n  p e rc e n t  (n=5) o f  the  t r a n s a c t i o n s  

which took p lace .  The r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  p a r t i c i p a t e d  as a q u e s t i o n e r  in 

an adversa ry  r o l e  opposing t h r e e  of  the  o b j e c t i v e s  which were p re sen ted .  

The to p ic s  the  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  p a r t i c i p a t e d  in were in the  top p r i o r i t y :  

t o p i c  one, p r i o r i t y  one,  t o p i c  f o u r ,  f o u r th  p r i o r i t y  and to p i c  f i v e ,  

t h i r d  p r i o r i t y .  Topic one and t o p i c  f i v e  a re  both on o b j e c t i v e  t e n ,  

neighborhood c o u n c i l s .  Although the  CAMACO r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  opposed the  

o b je c t iv e  in h is  q u es t io n s  during the  d i s c u s s i o n ,  on the  vote  to  d e l e t e  

the  o b j e c t i v e ,  i . e . ,  t o p i c  f i v e ,  he voted a g a i n s t  d e l e t i o n .  The Commun­

i t y  Serv ices  Department r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  ( I )  was next in dominance a t  the  

meeting with r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  t h i r t e e n  p e rcen t  (n=4) o f  the  t r a n s ­

a c t i o n s  but these  a l l  took p lace  r e l a t i v e  to  t o p i c  two, o b j e c t i v e  one,  

which was a p r i o r i t y  two to p ic  because o f  the  number o f  t r a n s a c t i o n s  

between the  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  and the  D i r e c t o r ,  i . e . ,  seven. The



TABLE 19

Chart o f  P a r t i c ip a t io n  o f  Board Members and S t a f f  a t  February 8 Meeting

Types o f
P a r t ic ip a t io n  _________    Members________       n p

A B C D E F G H I J K

I n i t i a t e 1,7 2 3 1. 0

Respond 2 , 2 . 2 , 4 3 ,5 1 ,5 1 1 2 , 2 , 2 1 14 .47

Question 3 1 , 1 , 4 ,
5 1 , 1 , 4 5 ,6 10 .33

Call fo r  vote 7 5 ,6 3 .10

n 6 2 0 1 2 1 1 5 4 3 5 30 1.00

P .20 .07 0 .03 .07 .03 .03 .17 .13 .10 .17 1.00

Total vote
Votes (Y^yes; N=no) ________         y n

#5 d e l e t i o n  of  
Objective  10 N Y N N N N Y N 2 13

#6 Pass o b je c ­
t i v e s  as 
modi f ied

Y N Y Y Y Y N Y 13 2

j?7 pass 1979 
budget Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 15 0

Members
A=Director E=County O f f i c i a l  I=Community Service
B=Staff  #1 F=City O f f i c i a l  Representat ive  (Ci ty  Dept.)
C=Staff#2 G=County Welfare Department Representat ive  J=Community-at-large
D=United Way Representat ive  H=CAMAC0 Representative Representat ive

K=0ther Baard Members and 
Guests :>=7)



TABLE 20

Top ic , Sequence and P r io r i t y  o f P a r t ic ip a tio n  a t February 8 Meeting

Topic * Sequence o f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n P r i o r i t y  (based on # o f  t r a n s ­
a c t io n s  and # o f  p a r t i c i p a n t s )

1. In t ro d u c t io n  o f  o b j e c t iv e s  in 
modif ied form plus  o b j e c t iv e  ten

1A-lH-lJ-1F-1J-1G-1K 1

2. O bject ive  one 2 I-2A-2I-2A-2I-2A-2I 2

3. Object ive  four 3D -  3B 5

4. Objective  f i v e 4H - 4J - 4A 4

5. Object ive  ten  (vote  t o  d e l e t e
o b je c t iv e )

5H-5B-5E-5K-5K 3

6 . Objec t ives  brought to  vote 6 K - 6 K 6

7. P r e se n ta t i o n  o f  1979 budget 7A - 7H 5

* L i s t  o f  Object ives  in Table 21
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TABLE 21

Objec t ives  Presen ted  At January  25 and February  8 Board Meetings

January  25 Meeting
(Not P r i o r i t i z e d ) ____________

*1. Development o f  compat ible  
program and f i s c a l  man­
agement requirements  
between funding organ­
i z a t i o n s .

2. Development o f  manage­
ment suppor t  c e n t e r  
f o r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .

*•3. Resource Development.

*4. Implementation o f  P i l o t  
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  program.

5. P rov is ion  o f  p o l ic y  
suppor t  f o r  funding 
o r g a n iz a t i o n s .

*6 . Convenor o f  a p p r o p r i ­
a t e  a c t o r s  to  develop 
program plans  f o r  s e r v ice  
d e l i v e r y  in  a reas  o f :  
domestic v i o l e n c e ,  group 
homes, a lcohol ism  
t r e a tm e n t .

7. Maintain  an in form at ion  
s e r v i c e s  bureau.

*8 . I n i t i a t e  development o f  
neighborhood based s e r ­
v ice  d e l i v e r y  to  inc lude  
a s s i s t a n c e  to  c i t y  
council  committee on 
neighborhoods .

9. Provide sound manage­
ment and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  
support  f o r  performance 
o f  Commission a c t i v i t i e s .

February 8 Meeting
( P r i o r i t i z e d )  ___________________

* l l  Maintain c u r r e n t  re so u rce  
development e f f o r t .

2] Implement t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  
p r o j e c t .

3-j Undertake f in a n c in g  o f  t r a n s ­
p o r t a t i o n  s t r a t e g i e s .

*4] Compatible program and f i s c a l  
r e p o r t i n g  requ i rem ents .

*5] I n i t i a t e  development of  
management suppor t  c e n t e r .

6 ] F i l l  gaps in s e r v i c e  in v en to ry  
and do 648 board survey.

7] Provide mid-year human 
s e r v i c e  r e p o r t  f o r  fu n d e r s .

8 ] Provide a l l o c a t i o n  focused  
a s s i s t a n c e .

9] Maintain  in fo rm at ion  s e r v i c e  
bureau.

*10] Neighborhood based s e r v i c e  
d e l i v e r y  system,  e t c .

11] Alcoholism program p lann ing .

12] Complete s ta t em en ts  o f  goa ls  
and o b j e c t i v e s .

13] Group home program p lann ing .

14] Domestic v io lance  program 
p lann ing .

15] Serv ice  access  system.

* Discussed At Meetings.
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r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  brought up a domain i s s u e  r e l a t i v e  t o  p o s s ib l e  f u t u r e  

resource  development p lanning  a c t i v i t y  o f  th e  Commission. In the  

p a s t  the  Department had d i sag reed  with the  Commission's a t t em p ts  to 

plan f o r  the  use o f  new fe d e ra l  money coming i n t o  th e  a rea  and had 

s u c c e s s f u l ly  blocked th e  Commission's e f f o r t .  The r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  

ques t ioned  the  D i re c to r  on the  p o s s i b i l i t y  of  the  Commission a t t em p t in g  

to  do such planning in  the  f u t u r e .  The D i r e c to r  l e f t  the  i s s u e  un­

reso lved .

The communi ty-a t - large  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  was r e s p o n s ib l e  f o r  ten  

pe rcen t  (n=3) o f  the  t r a n s a c t i o n s .  The r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  p a r t i c i p a t e d  in 

a ques t ionn ing  r o l e  r e l a t i v e  t o  t o p i c s  one ,  p r i o r i t y  one and f o u r ,  

p r i o r i t y  four .  The o t h e r  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  from the  in p u t  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  

beside CAMACO, i . e . ,  county (E) ,  c i t y  (F ) ,  United Way (D), r a i s e d  

ques t ions  o r  responded r e l a t i v e  t o  one or  two of  the  o b j e c t i v e s .  The 

county and United Way members each had one t r a n s a c t i o n  and th e  City  

o f f i c i a l  had two t r a n s a c t i o n s .  The county  o f f i c i a l  was g e n e r a l l y  

opposed to  the  Commission's involvement with the  c i t y ' s  committee on 

neighborhoods in o b j e c t i v e  ten  while  th e  c i t y  o f f i c i a l  supported the  

Commission's involvement as a v e h ic l e  f o r  th e  Commission to  meet i t s  

o b j e c t iv e  o f  developing neighborhood c o u n c i l s .  The c i t y  o f f i c i a l  

supported the  Commission's o b j e c t i v e s  as d id  the  United Way member.

The CAMACO r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  ques t ioned  the  o b j e c t i v e s  r e l a t i v e  t o  the  

neighborhood co u n c i l s  and management suppor t  c e n t e r ,  t o p i c s  one ,  f i v e  

and four .  The CAMACO r e p r e s e n t a t i v e ,  however, d id  not vote  t o  d e l e t e
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the  neighborhood counci l  o b j e c t i v e ,  t o p i c  f i v e ,  as d id  th e  county  and 

communi ty-a t - large  members.

In summary, the  CAMACO r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  (H) was dominant dur ing  

the  meeting as a q u e s t i o n e r  and the  Community S e rv ic e s  Department 

r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  ( I )  was dominant dur ing  the  meeting a t  one p o in t  con­

cern ing  a domain i s s u e ,  i . e . ,  p lanning f o r  use o f  funds  as a p o s s ib l e  

re source  development r o l e  o f  the  Commission and subsequent domain 

i s su e  with th e  Department.  The communi ty-a t - la rge  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  (J )  

was a c t i v e  r e l a t i v e  t o  a ques t io n n in g  r o l e  in two o b j e c t i v e s .  The 

r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  from the  county (E) ,  c i t y  (F ) ,  United Way (D) r a i s e d  

q ues t io n s  o r  responded r e l a t i v e  to  one o r  two o f  th e  o b j e c t i v e s .  The 

o b je c t iv e s  as p re sen ted  by the  s t a f f  passed in s p i t e  o f  t h e  no vo tes  

of  the  county o f f i c i a l  (E) and com m uni ty -a t - l a rge  r e p r e s e n a t i v e  ( J ) .  

The 1979 budget passed unanimously and the  motion to  d e l e t e  the  

o b j e c t iv e  on neighborhood co u n c i l s  ( o b j e c t i v e  t e n )  f a i l e d  in s p i t e  o f  

th e  yes vo tes  o f  the  county o f f i c i a l  (E) and neighborhood r e p r e s e n t a ­

t i v e  ( J ) .

Summary o f  Chapter

Tables twenty - two, tw e n ty - th re e  and tw e n ty - fo u r  summarize the  

d a ta  p re sen ted  in t h i s  c h a p te r  r e l a t i v e  t o :  most f r e q u e n t  cho ices

o f  d e c i s io n  makers in t h e i r  responses  to  in t e r v i e w  q u e s t i o n s ,  

impor tan t  d i f f e r e n c e s  between groups in the  c h o ic e s ,  and dominant 

p a r t i c i p a n t s  in board meet ings  on 1979 o b j e c t i v e s .  The summary i s  

provided as a framework f o r  the  p r e s e n t a t i o n  in  t h e  nex t  c h a p te r  o f
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p o s s ib l e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  and e x p lan a t io n s  o f  th e  f i n d i n g s  p re sen ted  

in  t h i s  c h ap te r .

Domain and Domain Consensus

In Table 22 and Table 23,  d a ta  on the  top  funded groups by

san c t io n  was not provided s in ce  impor tan t  d i f f e r e n c e s  between them,
2

i . e . ,  .05 leve l  o f  s i g n i f i c a n c e  f o r  x o r  t r e n d  o f  2.00 and over f o r  
2

x , were not found in the  s tudy .  Data on p r i v a t e  s an c t io n  groups by 

top and bottom funding l e v e l s  a l s o  was not d e sc r ib ed  s in ce  in only  one 

c a s e ,  which i s  noted in  Table 23,  was an impor tan t  d i f f e r e n c e  found 

t h a t  was not a l s o  found in  th e  genera l  top  and bottom funded le v e l  

groups.

Coord ination

The d a ta  summarized in  Table 22 i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  f o r  th e  domain of  

c o o rd in a t io n  d e c i s io n  makers in  a l l  o f  the  groups most f r e q u e n t l y  p e r ­

ceived in form at ion  management as t ak in g  p lace  and program c o o rd in a t io n  

as d e s i r a b l e .  R e la t iv e  to  impor tan t  d i f f e r e n c e s  more of  the  top funded 

group perce ived  community-wide c o o rd in a t io n  as p r e s e n t  and d e s i r a b l e  and 

more o f  the  p u b l ic  group perce ived  i t  as d e s i r a b l e .  The most f r e q u e n t l y  

i d e n t i f i e d  c o n s t r a i n t  t o  d e s i r a b l e  c o o rd in a t io n  by a l l  o f  the  g roups ,  

excep t  the  pu b l ic  group,  was domain concerns  o f  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  The 

p u b l ic  group i d e n t i f i e d  l e g i s l a t i v e / f u n d i n g  requ irem ents  most o f t e n  

as a c o n s t r a i n t .  R e l a t iv e  to  impor tan t  d i f f e r e n c e s  the  top group
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TABLE 22

Summary o f F indings on Domain and Domain Consensus
(Perceptions o f  Decision Makers On C oo rd ina tio n , Part I )

Table T i t l e Response
Groups

Top Funded Bottom Publ ic  P r i v a t e  
Funded Sanc t ion  Sanct ion  

(n=15) (n=15) (n=6) (n=24)

P resen t  Type 
Of Coordin­
a t ion  

(Table 6)

Most F re ­
quent 

n
Important
D i f f e r ­
ence

x2

Info Man- Info  Man- Info  Man- Info  Man­
agement agement agement agement 

14 15 5 24

Community-Wide /
2.179 (Top)

Desirab le  
Type of 
Coordination 

(Table 7)

Most F re ­
quent 

n
Important
D i f f e r ­
ence

x2

Program Program Program Program 
9 11 4 16

Community-Wide y  Community-Wide /  
2.0110 (Top) 3.062 ( P u b l i c ) ^

C ons t ra in t s  
(Table 8)

Most F re ­
quent 

n
Important
D i f f e r ­
ence

X2

Domain Domain L e g i s l a t i v e /  Domain 
Concerns Concerns Funding Concerns 

9 10 4 17

Legi s i a t i  ve/Fundi ng Legi s i a t i  ve/Fundi ng 
(Top)’ 5.714* (P u b l ic )  2 . 8 6 7 ^

Resource D e f i c i t s  
(Bottom) 4.261*

Type of  
Organization 

(Table 9)

Most
Frequent

n

"unding Se rv ice  Commission Se rv ice  
Organiza- Provid ing  Type Provid ing 

t i o n s
5 6 3 9

Commission Type 
5

Degree of  Importance 
Trend

* = .05 Level of S ig n i f i c a n c e
( )= Group With Larger P ropo r t ion  o f  Response in  Group.



i d e n t i f i e d  l e g i s l a t i v e / f u n d i n g  requ irem en ts  as a c o n s t r a i n t  more than 

the  bottom, and the  bottom group i d e n t i f i e d  re sou rce  d e f i c i t s  more 

than the  top group. The p u b l ic  group i d e n t i f i e d  l e g i s l a t i v e / f u n d i n g  

requirments  more o f t e n  than th e  p r i v a t e  group. For type o f  o rg a n iz a ­

t i o n  to  f a c i l i t a t e  c o o r d i n a t i o n , t h e  Commission type o f  o r g a n iz a t io n  

was the  most f r e q u e n t  choice  of  the  top  and pu b l ic  g roups ,a l though  the  

top  group choose funding o r g a n i z a t i o n s  as f r e q u e n t l y  as a Commission 

type o r g a n iz a t i o n .  The bottom and p r i v a t e  groups most f r e q u e n t ly  

chose s e r v ic e  p rov id ing  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  There were no impor tan t  d i f f ­

erences  between groups in t h e i r  choice  o f  type  o f  o rg a n i z a t i o n  to  

f a c i l i t a t e  c o o r d in a t io n .

A c t i v i t i e s

The da ta  summarized in  Table 23 in d i c a t e d  t h a t  in  r e f e r e n c e  to  

the  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  t h e  Commission, r e so u rce  development,  with the  ex ­

cep t ion  of  th e  p u b l ic  group, was most f r e q u e n t l y  chosen by the  groups 

as the  most va luab le  a c t i v i t y  f o r  t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n .  The p u b l ic  

group most f r e q u e n t l y  in d i c a t e d  t h a t  none o f  the  a c t i v i t i e s  were of  

s i g n i f i c a n t  va lue .  An impor tan t  d i f f e r e n c e  i s  i n d i c a t e d  between the  

pub l ic  and p r i v a t e  groups in th e  choice  o f  no a c t i v i t y  (more o f  the  

pub l ic  group) .  G o a l - s e t t i n g , w ith  the  excep t ion  o f  the  bottom group,  

i s  the  most f r e q u e n t  cho ice  o f  the  groups as the  l e a s t  v a luab le  

a c t i v i t y  f o r  t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n .  The bottom group most f r e q u e n t l y  

in d ic a te d  t h a t  s e r v i c e  p r i o r i t i z a t i o n  was l e a s t  v a lu ab le .  An 

im por tant d i f f e r e n c e  i s  i n d i c a t e d  between the  bottom and top groups
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TABLE 23

Summary o f  Findings on Domain and Domain Consensus
(P e r c ep t io n s  o f  D ec is io n  Makers On A c t i v i t i e s

Of The Commission, Part I I ) .

Table T i t l e Response
Goal s

Top Funded Bottom Funded Public  Sanction P r iv a te  Sanction  
(n=15) (n=15) (n=6) (n=24)

t o s t  Valu­
able
A c t i v i t i e s  
(Table 10)

Most Fre­
quent  

n
Important
D if fe r e n c e

x2

Resource Resource None Resource 
Develop- Development Development 

ment

7 9 4 15
None (P u b lic )

3 .845*

Least  
Valuable  
A c t i v i t i e s  
(Table 11)

'tost Fre­
quent 

n
Important 
D iffe r e n c e  

x2

Goal S e r v ic e  G o a l-S ett in g  G o a l-S e tt in g  
S e t t in g  P r i o r i t i e s

8 12 3 16

S e r v ic e  P r i o r i t i z a t i o n  S erv ice  P r i o r i t i z a t i o n  
(Bottom) (P r iv a te )
6 .5 2 2 *  2 .4 1 9  ^

Resource Development
2 .592  is ' ( P r i v a t  e )

A c t i v i t i e s  
Should Not 
Do
(Table 12)

Most
Frequent

n

No Answer No Answer G o a l-S e t t in g  No Answer 
5 6 2 9

Goal S e r v ic e  No Answer S e r v ic e  
S e t t in g  P r i o r i t i e s  P r i o r i t i e s  

4 2 2 4

A c t i v i t i e s  
Should Do 
(Table 13)

Most
Frequent

n

S e r v ic e  S e r v ic e  No A dditions S erv ice  
D elivery  D e l iv ery  D e l ivery  
Planning Planning Planning

6 6 3 11

No Add- No A dditions C onsolidate  
i t i o n s  Funding Forms 
. 6  6 2

P a r t ic ip a ­
t io n  in  
Commission 
(Table 14)

Most Fre­
quent 

n
Important
D if fe r e n c e

*2

Needs No P a r t ic ip a -  Needs A sse s s -  No P a r t ic ip a -  
Assessment t io n  ment t io n  

10 8 3 9

Needs A s s e s s -  B oard /S ta ff  Resource 
ment Development 

5 3 6

Resource
Development

5

Board/ s t a f f  (Top) All A c t i v i t i e s  (P u b lic )  
3 .8 4 1 *  4 .051*

No P a r t ic ip a t io n  (Bottom) B oard /S ta ff  .(Pub!ic)  
5 .714*  3 . 3 7 5 /
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TABLE 23 (con tin u ed )

Summary o f  F indings on Domain and Domain Consensus
(P e r c ep t io n s  o f  D ec is io n  Makers On A c t i v i t i e s

Of The Commission, Part I I ) .

Fable T i t l e Response
Goals

Fop Funded Bottom Funded Public  Sanction P r iv a te  Sanction  
(n=15) (n=15) (n=6) (n=24)

B e n e f i t
-rom
P a rt ic ip a ­
tion
(Table 15)

Most Fre­
quent  

n
Important
D ifferen ce

x2

to B e n e f i t  No P a r t ic ip a -  No B e n e f i t  No B e n e f i t  
t i o n

10 9 4 10

Other Choices No P a r t ic ip a t io n

3 each 10

No B e n e f i t  (Top)
4 .8 8 6 *

No P a r t i c ip a t io n  (Bottom)
5 .167*

E f fe c t i  ve-  
ness o f  
Commission 
(Table 16)

Most Fre­
quent 

n
Important
D if fe r e n c e

x2

N egative  No Knowledge No Knowledge Negative  
Comments Comments

8 9 3 10

N egative  Negative No Knowledge 
Comnents Comments

4 2 10

N egative  Comments (P r iv a te  Top)
2 .2 4 0  v ''

No P a r t i c ip a t io n  (Bottom)
2 . 1 7 1 ^

Degrees o f  Importance 

v /  = Trend
* = .o5  Level o f  S ig n i f i c a n c e
( )= Group with  Larger Preparation  o f  Response in  Group

/
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in  th e  cho ice  o f  s e r v i c e  p r i o r i t i z a t i o n  (more o f  th e  bottom group) .  

Important d i f f e r e n c e s  a r e  a l s o  i n d i c a t e d  between th e  p u b l i c  and 

p r i v a t e  groups in  t h e  cho ice  o f  s e r v i c e  p r i o r i t i z a t i o n  and re sou rce  

development (more o f  th e  p r i v a t e  group) as l e a s t  v a lu ab le  a c t i v i ­

t i e s .

The most f r e q u e n t  response  o f  th e  groups (excep t  f o r  th e  

pu b l ic  group) f o r  a c t i v i t i e s  the  Commission should not have done, 

was no answer. The p u b l i c  group chose g o a l - s e t t i n g  as f r e q u e n t l y  

as no answer. G o a l - s e t t i n g  was th e  nex t  most f r e q u e n t  re sponse  f o r  

the  top  group,  and s e r v i c e  p r i o r i t i z a t i o n  was the  nex t  most f r e q u e n t  

response  f o r  th e  bottom and p r i v a t e  groups.  Se rv ice  d e l i v e r y  p l a n ­

n ing ,  with the  ex ce p t io n  o f  the  p u b l ic  group, was th e  most f r e q u e n t  

response  of  th e  groups f o r  a c t i v i t i e s  the  Commission should do.

The pu b l ic  group most f r e q u e n t l y  responded with  no a d d i t i o n a l  

a c t i v i t i e s .  T he i r  nex t  most f r e q u e n t  response  was c o n s o l i d a t i o n  o f  

funding forms and p rocedures  o f  funding  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  f o r  s e r v i c e  

p rov id ing  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  Impor tant  d i f f e r e n c e s  between groups were 

not in d i c a t e d  f o r  a c t i v i t i e s  the  Commission should  no t  do o r  should 

do.

Both the  top  and p u b l ic  groups most f r e q u e n t l y  i n d i c a t e d  p a r ­

t i c i p a t i o n  in  the  needs a s s e s s m e n t / s e r v i c e  in v e n to ry  a c t i v i t y  o f  the  

Commission. The bottom and p r i v a t e  groups most f r e q u e n t l y  i n d i c a t e d  

no p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  The nex t  most f r e q u e n t  cho ice  o f  the  bottom group 

was, e q u a l l y ,  needs assessment  and re sou rce  development .  The next
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most f r eq u e n t  cho ice  o f  the  p r i v a t e  group was re so u rce  development.  

Important d i f f e r e n c e s  were found between the  top  and bottom groups 

in  th e  choice  o f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  as board o r  s t a f f  members o f  th e  

Commission (more o f  th e  top group) and no p a r t i c i p a t i o n  (more o f  

th e  bottom group) .  Impor tan t  d i f f e r e n c e s  were a l s o  found between 

the  p u b l ic  and p r i v a t e  groups with  more o f  th e  p u b l i c  group i n d i c a t ­

ing p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  a l l  a c t i v i t i e s  and p a r t i c i p a t i o n  as board o r  

s t a f f  members o f  the  Commission.

No b e n e f i t  from p a r t i c i p a t i o n  was th e  most f r e q u e n t  response  

by a l l  groups,  with th e  excep t ion  o f  the  bottom group which most f r e ­

q u en t ly  in d i c a t e d  no p a r t i c i p a t i o n  o r  no t enough to  i n d i c a t e  b e n e f i t .  

The nex t  most f r e q u e n t  choice  o f  the  bottom group was d i s t r i b u t e d  

e q u a l ly  th roughout  th e  remaining c h o ic e s ,  i . e . ,  b e n e f i t  i n d i c a t e d ,  

n eg a t iv e  comments, and no b e n e f i t .  The p r i v a t e  group chose no p a r ­

t i c i p a t i o n  as f r e q u e n t l y  as no b e n e f i t .  Impor tan t d i f f e r e n c e s  a re  

i n d i c a t e d  between th e  bottom and top funded groups in th e  cho ice  o f  

no b e n e f i t  (more of  the  top )  and no p a r t i c i p a t i o n  (more o f  th e  

bo t tom ) .

Data on the  l a s t  q ues t ion  on the  a c t i v i t i e s ,  i . e . ,  e f f e c t i v e ­

ness  o f  the  Commission in c a r ry in g  ou t  the  a c t i v i t i e s ,  i n d i c a t e s  the  

most f r e q u e n t  response  f o r  the  top and p r i v a t e  groups was n e g a t iv e  

comments. The bottom and pu b l ic  groups most f r e q u e n t l y  i n d i c a t e d  not 

enough knowledge t o  a s s e s s  the  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  th e  Commission.

The next most f r e q u e n t  response  f o r  both was n e g a t iv e  comments.
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Important  d i f f e r e n c e s  a re  in d i c a t e d  between the  top  and bottom groups 

in  the  response  o f  no p a r t i c i p a t i o n  (more of  t h e  bottom) and neg a t iv e  

comments. The l a s t ,  i . e . ,  n ega t ive  comments, i s  th e  only i n s t a n c e  

when a d i f f e r e n c e  between the  top  p r i v a t e  s anc t ioned  group and the  

bottom p r i v a t e  group was not p r e s e n t  in the  genera l  top and bottom 

funding leve l  groups .

O rg a n iz a t io n -S e t  and G o a l -S e t t in g

Table  24 summarizes the  d a ta  p re sen ted  in  r e f e r e n c e  to  board 

meet ings on 1979 o b j e c t i v e s  r e l a t i v e  to  dominant p a r t i c i p a n t s  in the  

meet ings .  The D i r e c t o r ,  county o f f i c i a l ,  and com m uni ty -a t - la rge  r e p ­

r e s e n t a t i v e  were th e  dominant p a r t i c i p a n t s  a t  the  January  25 meet ing.  

The D i re c to r  p a r t i c i p a t e d  as an i n i t i a t o r  and f o r  th e  most p a r t  

responded to  q u e s t i o n s  about h i s  i n i t i a t i o n s .  The county o f f i c i a l ,  f o r  

the  most p a r t ,  p a r t i c i p a t e d  as a q u e s t i o n e r  r e l a t i v e  to  the  t o p i c s  

i n i t i a t e d  by the  D i r e c to r  and h is  s t a f f .  The com m uni ty -a t - la rge  r e p r e ­

s e n t a t i v e  was a l s o ,  f o r  the  most p a r t ,  a q u e s t i o n e r  r e l a t i v e  to  the  

i n i t i a t i o n s  o f  the  D i re c to r  and h i s  s t a f f .  Eleven to p i c s  were p re s en ­

ted  a t  the  meet ing ,  and the  D i r e c to r  i n i t i a t e d  f i v e  o f  th o se .  At the  

February 8 meeting th e  D i re c to r  was dominant as a responder  with  

i n i t i a t i o n  as a secondary  r o l e .  The CAMACO r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  was dominant 

as a q u e s t i o n e r  r e l a t i v e  to  the  t o p i c s  which were in t roduced  as a 

package by the  D i r e c to r  in  the  f i r s t  i n i t i a t i o n .  The r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  

from the  Community S e rv ice s  Department became dominant as a responder
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TABLE 24

Summary o f  F indings  On O rg a n iz a t io n -S e t  And 
G o a l -S e t t in g  (Data On Observa t ions  of Board Meetings)

Meetings And 
Number o f  
Topics

Types o f  Dominant P a r t i c i p a n t s  
Observa tion  r

A E J H I

January 25 
11 Topics 

(Tables 17 
and 18)

Types o f  I n i t i a t o r  Ques t ioner  Q uest ioner  Once 
P a r t i c i -  Responder Responder Responder Each 0 

p a t io n  Role

P r i o r i t y  1 , 2 , 3 , 5 ,  1 , 2 , 4 , 5  1 , 2 , 3 , 4 ,  1 , 2 ,  0 
Of Topics 6 , 7 , 8  7 3

Number o f  7 4 5 3 0 
Topics

Number 11 8 6 4 0

T r a n s - ° f  ' 23 ,17 ,12 ’° 9 *° 
a c t i o n s

February 8 
7 Topics 

(Tables 19 
and 20)

Types o f  Responder Responder Q ues t ione r  Ques- Respon- 
P a r t i c i -  I n i t i a t o r  t i o n e r  der  
p a t io n  Call I n i t i -

For A a t o r  
Vote

P r i o r i t y  1 , 2 , 4 , 5  1,3 1 ,4  1 ,3 ,4  2 
Of Topics

Number of
Topics 4 2 2 3 1

Number 6 2 3 5 4 
and % o f  .20 .07 .10 .17 .13 
T rans ­
a c t i o n s

P a r t i c i p a n t s

A= D ire c to r  
E= County O f f i c i a l
J= Community-at-Large R epresen ta t iv e  
H= CAMACO R ep re se n ta t iv e
1= Community S e rv ice s  Department R ep resen ta t iv e
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and i n i t i a t o r  r e l a t i v e  to  one t o p i c .  The county  o f f i c i a l  and 

communi ty-a t - large  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  were modera te ly  a c t i v e  in the  

meeting as q u e s t i o n e r s .  Seven to p i c s  were p re sen ted  a t  the  meet ing ,  

and the  D i re c to r  i n i t i a t e d  two o f  them. Since one o f  the  i n i t i a t i o n s  

r e s u l t e d  in responses  to  p a r t s  o f  the  i n i t i a t i o n  th roughout  th e  meet­

in g ,  i t  accounts  f o r  more than one i n i t i a t i o n .  The o t h e r  members of  

the  board were modera te ly  a c t i v e  in the  meet ings  as q u e s t i o n e r s  

and responders .

The. next c h a p te r  examines the  da ta  p re sen ted  in  t h i s  c h a p te r  

r e l a t i v e  to  the  i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  p r o p o s i t i o n s  d e sc r ib ed  in  the  

preceding c h ap te r s  and theory  on p lanning and o r g a n i z a t i o n s .



CHAPTER V

INTERPRETATION

The da ta  which was de sc r ib ed  and summarized in the  l a s t  c h ap te r  

i s  i n t e r p r e t e d  in t h i s  c h a p te r  r e l a t i v e  to  the  p ro p o s i t i o n s  from the  

i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  p e r s p e c t i v e  o f  t h i s  s tudy  and r e l a t e d  ana lyses  of  

i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  in o r g a n iz a t io n  and planning l i t e r a ­

t u r e .  Since the  p r o p o s i t i o n s  from t h i s  s tudy a re  general  and the  

da ta  l im i t e d  by the  small sample s i z e  and small number o f  i n d i c a t o r s ,  

the  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  t e n t a t i v e  and s p e c u l a t i v e .  I m p l i c a t io n s ,  

however, a re  developed in c h a p te r  s ix  from the  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  f o r  

f u r t h e r  r e s ea rc h  and f o r  planning p r a c t i c e  and th eo ry .

The format  used by the  au tho r  f o r  t h i s  c h a p te r  i s  to  p r e s e n t  

th e  i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  p r o p o s i t i o n s  of  the  s tu d y ,  as de sc r ibed  in 

e a r l i e r  c h a p t e r s ,  w i th  t h e i r  primary concepts  and then to  d e sc r ib e  

s e l e c t e d  f i n d i n g s  which r e l a t e  to  the  p o r p o s i t i o n s .  The r a t i o n a l e  f o r  

the  s e l e c t i o n  o f  the  f i n d in g s  i s  given below. To provide  i n t e r p r e t a ­

t i o n ,  ana ly se s  from o r g a n iz a t i o n  and planning  l i t e r a t u r e  a re  d e sc r ib ed  

and r e l a t e d  to  the  f i n d i n g s  f o r  each grouping o f  p r o p o s i t i o n s .  When
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annropr iar.e  dur ing  th e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  l in k ag es  between the  two 

l i t e r a t u r e s  a re  i d e n t i f i e d  f o r  i n c lu s io n  in the  summary a t  th e  end 

o f  the  c h ap te r .

The f in d in g s  were s e l e c t e d  f o r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  r e l a t i v e  to  the  

major qu es t io n  exp lo red  in  t h i s  s tu d y ,  i . e . ,  the  e x t e n t  to  which p l a n ­

ning f o r  so c ia l  s e r v i c e s  r e f l e c t s  the  i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  o r  o rg a n iz a -  

t io n -en v i ro n m en t ,  domain and re sou rce  i s su e s  i d e n t i f i e d  in the  l i t e r a ­

t u r e .  The primary domain and re sou rce  i s su e s  i d e n t i f i e d  a r e ;  the  

e x t e n t  to  which the  l e v e l  o f  agreement o r  d isagreement  between d e c i s io n  

makers concerning th e  d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  t h e i r  r e s p e c t i v e  domains,  and 

the  e x t e n t  to  which the  locus o f  con t ro l  o f  re so u rce s  f o r  domains 

a f f e c t  the  a b i l i t y  o f  an o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  members to  f u n c t io n  in i t s  

domain and, s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  a p l a n n e r ' s  a b i l i t y  to  implement p la n s .

Although the  d a ta  c o n ta in s  many i n t e r e s t i n g  f i n d i n g s  t h a t  could 

be i d e n t i f i e d  f o r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  the  au thor  chose t h o s e ,  t h a t  from 

the  a u t h o r ' s  p e r s p e c t i v e ,  r e l a t e d  to  the  major q u e s t io n  o f  t h i s  s tudy .  

From Table 22 and Table  23 those  f i n d in g s  were s e l e c t e d  which r e l a t e d  

t o  th e  agreement o r  d isagreement  among d e c i s io n  makers about the  p r i ­

mary domain of  the  foca l  o rg a n iz a t io n  o f  t h i s  s tu d y ,  i . e . ,  community- 

wide c o o rd in a t io n  o f  human s e r v i c e s  by the  M etropo l i tan  Human Serv ice  

Commission. F indings  from Table 23 were s e l e c t e d  r e l a t i v e  to  p a r t i c i ­

p a t io n  and r o l e s  o f  th e  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  from the  major in p u t  o r g a n i z a ­

t i o n s  of  the  Commission dur ing  board meet ings  on 1979 o b j e c t i v e s ,  i . e . ,  

g o a l - s e t t i n g  p ro c e ss .  The apparen t  dominant r o l e  o f  a board member who
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i s  not from a major i n p u t  o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  i . e . ,  communi ty-a t - la rge

r e p r e s e n t a t i v e ,  i s  a l s o  examined s in ce  accord ing  to  the  p r o p o s i t i o n s

o f  t h i s  s tudy the  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  should not have been dominant.  The

f in d i n g s  which were s e l e c t e d  f o r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  in  t h i s  c h a p te r  a r e :

Table 22: Findings  r e l a t i v e  to  p r o p o s i t i o n s  on Domain Consensus, i . e . ,
community-wide c o o rd in a t io n

Community-wide co o rd in a t io n  i s  not the  most f r e q u e n t  choice  
o f  any group of  d e c i s io n  makers as a p r e s e n t  o r  d e s i r a b l e  
type  o f  c o o r d in a t io n .

There i s  an impor tan t  d i f f e r e n c e  between the  top and bottom 
funded groups in the  choice  o f  community-wide c o o rd in a t io n  
as p r e s e n t  and d e s i r a b l e  (more o f  the  top  group) and 
between th e  p ub l ic  and p r i v a t e  groups in the  choice  o f  
community-wide c o o rd in a t io n  as d e s i r a b l e  (more of  the  
p u b l ic  group) .

Domain concerns  as a c o n s t r a i n t  to  co o rd in a t io n  i s  th e  
most f r e q u e n t  choice  of  a l l  groups excep t  the  pu b l ic  
group which chose l e g i s l a t i v e / f u n d i n g  requirements  most 
f r e q u e n t l y  as a c o n s t r a i n t .

The bottom funded and p r i v a t e  groups chose s e r v i c e  
p rov id ing  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  as the  type  o f  o rg a n iz a t i o n  to  
f a c i l i t a t e  c o o rd in a t io n  and the  top funded chose funding  
o r g a n i z a t i o n s  as f r e q u e n t l y  as' Commission type  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .

Table 23: Findings  r e l a t i v e  to  p r o p o s i t i o n s  on Domain consensus ,  i . e . ,
a c t i v i t i e s  o f  the  Commission.

The a c t i v i t i e s  of  the  Commsssion d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  to  
p lanning  f o r  c o o r d i n a t i o n ,  i . e . ,  needs a ssessm en t ,  g o a l -  
s e t t i n g ,  s e r v i c e  p r i o r i t i z a t i o n ,  v/ere not chosen by any 
of  the  groups as most va luab le  f o r  t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .
They were in f a c t  chosen as l e a s t  v a lu ab le  and /o r  an 
a c t i v i t y  t h a t  the  Commission should not do.

Se rv ice  d e l i v e r y  o r  program planning  was the  most f r e q u e n t  
choice  o f  a l l  groups as an a c t i v i t y  the  Commission should  do.

The bottom funded and p r i v a t e  groups in d i c a t e d  no p a r t i c i p a ­
t i o n / n o  knowledge as t h e i r  most f r e q u e n t  response r e l a t i v e  
to  the  p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  b e n e f i t  and e f f e c t i v e n e s s  q u e s t i o n s .
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The top funded and p u b l i c  groups in d i c a t e d  no b e n e f i t  and 
nega t ive  comments in  t h e i r  response  r e l a t i v e  t o  b e n e f i t  
and e f f e c t i v e n e s s  q u e s t i o n s .

Table 24: Findings  r e l a t i v e  to  p ro p o s i t i o n s  on O rg a n iz a t io n - S e t
and Location o f  Input Resources,  i . e . ,  o b s e r v a t io n s  o f  
board meet ings .

The apparen t  domination o f  two r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  from two 
o f  the  fo u r  major in p u t  o r g a n iz a t io n s  o f  the  Commission, 
i . e . ,  county o f f i c i a l  and CAMACO r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  du r ing  
the  board meet ings .

The apparen t  lack  o f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  o f  one o f  the  in p u t  
o rg a n i z a t i o n s  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  during the  board meet ings .

The apparen t  dominant ro l e  o f  the  com m uni ty -a t - l a rge  
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  during the  board meet ings .

The o v e ra l l  l ack  of  suppor t  f o r  the  o b j e c t i v e s  as p re sen ted  
by the  D i re c to r  and s t a f f  o f  the  Commission dur ing  the  
January  board meet ing.

The apparen t  sup p o r t iv e  r o l e  of  the  c i t y  o f f i c i a l  r e l a t i v e  
to  the  p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  che o b j e c t i v e s  by the  D i re c to r  
and s t a f f  during the  meet ings.

As de sc r ibed  in  c h ap te r  one,  the  p r o p o s i t i o n s  f o r  t h i s  s tudy  a re  

o rgan ized  in to  t h r e e  groups ,  domain consensus ,  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  and 

lo c a t i o n  of  inpu t  r e so u rc e s .  The groupings  do not i n d i c a t e  d i s t i n c t  

groups of  p r o p o s i t i o n s  b u t ,  r a t h e r ,  emphases in th e  p r o p o s i t i o n s .  The 

p r o p o s i t i o n s  in groups two and t h r e e  are  a f u r t h e r  e l a b o r a t i o n  o f  the  

r e l a t i o n s h i p s  de sc r ibed  in the  p r o p o s i t i o n s  in the  p reced ing  groups ,  

i . e . ,  p ro p o s i t io n s  in  group th r e e  on lo c a t io n  o f  in p u t  r e so u rce s  provide  

f u r t h e r  e l a b o r a t i o n  o f  the  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  de sc r ibed  in  th e  p r o p o s i t i o n s  

in the  domain consensus and o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  groups .  Since th e  groups
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a re  not d i s t i n c t ,  d a ta  which i s  r e l a t e d  to  one group o f  p r o p o s i t i o n s  

a l s o  i s  r e l e v a n t  f o r  th e  o th e r  p r o p o s i t i o n s .

Group I Domain Consensus

The f i r s t  group o f  p r o p o s i t i o n s  a re  o rgan ized  r e l a t i v e  to  the  

concept of domain.

1.1 The more d e c i s io n  makers o f  o r g a n i z a t i o n  in  the  
domain o f  an o rg a n iz a t i o n  agree  with  and support  
i t s  domain, i . e . ,  domain consensus ,  the  more 
members in  the  o r g a n iz a t i o n  a re  a b le  t o  c a r r y  out 
i t s  domain f u n c t io n s .

1 .2  The more th e r e  i s  no t  domain consensus  by d e c i s io n  
makers o f  o r g a n iz a t io n s  in the  domain o f  an 
o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  the  l e s s  members o f  th e  o r g a n iz a t i o n  
w i l l  be ab le  to  c a r r y  ou t  i t s  domain f u n c t i o n s .

Domain i s  de f ined  in  the  preceding  c h a p t e r s ,  us ing  Thompson's framework, 

as the  p ro d u c t s ,  s e r v i c e s ,  f u n c t i o n s ,  cus tomers  o r  c l i e n t s  an o rg a n iz a ­

t i o n ' s  d e c i s io n  makers claim f o r  t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  a rea  o f  a c t i v i t y  

in  a geographic  a r e a J  Agreements o r  l ack  o f  agreements  between 

d e c i s io n  makers in an o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  domain about  the  domain of  the

o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  i . e . ,  domain consensus ,  a re  r e l a t e d  by Thompson to  the
2

a b i l i t y  of i t s  members to  c a r ry  ou t  the  domain.

The primary domain of  th e  Commission i s  d e f in ed  by the  C i t i z en  

Committee, which c r e a t e d  the  Commission, as th e  f u n c t io n  o f  community- 

wide c o o rd in a t io n  o f  human s e r v i c e s  in Columbus m e t ro p o l i t a n  a r e a .

Given t h i s  domain, a l l  human s e r v i c e  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  in the  Columbus 

m e t ro p o l i t an  area  a re  in  the  domain o f  the  Commission. They a re  r e c i p i ­

en t s  and /o r  p ro v id e r s  o f  r e so u rce s  r e l a t i v e  to  the  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  the  

Commission to  develop community-wide c o o r d in a t io n  o f  human s e r v i c e s .
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In r e l a t i o n  to  the  p r o p o s i t i o n s  on domain consensus ,  the  more d e c i s io n  

makers in human s e r v i c e  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  in th e  a rea  agree  with and suppor t  

community-wide c o o rd in a t io n  o f  human s e r v i c e s  through the  a c t i v i t i e s  

of  the  Commission, th e  more th e  Commission w i l l  be ab le  to  c a r r y  out 

i t s  fu n c t io n s  and consequen t ly  develop community-wide c o o rd in a t io n  o f  

human s e r v i c e s .

The summary o f  the  i n te rv ie w  da ta  with  the  d e c i s io n  makers in 

Table 22 sugges ts  t h a t  community-wide c o o rd in a t io n  i s  not the  type  of  

coo rd in a t io n  suppor ted  by most of  the  d e c i s io n  makers.  N e i ther  i s  the  

Commission the  type  o f  o rg a n i z a t i o n  most f r e q u e n t ly  chosen by a l l  

groups of  d e c i s io n  makers as the  type o f  o rg a n iz a t i o n  to  c a r r y  out 

c o o rd in a t io n .  The a c t i v i t i e s  o f  th e  Commission d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  to  

community-wide p la n n in g ,  i . e . ,  needs a ssessm en t ,  g o a l - s e t t i n g  and 

s e r v i c e  p r i o r i t i z a t i o n ,  were no t  the  most f r e q u e n t  choice  as most v a lu ­

able  Commission a c t i v i t y  f o r  the  o r g a n iz a t i o n s .  G o a l - s e t t i n g  and 

s e r v i c e  p r i o r i t i z a t i o n  were a c t u a l l y  i d e n t i f i e d  as l e a s t  va lu ab le  and 

a c t i v i t i e s  the  Commission should not have done.

This app a ren t  lack  o f  suppor t  f o r  the  domain o f  the  Commission 

and i t s  a c t i v i t i e s  i s  r e f l e c t e d ,  pe rhaps ,  in the  d e c i s io n  makers a s s e s s ­

ments of  no b e n e f i t s  f o r  t h e i r  o rg a n iz a t i o n s  from p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in the  

a c t i v i t i e s  and a l s o  in  t h e i r  n e g a t iv e  comments about the  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  

o f  the  Commission in  c a r ry in g  ou t  the  a c t i v i t i e s  (Table 23).  The most 

f r eq u e n t  response f o r  the  qu es t io n  on b e n e f i t s  was no b e n e f i t  and not 

enough p a r t i c i p a t i o n  t o  i n d i c a t e  a b e n e f i t  and f o r  the  qu es t io n  on
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e f f e c t i v c n e s s , n e g a t iv e  comments o r  not enough knowledge to  a s s e s s  

e f f e c t i v e n e s s .  Although o th e r  v a r i a b l e s ,  such as poor implementa tion 

o f  a c t i v i t i e s  and la ck  o f  m arke t ing ,  as suggested  by re sp o n d en ts ,  may 

a l s o  account f o r  the  d e c i s io n  makers pe rcep t io n  of  the  Commission as 

i n e f f e c t i v e ,  a genera l  l ack  of  support  f o r  community-wide c o o rd in a t io n  

may eq u a l ly  in f lu e n c e  t h e i r  a ssessm en ts .  Domain concerns in Table 22 

were i d e n t i f i e d  most f r e q u e n t l y  by a l l  groups o f  d e c i s io n  makers, 

excep t  the  p u b l ic  group, as the  f a c t o r  which placed c o n s t r a i n t s  on 

a t tem pts  to  c o o rd in a te  a c t i v i t i e s  of  human s e r v i c e  o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  p a r ­

t i c u l a r l y  program and community-wide types  o f  c o o rd in a t io n .  The pu b l ic  

group most f r e q u e n t l y  chose l e g i s l a t i v e / f u n d i n g  requirements  as a source  

o f  c o n s t r a i n t .

Given the  low leve l  o f  support  f o r  community-wide co o rd in a t io n  

and f o r  the  Commission type o f  o rg a n iz a t io n  and f o r  the  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  

the  Commission to  c a r r y  out c o o r d in a t io n ,  the  p ro p o s i t i o n s  p r e d i c t  t h a t  

the  Commission may no t  be ab le  to  fu n c t io n  in i t s  domain, i . e . ,  p rovide  

community-wide c o o rd in a t io n  o f  human s e r v i c e s .  The d e c i s io n  makers ' 

assessments  o f  b e n e f i t s  from p a r t i c i p a t i o n  and o f  the  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  

the  Commission may r e f l e c t  an i n a b i l i t y  of the  Commission to  fu n c t io n  in 

i t s  domain. Domain c once rns ,  as i d e n t i f i e d  by the  d e c i s io n  makers ,  may 

be one of the  primary c o n s t r a i n t s  to  the  Commission's a t tem pt  to  im ple ­

ment community-wide type  of c o o r d in a t io n .  The f i n d i n g s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  

sugges t  suppor t  o f  th e  p ro p o s i t i o n s  about domain consensus ,  but s in ce  

the  d a ta  i s  l i m i t e d ,  the  f in d in g s  a re  in c o n c lu s iv e .  They do, however,
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sugges t  t h a t  f o r  f u t u r e  r e s ea rc h  t h e r e  may be m e r i t  in inc lu d in g  domain 

consensus as a v a r i a b l e  t h a t  p o t e n t i a l l y  a f f e c t s  p lanning p r a c t i c e .

R e la t io n sh ip  o f  Findings  t o  Organ iza t ion  And 
Planning L i t e r a t u r e

Domain i s  a c e n t r a l  concept in o rg a n iz a t i o n  l i t e r a t u r e  both in 

r e fe re n ce  to  d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  and in r e f e r e n c e  to  i d e n t i f y ­

ing i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  i s s u e s .  Emerson in a power-dependency model of 

i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  r e l a t i o n s  p o s i t s  t h a t  com pet i t ion  f o r  c on t ro l  of

re sources  f o r  domains i s  a c e n t r a l  dynamic under ly ing  a l l  i n t e r o r g a n i z a -  
3

t i o n a l  r e l a t i o n s .  In t h i s  s tu d y ,  given the  d e c i s io n  makers i d e n t i f i ­

c a t io n  of  domain concerns as a pr imary c o n s t r a i n t  t o  c o o r d in a t io n ,  

Emerson's model may r e f l e c t  th e  dynamics p r e s e n t  in the  Columbus s e t t i n g  

and perhaps in o th e r  s e t t i n g s .

The focus  in th e  model i s  on the  ba lanc ing  o p e ra t io n s  or  a c t i v i ­

t i e s  o f  dependent o r g a n iz a t i o n s  in power-dependency exchanges of  r e s o u r ­

ces with o t h e r  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  to  e q u a l i z e  or balance the  exchange, i . e . ,  

c o s t  r e d u c t io n .  Two o f  the  primary ba lanc ing  o p e ra t io n s  a re  withdrawal 

from the  r e l a t i o n s h i p  and c o a l i t i o n  formation o f  l e s s e r  o r g a n iz a t io n s  

to  in c re a se  t h e i r  ba rga in ing  a b i l i t y .  In a s tudy o f  exchanges of  r e ­

sources  among h e a l th  o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  Levine and White i d e n t i f i e d  domain

consensus as one of  the  primary de te rm inan ts  o f  the  exchanges along with
4

the  level  o f  e q u a l i t y  o f  b e n e f i t s  from the  exchange. Coord ina t ion ,
5

according  to  Reid, invo lves  some leve l  o f  re sou rce  exchange. The leve l  

o r  amount and q u a l i t y  of  re so u rce s  invo lved ,  accord ing  to  Reid,
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determines  the  type o f  c o o rd in a t io n .  Types o f  c o o r d in a t i o n ,  such as 

community-wide c o o r d i n a t i o n ,  which involve  high leve l  s ' o f  re sou rce  

investments  a re  more d i f f i c u l t  t o  implement because o f  the  p o t e n t i a l  

l o s s  o f  re so u rce s  w i thou t  r e c ip ro c a l  or  g r e a t e r  b e n e f i t s ,  i . e . ,  

unequal exchange. B en e f i t s  o f  equal or  g r e a t e r  worth must be assu red  

f o r  investments  of  high l e v e l s  of  r e so u rce s .  In Emerson's model,  

change which r e s u l t s  from c o o rd in a t io n  must e i t h e r  a ssu re  a ba lanced 

exchange o f  re so u rce s  between o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  or the  l e s s e r  o r g a n i z a ­

t i o n s  in the  exchange w i l l  i n i t i a t e  ba lanc ing  o p e r a t i o n s ,  i . e . ,  w i t h ­

drawal from the  exchange o r  c o a l i t i o n  formation with o th e r  o r g a n iz a t i o n s .

One ex p lan a t io n  from Emerson's framework, t h e r e f o r e ,  f o r  the  

d e c i s io n  makers in th e  bottom and p r i v a t e  groups choice o f  s e r v i c e  

p rovid ing  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  as the  o rg a n iz a t io n  to  provide  c o o r d in a t io n  

and t h e i r  apparen t  lack  o f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  may be a withdrawal from the  

exchange with the  Commission and /or  support  o f  c o a l i t i o n  formation 

with o th e r  s e r v i c e  p rov id ing  o rg a n iz a t i o n s .  The d e c i s io n  makers in 

the  bottom and p r i v a t e  groups ,  from Emerson's framework, may p e rc e iv e  

t h e i r  p o s i t i o n  as a l e s s e r  one r e l a t i v e  to  the  Commission and /o r  

pe rce ive  no b e n e f i t s  from p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in the  Commission a c t i v i t i e s  

and as a consequence may i n i t i a t e  balancing o p e ra t io n s .

Analyses of p lanning  have a l so  addressed domain i s s u e s  but 

u s u a l l y  in the  c o n tex t  of  a focus  on d e c i s io n  makers'  p e rc e p t io n s  of  

change, r e s i s t a n c e s  t o  change and re sources  o f  p lanners  to  implement 

change r e l a t i v e  to  the  r e s i s t a n c e s .  In the  ana lyses  a t t e n t i o n  i s
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u s u a l ly  given to  th e  p lanner  as an in d iv id u a l  a c t o r  a t t em p t in g  to  

c r e a t e  change r e l a t i v e  to  p o s s ib le  r o l e s  f o r  the  p lanne r  a n d /o r  f o r  the  

ind iv id u a l  o r  m u l t i p l e  o rg a n iz a t io n s  which must be changed to  implement . 

the  p lan s .

Specht in an a r t i c l e  on t a c t i c s  f o r  c r e a t i n g  change d e sc r ib e s -  

a response  to  an i s s u e ,  i . e . ,  proposed change, as the  p roduct  o f  the  

p e rcep t io n s  o f  those  involved with the  change.^ Those involved with 

change are  de sc r ib ed  as the  t a r g e t  system,  i . e . ,  the  o b j e c t  o f  change, 

the  a c t i o n  system,  i . e . ,  those under tak ing  the  change, and the  c l i e n t  

system, i . e . ,  those  on whose b eh a l f  change i s  sought.  The le v e l  of  

consensus between the  p a r t i e s  about the  change i s  d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  to  

t h e i r  leve l  o f  agreement about the  change. The key f a c t o r  in S p e c h t ' s  

model i s  how the  p a r t i e s  pe rce ive  t h e i r  re so u rce s  to  be a f f e c t e d  by the  

change, i . e . ,  r ea r ranged  w i th in  the  e x i s t i n g  system,  r e d i s t r i b u t e d  to  

o th e r s  w i th in  the  system, or  change of  the  s t r u c t u r e  o f  the  system 

(change of  s t a t u s  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  or  so c ia l  arrangements  f o r  awarding 

r i g h t s  and r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s ,  e t c . ) .  The more the  change i s  pe rce ived  

as moving toward r e d i s t r i b u t i o n  and s t r u c t u r a l  changes, the  more i t  i s  

perce ived  as a t h r e a t  by the  t a r g e t  o f  the  change with  a consequent con­

t e s t  s i t u a t i o n  s e t  up between the  a c t i o n / c l i e n t  systems and th e  t a r g e t  

system. The more i t  i s  perceived as a rearrangement o f  r e so u rc e s  w i th ­

in the  e x i s t i n g  system with  consequent maintenance o f  the  p r e s e n t  

arrangements f o r  con t ro l  o f  r e s o u r c e s ,  the  more i t  i s  perce ived  as non- 

t h r e a t e n t i n g  by the  t a r g e t  system. The consequent s i t u a t i o n  between
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the  a c t i o n ,  t a r g e t  and c l i e n t  systems i s  c o o p e r a t iv e .  The c l i e n t  

system, accord ing  to  Specht,  i s  o f ten  not a p a r t i c i p a n t  in a change 

invo lv ing  rearrangement w i th in  the  e x i s t i n g  system as the  t a r g e t  and 

a c t i o n  system a re  o f t e n  the  same a c t o r s .

Morris and Binstock a l so  analyze  planning r e l a t i v e  to  r e s i s ­

tan ce s  to  change, but t h e i r  a n a l y s i s  focuses  on r e s i s t a n c e s  to  change 

in ind iv id u a l  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  The ir  a n a ly s i s  i s  o f  a t tem pts  to  c r e a t e  

community-wide p lanning  f o r  programs and s e r v i c e s  f o r  the  e l d e r l y  with  

a focus  on p lann ing  as an a t tem p t  by a p lanner  to  change the  p o l i c i e s  

of  o r g a n iz a t i o n s .  Domain concerns  a re  i d e n t i f i e d  by them as a source  

o f  o rg a n iz a t io n a l  r e s i s t a n c e  to  be overcome by the  p lan n e r .  Domain 

concerns  w i th in  t h e i r  framework a re  concerns by the  d e c i s io n  makers 

f o r  the  p r a c t i c e s ,  c u l t u r e  o r  e thos  and autonomy of  the  o r g a n iz a t i o n .  

Change which i s  pe rce ived  by the  d e c i s io n  makers as d i s r u p t i n g  some or  

a l l  o f  th e se  i s  viewed as a t h r e a t  and r e s i s t e d .  The p l a n n e r ' s  i n ­

f luence  to  be e f f e c t i v e  must match the  leve l  o f  th e  r e s i s t a n c e ,  i . e . ,  

the  g r e a t e r  the  t h r e a t  and consequent  r e s i s t a n c e ,  the  g r e a t e r  the  

i n f lu en ce  the  p lanne r  must have.  As an example,  con t ro l  o f  r e so u rce s  

and p o l i t i c a l  le v e rag e  a re  types  o f  in f lu en c e  needed by the  p la n n e r  when 

a t tem pting  to  c r e a t e  change t h a t  i s  perce ived  as a major t h r e a t  to  an 

o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  domain.

S p e r g e l , l i k e  Specht and Morris and B ins tock ,  s t r e s s e s  both the  

importance o f  the  p e rc ep t io n s  of  the  p a r t i e s  involved with a change and 

the  importance of  c r e a t i n g  a v i a b le  match between r e s i s t a n c e s  to  change

!
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8and re sou rces  to  implement change. In a d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  a community 

problem so lv ing  model f o r  change, S p e r g e l , d e s c r i b e s  " i n t e r o r g a n i z i n g "  

as a method o f  community work o r  community problem s o lv in g .  Spergel 

c h a r a c t e r i z e s  community problem so lv ing  as "purposefu l  i n t e r v e n t i o n  

by people w i th in  an o r g a n iz a t io n  c o n tex t  in r e l a t i o n  to  a s p e c i f i c  

community problem", and in t e r o r g a n iz in g  as " e f f o r t s  a t  enhancement,

m o d i f ica t io n  or change in in te rg ro u p  or  i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n  r e l a t i o n s h i p s
9

to  cope with a community problem". P e rcep t io n s  o f  r e l e v a n t  a c t o r s ,  

i . e . ,  those  who c o n t ro l  o r g a n iz a t i o n a l  r e so u rc e s  r e l a t i v e  to  the  

problem, a re  impor tan t  in S p e r g e l ' s  model in the  problem i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  

p a r t  of  problem s o lv in g ,  i . e . ,  the  p rocess  by which some p a r t  o f  th e  

environment i s  de f ined  as a problem by i n d i v i d u a l s ,  groups o r  o r g a n i z a ­

t i o n s  in the  environment.

The key to  the  model which makes p e rc e p t io n s  in problem i d e n t i f i ­

c a t io n  e s s e n t i a l  i s  the  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  community problem so lv in g  as 

e s s e n t i a l l y  i n t e r a c t i v e ,  i . e . ,  each component o f  an i n t e r v e n t i o n  r e ­

f l e c t s  a l t e r n a t e  v a lu e s ,  p e r c e p t io n s ,  behav ior  and s t r u c t u r e d  r e l a t i o n ­

sh ips  in the  community. I n t e r o r g a n i z i n g ,  as an i n t e r v e n t i o n  in  t h i s  

i n t e r a c t i v e  c o n te x t ,  to  be e f f e c t i v e ,  accord ing  to  S p e rg e l ,  must 

o pe ra te  from some "coa lesence  or  c e n t r a l i z a t i o n  of  r e s o u r c e s " .  Without 

t h a t  c e n t r a l i z a t i o n ,  p lann ing ,  according  to  S p e rg e l ,  i s  "worth no th ing"  

s ince  the  power to  implement the  p lans  i s  not a v a i l a b l e .  The c e n t r a l i ­

z a t i o n  of  power u s u a l l y  takes  the  form o f  p u b l i c  s an c t io n  in  S p e r g e l ' s  

model. Public s an c t io n  i s  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by p u b l ic  power with l e g a l  

sanc t ion  and re so u rce s  to  implement community-wide o b j e c t i v e s .  Kahn's
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lead agency as d e sc r ib e d  in c h a p te r  two would perhaps be c h a r a c t e r i z e d  

by the  c e n t r a l i z a t i o n  o f  r e so u rce s  Spergel d e sc r ib e s  as n eces sa ry  f o r  

community-wide p lann ing .

Two r o l e s ,  advocate  and e n a b l e r ,  a re  d e sc r ib ed  by Spergel f o r  

the  p lanner .  They a r e  d e sc r ib e d  r e l a t i v e  t o  the  d e c i s io n  makers p e r ­

cep t io n s  o f  the  problem, goa ls  o f  p la n n in g ,  r e s i s t a n c e s  to  the  goa ls  

and re sources  f o r  coe rc ing  or  inducing o r g a n iz a t i o n s  to  change in  the  

de s i r ed  d i r e c t i o n .  The advocate  r o l e  i s  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by a community- 

wide focus  on a problem with the  goal o f  s i g n i f i c a n t  change o r  innova­

t i o n  in m u l t i p l e  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e i r  domains and s t r u c t u r e s .  

C e n t r a l i z a t i o n  o r  coa le scence  o f  r e so u rce s  i s  r e q u i re d  to  implement the  

plans  r e l a t i v e  to  p o t e n t i a l l y  s t rong  o r g a n iz a t i o n a l  r e s i s t a n c e s  r i s i n g  

from a l t e r n a t e  p e rc e p t io n s  o f  the  problem, i . e . ,  o rg a n iz a t i o n a l  r a t h e r  

than community-wide a n a l y s i s  o f  problem. The enab l ing  r o l e  i s  c h a r a c ­

t e r i z e d  by an o r g a n iz a t i o n  development o r  maintenance focus on a 

problem with the  goal to  enhance o r  m a in ta in  the  programs o f  o r g a n i z a ­

t i o n s .  To the  e x t e n t  the  p l a n n e r ' s  a c t i v i t i e s  a re  perce ived  as enhanc­

ing the  programs of  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  or  a t  l e a s t  not c r e a t i n g  more c o s t s  

than b e n e f i t s  f o r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  the  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  the  p lanner  w i l l  be 

supported o r  r e c e i v e ,  a t  the  most ,  minimal r e s i s t a n c e .  In S p e r g e l ' s  

a n a l y s i s ,  most p lanners  perform a l i m i t e d  maintenance fu n c t io n  due to  

l im i t e d  i n f l u e n c e ,  i . e . ,  l im i t e d  le g a l  s an c t io n  and l im i t e d  c o n t ro l  o f  

r e s o u rc e s ,  and l i m i t e d  t e c h n ic a l  competence.

According to  S p e c h t ' s ,  Morris and B in s to c k ' s  and S p e r g e l ' s  

frameworks, community-wide c o o r d in a t io n  p o t e n t i a l l y  may be an approach
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to  problem so lv ing  t h a t  may be viewed by d e c i s io n  makers as not in the  

b e s t  i n t e r e s t s  o f  t h e i r  o r g a n iz a t i o n s .  Community-wide co o rd in a t io n  

may be perceived  by them as p o t e n t i a l l y  t h r e a t e n i n g  t h e i r  c on t ro l  o f  

domains and /o r  re so u rce s  f o r  the  domains o f  t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .

According to  th e  dimensions Reid uses  to  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  types  of 

c o o r d in a t io n ,  community-wide c o o rd in a t io n  could involve  more than 

program c o o rd in a t io n  in the  amount of  r e s o u r c e s ,  frequency  of  c o n ta c t  

and fo r m a l i z a t io n  o f  agreements req u i red  o f  o rg a n iz a t i o n s  and t h e i r  

members.

I f  t h i s  i s  the  case  and /o r  i t  was perceived  t h i s  way by the  

d e c i s io n  makers in t h i s  s tu d y ,  th e n ,  o f  the  choices  o f  co o rd in a t io n  

types  given to  th e  d e c i s io n  makers,  community-wide c o o rd in a t io n  could 

have been perceived  by them as the  g r e a t e s t  t h r e a t  to  the  domains o f  

t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  For those  t h a t  more f r e q u e n t ly  chose community- 

wide as a d e s i r a b l e  type of  c o o r d in a t io n ,  i . e . ,  top funded and p ub l ic  

groups ,  i t  may have been perceived  by them as an o p p o r tu n i ty  to  o b ta in  

more re so u rce s  f o r  the  domains o f  t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  A value o f  c o s t  

savings  during the  in te rv iew s  had been a s s o c i a t e d  with  community-wide 

co o rd in a t io n  by the  county o f f i c i a l  and one of th e  d e c i s io n  makers in  

the  funding o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  Cost - sav ings  was de sc r ibed  by them as a 

product o f  e l im in a t io n  of unnecessary  d u p l i c a t i o n s  o f  programs and 

s e r v i c e s  through the  community-wide c o o rd in a t io n .  A by-product  o f  c o s t  

s av in g s ,  not  mentioned by the  o f f i c i a l  o r  d e c i s io n  maker dur ing  the  

in t e r v i e w ,  may be more d o l l a r s  f o r  t h e i r  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  as a consequence
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o f  the  e l im in a t io n  o f  sm a l le r  o r g a n iz a t i o n s  t h a t  a re  o f f e r i n g  programs 

and s e r v i c e s  s i m i l a r  to  the  l a r g e r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  An a l t e r n a t i v e  p e r ­

s p ec t iv e  to  d u p l i c a t i o n  o f  s e r v i c e s  from t h a t  o f  c o s t - s a v in g s  i s  o f f e r e d  

by Spergel and o t h e r s . ^  The a l t e r n a t i v e  p e r s p e c t iv e  va lues  the  main­

tenance o f  d u p l i c a t i o n  o f  programs and s e r v i c e s  in s e r v i c e  d e l i v e r y .

The r a t i o n a l e  f o r  m a in ta in ing  d u p l i c a t i o n  i s  both t h a t  i t  g ives  the  

consumer a choice  and t h a t  i t  p rov ides  f o r  exper im en ta t ion  and q u a l i t y  

con t ro l  through com pet i t ion  among o rg a n iz a t i o n s  f o r  f i n a n c i n g ,  s a n c t io n ,  

consumers, e t c .

The p o t e n t i a l  t h r e a t  o f  community-wide c o o r d in a t io n ,  according  to 

Emerson's framework, comes from the  p o s s ib l e  unequal exchange of  r e ­

sources  among o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  The t h r e a t ,  accord ing  to  Morris and 

B in s to ck ' s  framework, comes from th e  p o s s ib l e  l o s s  o f  autonomy, t r a ­

d i t i o n a l  p r a c t i c e s ,  c u l t u r e  o r  e thos  o f  the  o r g a n iz a t io n  through the  

arrangements r e q u i re d  f o r  community-wide c o o r d in a t io n ,  i . e . ,  p o s s ib l e  

con t ro l  o f  domain by fo rce s  o u t s id e  o f  the  o r g a n iz a t i o n .  U t i l i z i n g  

Morris and B in s to c k ' s  framework, one e x p lan a t io n  f o r  the  d e c i s io n  

makers apparen t  p e rc ep t io n  o f  the  Commission as i n e f f e c t i v e  may be the  

p l a n n e r ' s  lack  o f  in f l u e n c e  to  overcome r e s i s t a n c e s  by d e c i s io n  makers 

in  o rg a n iz a t io n s  to  pe rce ived  t h r e a t s  to  the  domain o f  t h e i r  o r g a n i z a ­

t i o n s .  An e x p la n a t io n ,  from S p e c h t ' s  and S p e r g e l ' s  frameworks f o r  the  

d e c i s io n  makers'  appa ren t  lack  o f  suppor t  f o r  cummunity-wide c o o rd in a ­

t i o n  and f o r  the  Commission type of  o rg a n iz a t i o n  and Commission 

a c t i v i t i e s  may be t h e i r  p e rc ep t io n s  t h a t  the  change sought by the
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Commission could t h r e a t e n  r e so u rce s  f o r  the  domains o f  t h e i r  o rg a n iz a ­

t i o n s .

Se rv ice  d e l i v e r y  or  program planning was and should have been 

th e  most f r e q u e n t  response  r e l a t i v e  to  an a c t i v i t y  the  Commission 

should do,  from Morris and B in s to c k ' s  framework, because i t  suppor ts  

a n d /o r  expands p r e s e n t  domains. From S p e c h t ' s  and S p e r g e l ' s  frameworks,  

i t  v/as and should be th e  most f r e q u e n t  choice  because i t  i s  a type of  

change t h a t  v/ould re a r r a n g e  re so u rce s  w i th in  the  p r e s e n t  system or  main­

t a i n  the  system r a t h e r  than r e d i s t r i b u t e  r e so u rce s  or  change the  s t a t u s  

s t r u c t u r e  and i s ,  t h u s ,  l e s s  t h r e a t e n i n g  to  th e  domains of o rg a n iz a -  

t i  o n s .

Groups I I  and I I I  O rg a n iz a t io n - S e t  And 
Loc a t i o n  o f  Input Resources

P r o p o s i t i o n s  in  groups two and t h r e e  a re  organized r e l a t i v e  to
11the  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  model developed by Evan.

2.1 The g r e a t e r  the  s i z e  o f  the  in p u t  o r g a n iz a t io n s  in 
an o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  o f  an o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  the  more 
th e  in p u t  o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  d e c i s io n  makers con tro l  
th e  g o a l - s e t t i n g  in the  o rg a n iz a t i o n .

2 .2  The h ighe r  the  c o n c e n t r a t io n  of  in p u t  f o r  an 
o r g a n i z a t i o n  in a few o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  the  more the  
i n p u t  o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  d e c i s io n  makers con t ro l  the  
g o a l - s e t t i n g  in the  o r g a n iz a t i o n .

2 .3  The g r e a t e r  the  ove r lap  in membership between the  
o r g a n iz a t i o n  and i t s  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  the  more the  
d e c i s io n  makers in the  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  con t ro l  the  
o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  g o a l - s e t t i n g .

3.1 The more an o r g a n iz a t io n  re c e iv e s  in p u t  re sources
from o r g a n iz a t i o n s  in the  s e t t i n g  of  the  o r g a n iz a t i o n ,  
the  more d e c i s io n  makers in the  o rg a n iz a t i o n s  in the  
s e t t i n g  w i l l  i n f lu en c e  g o a l - s e t t i n g  in the  o rg a n iz a t i o n .
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3,2 The more an o rg an i z a t i o n  r e ce i ve s  i npu t  r e sources  
from o r g a n i z a t i o n s  o u t s i de  o f  t he  s e t t i n g  of  
t he  o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  the  l e s s  d ec i s i on  makers in 
t he  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  in the  s e t t i n g  wi l l  i n f l uence  
g o a l - s e t t i n g  in the  o r g a n iz a t i o n .

G o a l - s e t t i n g  i s  a pr imary concept  in o r g a n i z a t i o n  l i t e r a t u r e  t o  d e s c r i b e

t he  "sounding out  p rocess"  used by d ec i s ion  makers in an o r g a n i z a t i o n

t o  l ea r n  about  and adapt  t o  t he  environment .  Mi les ,  Snow and P f e f f e r

r e f e r  to  g o a l - s e t t i n g  as o r g a n i z a t i on a l  a da p t a t i o n s  to  envi ronment
12according to  d ec i s ion  p o i n t s .  Thompson and McEwen d e sc r ib e s  i t  as 

a process  o f  l e a r n i ng  about  the  environment  r e l a t i v e  t o  t he  a v a i l a b i l i ­

t y  and w i l l i n g n e s s  o f  o t h e r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  to  form or  change r e l a t i o n s

13wi th the  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  in r e f e r e nce  t o  p r e s en t  and f u t u r e  goa l s .

In Evan' s  model the  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  t he  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  and s p e c i f i ­

c a l l y  i npu t  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  of  an o r ga n i za t i on  are  r e l a t e d  t o  g o a l - s e t t i n g  

or  deci s ion-making in the  o r g a n i z a t i o n .

Since those  board members who were dominant  dur ing the  meet ings  

were from the  four  major  i npu t  o r g an i z a t i o n s  of  the  Commission, the  da t a  

from the  obse r va t i ons  of  board meet ings sugges t s  p a r t i a l  suppor t  f o r  

the  p r o p o s i t i o n s .  However, one of  the  i npu t  o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  r e p r e s e n t a ­

t i v e s  was not  dominant  dur ing the  meet ings  and the  communi ty-a t - l a rge  

r e p r e s e n t a t i v e ,  who i s  not  from one o f  the  major i npu t  o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  

was a ppa r en t l y  dominant .  The county o f f i c i a l ,  CAMACO r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  and 

Community Serv i ces  Department r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  ( c i t y  depar tment )  were 

p a r t i c u l a r l y  dominant  dur ing the  meet ings  and r e p r e s e n t  t h r e e  of  t he  

four  major i npu t  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  The county o f f i c i a l  s u c c e s s f u l l y  led
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t he  vote t o  t a b l e  t he  o b j e c t i v e s  in the  January meet ing (Table 17 

and Table 18) .  However, the  d a t a ,  as exp la i ned  in  c h ap t e r  f o u r ,  

only  sugges t s  suppor t  r a t h e r  than provides  a t e s t  o f  t he  p r o p o s i t i o n s  

because o f  the  l i m i t e d  i n d i c a t o r s  used in t h i s  s t ud y ,  i . e . ,  p a r t i c i p a ­

t i o n  in meet ings  on 1979 o b j e c t i v e s .

Re l a t i onsh ip  of  Findings  to  Organiza t ion  
And Planning L i t e r a t u r e

Analyses from o r g a n i z a t i o n  l i t e r a t u r e  sugges t  t h a t  the  p o s i t i o n  

of  an o rg an i za t i on  i s  a major  de t e r minan t  of  i t s  i n f l uen ce  r e l a t i v e  to  

deci s ion-making about  domain and r e source  a l l o c a t i o n  i s sue s  between 

o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  The p o s i t i o n  of  an o r g a n i z a t i o n  i s  de f ined  by Benson 

as the  l evel  of  con t ro l  by an o r g a n i z a t i o n  of  the  r e sources  f o r  i t s  

own and o th e r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s '  d o m a i n s . ^  Benson d e s c r i b e s  con t ro l  o f  

r e sources  in t he  r e so ur ce  l i nkages  between o r g a n i z a t i o n s  as t he  sub­

s t r u c t u r e  of  i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  r e source  exchanges which de termines  

t he  na ture  of  the  c o n t a c t s  between o r g a n i z a t i o n s  o r  the  s u p e r s t r u c t u r e ,  

i . e . ,  s en t iment s  and l eve l  of  i n t e r a c t i o n s  between o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  Four 

o f  the  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  the  con t ro l  o f  r e sou r ce s  o r  s u b s t r u c t u r e  

i d e n t i f i e d  by Benson which a re  of  p a r t i c u l a r  impor tance in d e t e r mi na t i on  

of  the  n a t u r e  of  c o n t a c t s  between o r g a n i z a t i o n s  o r  the  s u p e r s t r u c t u r e  

a r e ,  the l evel  o f  r e sou r ce s  c o n c e n t r a t i o n ,  the  l eve l  of  power concen­

t r a t i o n ,  the  l eve l  o f  dependence on e x t e r na l  environment  ( ou t s ide  o f  

s e t t i n g ) ,  and the  l eve l  o f  r e source  s c a r c i t y .

Hirsch a l so  d e f i n e s  o r g a n i z a t i o n  p o s i t i o n  r e l a t i v e  to  c on t r o l  

of  impor tant  envi ronmental  f a c t o r s  which a f f e c t  t he  domain o f  t he
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o r g a n i z a t i o n  but  d e f i n e s  those  f a c t o r s  in a broader  sense  than B e n s o n . ^  

In a s tudy o f  pharmaceut ica l  manufactur ing f i rms  and phonograph f i r m s ,  

Hirsch found o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  to  be d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  to  

the  con t ro l  by an o r g a n i z a t i o n  of  i t s  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  environment  and 

o f  i t s  ba rga in ing  p o s i t i o n  r e l a t i v e  t o  valued r e so u r ce s .  I n s t i t u t i o n a l  

environment  was i d e n t i f i e d  by Hirsch as those  o rg a n i z a t i o n s  and 

i n d i v i d u a l s  which determined the  funding r e g u l a t i o n s  and market ing 

g u i d e l i n e s  and p r i c e s  f o r  t he  produc t s  of  t he  o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  domain.

The pharmaceut ica l  f i r ms  had h igher  p r o f i t s  as a r e s u l t  of  t h e i r  con­

t r o l  over  d i s t r i b u t i o n  and wholesa le  p r i c e s  of  product s  and de t e r mi na ­

t i o n  and a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  of  p a t e n t  and copyr i gh t  s t a t u t e s ,  a long wi th  an 

a b i l i t y  o f  t h e i r  d e c i s i o n  makers to  p r e d i c t  the  l eve l  of  adopt ion of  

produc t s  by brokers  and opinion l e a d e r s .

One e xp l ana t i on  from Benson' s  and H i r s c h ' s  frameworks f o r  the  

county o f f i c i a l ' s  appa r en t  dominance in the  January meet ing i s  t he  

p o s i t i o n  of  the  county r e l a t i v e  to  c on t ro l  o f  r e sources  f o r  the  

Commission and f o r  t he  domains o f  o t h e r  human s e r v i c e  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  in 

t he  me t r opo l i t an  a re a .  The county c o n t r i b u t e s ,  as do t he  o th e r  major  

i n pu t  o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  one f o u r th  of  t he  Commission's a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  

budget  and,  in a d d i t i o n ,  c o n t r i b u t e s  s t a f f  a s s i s t a n c e  and a d d i t i o n a l  

f i na nc ing  f o r  some o f  the  Commission's a c t i v i t i e s .  The county,  however,  

a l s o  i s  the  v eh i c l e  through which a l a rg e  p ropo r t i on  of  pub l i c  money, 

i . e . ,  f e d e r a l ,  s t a t e  and l o c a l ,  f o r  soc i a l  s e r v i c e s  i s  channeled to  

human s e r v i c e  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  in the  me t r opo l i t an  a r e a .  The c i t y  c o n t r o l s  

some publ i c  money f o r  s oc i a l  s e r v i c e s ,  i . e . ,  p r i n c i p a l l y  revenue
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shar ing  and CETA funds (county a l s o  shares  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  CETA), 

but  the  county c o n t r o l s  t he  l a r g e s t  p ropo r t i on  of  pub l i c  money.

Publ i c  money, as  i s  shown in Table 5 in Appendix C, i s  a p a r t  o f  a lmost  

t w o- t h i r ds  o f  t he  budgets  of  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  in t he  s tudy.

The c i t y  o f f i c i a l ' s  appar en t  s uppor t  o f  the  Commission dur ing 

the  i n t e rv i ews  and dur ing the  board meet ings  i s  exp la i ned  p a r t i a l l y  by 

c i t y  governments '  t r a d i t i o n a l  l ack  of  t e ch n i ca l  e x p e r t i s e  f o r  p lanning 

f o r  soc i a l  s e r v i c e s .  Humphreys d e sc r ib e s  revenue shar ing  as p l ac i ng  

p r e s su r e  on local  governments to develop c r i t e r i a  f o r  a l l o c a t i n g  funds 

f o r  soc i a l  s e r v i c e s . ^  As the  r e s u l t  o f  t he  c i t y ' s  t e chn i ca l  p lanning 

needs,  a s s i s t a n c e  from the  Commission i s  pe rce ived  by the  c i t y  o f f i c i a l  

as  a needed r e sou r ce .  A f u r t h e r  exp l ana t i on  i s  provided by Benson' s  

and H i r s c h ' s  f rameworks,  i . e . ,  t he  c i t y ' s  p o s i t i o n  r e l a t i v e  to  c on t r o l  

of  r e s ources  and c on t ro l  of  the  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  envi ronment .  Since t he  

c i t y  de termines  how i t  wi l l  use da ta  and planning a s s i s t a n c e  provided by 

the  Commission i t  may pe rce ive  i t s e l f  as ab l e  to  d i r e c t  t he  Commis­

s ion according to i t s  planning needs.  The county may not  have s i m i l a r  

needs f o r  t e ch n i ca l  a s s i s t a n c e  in t he  planning area  because of  t he  types  

of  funding i t  a d m i n i s t e r s ,  i . e . ,  T i t l e  XX and county funds ,  a l though i t  i s  

s i m i l a r  to t he  c i t y  r e l a t i v e  to con t ro l  of  r e source s  and the  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  

environment .  Revenue shar ing  funds come to the  c i t y  wi th  l e s s  r e g u l a t i o n s  

and g u id e l i n e s  from t he  s t a t e  and f ede r a l  l e v e l s  than T i t l e  XX funds which 

have both f e de ra l  and s t a t e  r e g u l a t i o n s  and g u i d e l i n e s  f o r  d i s t r i b u t i o n  

of  the  funds.

One e x p l a n a t i o n ,  from Benson' s  and H i r s c h ' s  framev/orks,  f o r  the
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i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  by d e c i s i o n  makers in pub l i c  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  of  l e g i s l a t i v e /  

funding requi rements  r a t h e r  than domain concerns  as a c o n s t r a i n t  to 

c oord i na t i on  i s  t he  p o s i t i o n  of  t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  r e l a t i v e  to  the  ' 

i n s t i t u t i o n a l  envi ronment .  Decis ion makers in publ i c  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  

i d e n t i f i e d  l e g i s l a t i v e / f u n d i n g  requi rement s  as a c o n s t r a i n t  more 

f r eq u e n t l y  than t hose  in p r i v a t e  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  perhaps because o f  t h e i r  

d i r e c t  dependence on l e g i s l a t i v e  d e c i s io n s  f o r  d e l i n e a t i o n  of  the  do­

mains f o r  t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  Decis ion makers in p r i v a t e  o r g a n i z e t :ons 

a l so  a re  dependent  on l e g i s l a t i v e  d e c i s i o n s  r e l a t i v e  to the  domains of  

t h e i r  o rg an i z a t i o n s  and r e sou r ce s  s i nce  most of  the  p r i v a t e  o r g a n i z a ­

t i o n s  r ece ive  some p ub l i c  funding.  Organ i za t i ons  in the  bottom funded 

groups ,  however,  a r e  a l a r g e  p o r t i on  of  t he  p r i v a t e  group,  i . e . ,  over  

h a l f .  Decis ion makers in the  bottom groups i d e n t i f i e d ,  most f r e q u e n t l y ,  

autonomy concerns  in t he  domain concern ca t egory  perhaps as a f un c t i o n  

of  a p o s s i b l e  l ack  o f  i n f l u e nc e  in t he  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  envi ronment ,  i . e . ,  

publ i c  and p r i v a t e  sources  o f  r e g u l a t i o n  and funding f o r  domains of  the  

o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  The i r  l ack  of  i n f l u en c e ,  the  l i t e r a t u r e  s ug g es t s ,  may be 

a func t i on  of the  small  s i z e  of  t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  and consequent  

con t ro l  of  only a small  p ropo r t i on  o f  r e s ou r ce s  in the  community.

Like ana lyses  in o r g a n i z a t i o n  l i t e r a t u r e ,  ana lyses  of  planning 

de sc r i b e  the  p o s i t i o n  of  an o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  i . e . ,  con t ro l  of  r e s ource s  

and /o r  r e g u l a t i o n s ,  as  a c e n t r a l  i s s u e .  I t  i s  c e n t r a l  in planning 

l i t e r a t u r e  r e l a t i v e  to  a p l a n n e r ' s  a t t empt  to  implement change.

In an a n a l y s i s  of  United Way o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  Wenocur d e sc r ib e s  

United Way o r g a n i z a t i o n s  r e l a t i v e  to  t h e i r  p o s i t i o n  wi th t h e i r  member
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o r g a n i z a t i o n s . ^  They a r e ,  wi th in  Wenocur ' s p e r s p e c t i v e ,  in a " p r e ­

c a r io u s  balance wi th a p o l i t i c i z e d  ex t e r na l  environment" which i s  

made up of  member o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  The p r e ca r i ous  balance i s  c h a r a c t e r ­

i zed by member o r g a n i z a t i o n s  not  implementing change in United Way 

a l l o c a t i n g  c r i t e r i a  due to  t h e i r  domain i n t e r e s t s  to  mainta in  c u r r e n t  

r e source  a l l o c a t i o n  p a t t e r n s  and by the  United Way o r g an iz a t i on  not  

implementing change due i t s  dependence on member o r g a n i za t i o ns .  As a 

r e s u l t  o f  t h e i r  p r e ca r i ou s  p o s i t i o n ,  United Way Organiza t ions  a r e  not  

in a p o s i t i o n  to  sugges t  o r  implement change o t he r  t han ,  in S p e ch t 1s 

framework,  a t  the  l evel  of  r e a r r ang i ng  r e sources  wi th in  the  e x i s t i n g  

system.  A p o l i t i c i z e d  environment  i s ,  from Evan' s  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  

framework,  a focal  o r g a n i z a t i o n  c o n t r o l l e d  by i t s  ou tput  o rg a n i z a t i o n s  

which a re  a l so  i t s  i npu t  o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  i . e . ,  the  o rg a n i za t i on s  which 

r ece i ve  funding from United Way a l s o  func t i on  r e l a t i v e  to p a r t i c i p a t i o n  

in i t s  fund r a i s i n g  and p o l i cy  making. Some a re  more powerful than 

o the r s  in the  po l i cy  making,  but  a l l  have the  oppor t un i t y  to a f f e c t  in 

some way the  United Way's fund r a i s i n g  d r i v e s .

In t he  previous  d e s c r i p t i o n  of  S p e r g e l ' s  model ,  the  p o s i t i o n  of  

the  planning o rg an i z a t i o n  was a c e n t r a l  i s s u e .  I t  was c en t r a l  r e l a t i v e  

to  co nd i t i o n s  necessa ry  f o r  e f f e c t i v e  p lann ing ,  i . e . ,  coalescence  or  

c e n t r a l i z a t i o n  of  power in the  planning o rg a n i z a t i o n .

Warren in an a n a l y s i s  of  model c i t y  programs found t h a t  o r g a n i z a ­

t i o n s  which c o n t r o l l e d  re sources  f o r  t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  and o t h e r  

o r g a n i z a t i o n s '  domains mainta ined  the  c u r r e n t  p a t t e r n s  of  r e source
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d i s t r i b u t i o n  which were f avo r ab l e  to t h e i r  domains.  Change t h a t  was 

perce ived as a t h r e a t  t o  the  domains o f  t he se  o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  i . e . ,  

Community Decis ion Or ga n i za t i o ns ,  was r e d i r e c t e d  or  blocked by t h e i r  

de c i s ion  makers to p r o t e c t  t he  c u r r e n t  ar rangements .

One e x p l an a t i o n ,  from Wenocur ' s framework,  f o r  the  appar en t  l ack  

of  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  of  t he  Uni ted Way r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  in the  meet ings  

compared to  the  o t h e r  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  from the  input  o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  

i . e . ,  c i t y  county and CAMACO, i s  the  l ack  of  i n f l uence  of  the  United 

Way in i t s  o r g a n i z a t i o n - e nv i r o n me n t , i . e . ,  wi th  member o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  

Since United Way funds one - f ou r t h  of  t he  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  budget  of  the  

Conmission,  as the  county does,  and c o n t r i b u t e s ,  a d d i t i o n a l l y ,  through 

s t a f f  a s s i s t a n c e  and c o n t r a c t s ,  as the  county does ,  an assumption from 

the  p r op o s i t i on s  on g o a l - s e t t i n g  i s  t h a t  Uni ted Way would be as domin­

an t  in the  g o a l - s e t t i n g  process  as t he  county.  S ince ,  however,  i t  ex­

i s t s  in a p o l i t i c i z e d  environment  wi th i t s  member o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  i t  i s  

not  in a p o s i t i on  to p u b l i c l y  t ake  s ides  on i s s u e s .  I t  i s  p o s s i b l e ,  

however,  t h a t  United Way in f l uences  the  Commission i n fo r ma l l y ,  i . e . ,  

c on tac t s  wi th the  D i r e c t o r  and s t a f f  o u t s i de  o f  publ i c  meet ings .

Warren' s  framework provides  an exp l ana t i on  f o r  t he  l ack  of  

suppor t  of  the  o b j e c t i v e s  as p re sen t ed  by the  D i r e c t o r  and s t a f f  dur ing 

the  January meet ing.  The i n i t i a t i o n s  by the  D i r e c t o r  and t he  s t a f f  may 

have been perceived  by the  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  from the  major  input  o r g a n i ­

z a t i o ns  as a t h r e a t  t o  t h e i r  domains and /or  r e sources  f o r  t h e i r  domains,  

wi th the  except ion  of t he  c i t y  o f f i c i a l  who g e ne r a l l y  suppor ted the
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s t a f f .  The t h r e a t  may have come from the  c on t en t  of  t he  o b j e c t i v e s  

o r  t he  r o l e  the  s t a f f  was t ak ing  as i n i t i a t o r s  dur ing t he  meet ing,  

i . e . ,  dominant r o l e  r e l a t i v e  to de f i n i n g  the  planning goa l s  o f  the  

Commission and subsequent  d i r e c t i o n  o f  the  c oo r d i n a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  f o r  

1979. At the  next  meet ing ,  February (Tables 19 and 20) ,  t he  s t a f f  took 

l e s s  of  an i n i t i a t i n g  r o l e  and responded to q u e s t i o n s ,  i n i t i a t i o n s  and 

responses  of  the  board members.

The communi ty-a t - l a rge  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e ' s  unexpected dominant  r o l e  

in the  meet ings r e l a t i v e  to  t he  p r o p o s i t i o n s  i s  not  exp la i ned  by the  

p o s i t i o n  of  the  communi ty -a t - l a rge  in r e f e r en ce  to  con t ro l  o f  r e sources  

but  from the  ac tua l  n a r r a t i v e  o f  t he  meet ings  not  d e sc r i bed  in the  

Tables .  Although t he  communi ty-a t - l a rge  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  had a high 

number of  t r a n s a c t i o n s  in p r i o r i t y  t o p i c s ,  the  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e ' s  c o n t r i ­

b u t ions ,  as observed by the  a u t h o r ,  were l a r g e l y  ignored an d / o r  not  

ac ted on by the  o t h e r  board members and s t a f f .  The county o f f i c i a l ' s  

c o n t r i b u t i o n s ,  however,  were a t t ended  to  an ac t ed  on dur ing the  meet ings.  

The county o f f i c i a l  was o f t en  on the  same s ide  of  an i s s u e  as the  

communi ty-a t - l arge  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  but  r e l a t i v e  to  a d i f f e r e n t  r a t i o n a l e ,  

e . g . ,  the  county o f f i c i a l  was a g a i n s t  t he  o b j e c t i v e s  as p re sen t ed  by 

s t a f f  o b s t e n s ib l y  because they did not  meet the  "product  need" o f  the  

Commission whereas t he  communi ty-a t - l a rge  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  was a g a i n s t  

them o b s t e ns i b l y  because they did not  r e f l e c t  t he  da ta  from the  needs 

assessment  and s e r v i c e  p r i o r i t i z a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  of  t he  Commission. The 

communi ty-a t - l arge  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e ' s  l ack  of  impact  on t he  meet ings  i s
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expla ined  by t h e i r  low p o s i t i o n  in t he  envi ronment ,  i . e . ,  l ack of  con­

t r o l  o f  r esources  f o r  t he  domains o f  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .

Summary of  Chapter

Although not  a l l  o f  t he  f i n d i n g s  from the  s tudy were i n t e r p r e t e d  

in t h i s  c h a p t e r ,  t hose  t h a t  were i n t e r p r e t e d  in r e f e r en ce  to t he  propo­

s i t i o n s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  i s s u e s  r e l a t i v e  to domain con­

sensus  and con t ro l  o f  r e source s  f o r  domains may have an impor tant  i n ­

f l uence  on human s e r v i c e  planning.  They a l s o  sugges t  t h a t  the  Commis­

s ion  i s  perhaps  not  in a p o s i t i o n  r e l a t i v e  t o  t he  human s e r v i c e  o r g a n i ­

za t i o n a l  envi ronment ,  i . e . ,  con t ro l  of  r e s ou r ce s  f o r  domains,  to 

implement t he  community-wide type  o f  c o o r d i n a t i o n .  The Commission 

may be more in a p o s i t i o n  to implement types  o f  coo r d i na t i on  which i n ­

volve lower l e v e l s  o f  r e s ource s  than the  community-wide t ype ,  i . e . ,  ad- 

hoc,  case and program types  of  c o o rd i n a t i o n .

Linkages were i d e n t i f i e d  between ana lyses  in o r g a n i z a t i o n  and 

planning l i t e r a t u r e  in two primary i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  a r e a s ,  i . e . ,  

domain and con t ro l  o f  r e source s  f o r  domain and p o s i t i o n  of  o r g an i z a t i o n s  

in an o r gan i za t i on -env i ronment  r e l a t i v e  to  con t ro l  of  r e so u r ce s .

Analyses in both o r g a n i z a t i o n  and planning l i t e r a t u r e  used domain as a 

c e n t r a l  concept .  In o r g a n i z a t i o n  l i t e r a t u r e  i t  i s  used to d e f in e  organ­

i z a t i o n s  and i d e n t i f y  i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  i s su e s  r e l a t i v e  to domain 

consensus and con t ro l  of  r e sources  f o r  domains.  In planning l i t e r a t u r e ,  

domain i s  used f o r  a n a l y s i s  of  d ec i s i on  makers '  p e r c e p t i o n s ,  r e s i s t a n c e s  

to  change and r e sou r ces  f o r  implementing change r e l a t i v e  to a focus  on



140

planners  as i nd iv idua l  a c t o r s  and /or  r e l a t i v e  to a focus on i nd i v i dua l  

o rg a n i z a t i o n s  or  m u l t i p l e  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  t o  be changed.

P o s i t i o n  of  an o r g an i z a t i o n  r e l a t i v e  to con t ro l  of  r e s ou r ce s  i s  

a major  i s su e  i d e n t i f i e d  in both o rg a n i z a t i o n  and planning l i t e r a t u r e .  

In o r g a n i z a t i o n  l i t e r a t u r e  t he  p o s i t i o n  of  an o r g a n i z a t i o n  determines  

i t s  i n f l uen c e  r e l a t i v e  to deci s ion-making about  domain and r e source  

a l l o c a t i o n  i s sue s  among o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  In planning l i t e r a t u r e  t he  ' 

p o s i t i o n  of  an o r g a n i z a t i o n  from which a p lanner  op e r a t e s  i s  i d e n t i f i e d  

as p o t e n t i a l l y  de termining  the  p l a n n e r ' s  a b i l i t y  t o  implement change,  

i . e . ,  s i g n i f i c a n t  change may r e qu i r e  con t ro l  of  major  r e sources  and 

l egal  s an c t i o n .

The primary concep t s ,  i s sue s  and models i d e n t i f i e d  in t he  organ­

i z a t i o n  and planning l i t e r a t u r e  f o r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of  t he  s e l e c t e d  

f i n d i ng s  a r e :

Organ iza t i on  L i t e r a t u r e

Resource-dependency model of  i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  r e l a t i o n s
(Emerson) .

Coordina t ion types  by l evel  o r  amount and q u a l i t y  of
r e sources  exchanged (Reid) .

P o s i t i o n  of  an o r g a n i z a t i o n  r e l a t i v e  to s u b s t r u c t u r e  of  
^n i za t i on a l  r e l a t i o n s ,  i . e . ,  con t ro l  of  r e sources

P o s i t i o n  of  an o r g an i z a t i o n  r e l a t i v e  to  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  
e f f e c t i v e n e s s ,  i . e . ,  con t ro l  o f  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  environment  
( H i r s c h ) .

Planning L i t e r a t u r e

T a c t i c s  f o r  c r e a t i n g  change r e l a t i v e  to  pe r c ep t i o n s  of  
change as a t h r e a t  to r e s ources  (Specht ) .
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Community problem-solving model of  change wi th problem­
solv ing  as e s s e n t i a l l y  i n t e r a c t i v e  (Spe r ge l ) .

p l anner  i n f l uen ce  l evel  r e l a t i v e  t o  t he  l evel  o f  r e s i s t a n c e  
t o  change in o r g a n i z a t i o n s  (Morris and Bins t ock) .

Planning r e l a t e d  to  p o s i t i o n  of  an o r g an i z a t i o n  in i t s  
environment  (Wenocur).

Community Decis ion Or ga n i z a t i ons '  c on t ro l  of  change r e l a t i v e  
t o  t h e i r  domain i n t e r e s t s  (Warren).

Planning needs of  l ocal  government r e l a t i v e  to  new r o l e  
in human s e r v i c e  d e l i v e r y  as a l l o c a t o r s  o f  revenue shar ing  
funds (Humphreys).

The next  c hap te r  d es c r i b e s  p o s s i b l e  i mp l i c a t i o n s  from t h i s  s tudy 

f o r  both planning and r e sea rc h  and s p e c i f i c a l l y  f o r  the  foca l  o r g a n i z a ­

t i o n  of  t h i s  s tudy ,  i . e . ,  Met ropol i t an  Human Se rv i ce  Commission. The 

l i m i t a t i o n s  of  t h i s  s tudy and recommendations f o r  f u r t h e r  r e sea rc h  are  

a l s o  i d e n t i f i e d .
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CHAPTER VI

IMPLICATIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND LIMITATIONS

OF STUDY

What i mp l i c a t i o n s  do the f i n d i ng s  o f  t h i s  s tudy have f o r  the  

focal  o r ga n i za t i on  of  t he  s tudy and f o r  planning in gene r a l ?  In t h i s  

f i n a l  c hap te r  t he  au t ho r  wi l l  a t t empt  to  provide  a response  to  t h i s  

ques t i on  by c u l l i n g  from the  f i n d i n g s ,  summarized a t  t he  end o f  c hap t e r  

fou r  and beginning of  chap t e r  f i v e ,  p o s s i b l e  i m p l i c a t i o n s  and recommend­

a t i o n s  ( r e l a t i v e  to  s t r a t e g i e s  and r e sea rc h)  f o r  the  Met ropol i t an  

Human Serv ice  Commission and f o r  theory  and r e sea r ch  on p lann ing .  Major 

l i m i t a t i o n s  of  the  s tudy a re  desc r ibed  a t  the  end of  t he  c ha p t e r  r e l a t i v e  

t o  t he  c o n s t r a i n t s  they  place  on the  f i n d i n g s  and on the  i m p l i c a t i o n s  

developed from the  f i n d i n g s .

Impl i ca t i ons  and Recommendations f o r  Met ropol i t an  
Human Services  Commission Re l a t i ve  to  S t r a t e g i e s  
And Future Research

In the  i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  p e r s p ec t iv e  of  t h i s  s tudy domain con­

sensus and the  locus  o f  con t ro l  of  r e sources  f o r  domains in an o r g a n i z a ­

t i o n - s e t  a re  pr imary i s sues  which a f f e c t  both the  a b i l i t y  of  members in 

an o rg a n i z a t i o n  to func t i on  in i t s  domain and g o a l - s e t t i n g  in an o r g a n i ­

z a t i on  ( r e f e r  to  c hap t e r  one f o r  f u r t h e r  d e s c r i p t i o n ) .  The f i n d i n g s

- 1 4 4 -
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and i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of  the  f i n d i ng s  in c hap t e r s  fou r  and f i v e  sugges t  

t h a t  r e l a t i v e  to i t s  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t ,  t he  Commission lacks  both 

domain consensus and suppor t  f o r  i t s  a c t i v i t i e s  in community-wide 

coo rd ina t ion  and i s  in a weak p o s i t i o n  r e l a t i v e  t o  con t ro l  of  r e sou r ces  

to  induce or  coerce  suppor t  f o r  i t s  domain,  i . e . ,  community-wide 

coo r d i na t i on  of  human s e r v i c e s .

A p os s i b le  i mp l i c a t i o n  f o r  the  Commission r e l a t i v e  to i t s  appa r ­

en t  weak p o s i t i o n  in i t s  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t ,  i . e . ,  l ack  o f  domain 

suppor t  and lack of  con t ro l  of  r e s o u r c e s ,  i s  t h a t  un l e s s  i t  e i t h e r  

changes i t s  domain or  p o s i t i o n ,  i . e . ,  p o s i t i o n  r e l a t i v e  to c on t r o l  of  

r e sources  and con t ro l  of  l ega l  s a n c t i o n s ,  i t s  chances f o r  s u r v i va l  may 

be ques t i onnab le .

I f  t he  Commission changes i t s  domain,  t he  responses  of  t he  de­

c i s i o n  makers to the  ques t i on  about  a c i t i v i t e s  t he  Commission should 

do,  i . e . ,  Table 13, sugges t  t h a t  i t  should move in t he  d i r e c t i o n  of  

providing s e r v i ce  d e l i v e r y  program planning and t e ch n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  

t o  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  The g o a l - s e t t i n g  process  and outcomes dur ing the  

board meet ings on 1979 o b j e c t i v e s  sugges t  t h a t  t he  Commission may be 

moving in the  d i r e c t i o n  of  a d j u s t i n g  i t s  domain,  as proposed above,  to 

i t s  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t .  The top f i v e  o b j e c t i v e s  passed a t  the  February 

8 meet ing,  as i d e n t i f i e d  in Table 21,  r e f l e c t  an emphasis on s h o r t  

range program and t ech n i ca l  a s s i s t a n c e  o b j e c t i v e s .

I f  the  Commission changes i t s  p o s i t i o n  in i t s  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t ,

i . e . ,  cont ro l  of  r e sources  and con t ro l  of  l ega l  s a n c t i o n s ,  l i t e r a t u r e
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on i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  r e l a t i o n s  in c hap t e r s  two and f i v e  sugges t  t h a t  

t o  induce or  coerce  o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  i . e . ,  both p r i v a t e  and pub l i c  

s anc t i oned ,  to move in t he  d e s i r e d  d i r e c t i o n ,  i . e . ,  community-wide 

c oo rd i n a t i o n ,  the  Commission may need to con t ro l  impor tant  r e s ou r ce s  

f o r  the  domains o f  the  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  an d / o r  t o  have l ega l  s an c t i o n s  

t h a t  a f f e c t  the  domains of  the  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  Spergel  and o t h e r s  

sugges t  t h a t  the  Commission, in o rd e r  to  be in t h a t  p o s i t i o n ,  would 

need to be a pub l i c  o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  i . e . ,  mandated by a publ i c  body 

( s t a t e ,  c i t y  o r  cou n t y ) ,  wi th  l egal  s a n c t i o n s . ^  In t he  Columbus s e t t i n g  

t he  county government may be t he  most a p p r o p r i a t e  pub l i c  body t o  man­

da t e  such an o r g a n i z a t i o n  s ince  i t  i s  in an a pp a r e n t l y  dominant  p o s i ­

t i on  r e l a t i v e  to con t ro l  o f  r e sources  f o r  t he  domains o f  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  

The ques t i on  a r i s e s ,  however,  whether  t he  county o f f i c i a l s  have a 

commitment to the  domain of  community-wide c o o r d i n a t i o n .  During the  

g o a l - s e t t i n g  process  and i n t e r v i ews  t h e i r  i n t e r e s t  in t he  Commission 

seemed to be focused on the  problems and program needs of  t h e i r  d e p a r t ­

ments r a t h e r  than comprehensive,  s e r v i c e  plans  f o r  the  m e t r o p o l i t a n  area  

r e l a t i v e  to human s e r v i c e  needs.  For example,  t he  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  

p r o j e c t ,  o b j e c t i v e  two on the  February 8 l i s t  in Table 20,  i s  the  r e ­

s u l t  of  a county r e q u e s t  f o r  a s s i s t a n c e  in c o o rd i n a t i n g  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  

f o r  we l fa re  r e c i p i e n t s  as a c o s t - s a v i ng  dev ice  f o r  t h e i r  Welfare 

Department.  Another ques t i on  i s ,  even i f  t he  o f f i c i a l s  suppor ted 

community-wide c o o r d i n a t i o n ,  would the  county have the  l eve l  o f  domin­

ance,  r e l a t i v e  to  c on t ro l  of  r e s o u r c e s ,  r eq u i r e d  f o r  implementing
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community-wide c o or d i na t i on  s i nce  the  human s e r v i c e  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  in 

t he  a r e a ,  even some o f  t he  bottom funded ones ,  use m u l t i p l e  sources  

of  funding (Table 5 in Appendix C). I t  may be t h a t  even publ i c  o rgan­

i z a t i o n s  in Columbus do not  have the  con t ro l  o f  r e source s  r eq u i r e d  to  

induce or  coerce  d e c i s io n  makers in o r g a n i z a t i o n s  to p a r t i c i p a t e  as 

needed in community-wide planning and in the  implementat ion of  those  

p l ans .  An a l t e r n a t i v e  to implementing community-wide coo rd i na t i on  wi th 

both p r i v a t e  and p ub l i c  s anc t ioned  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  may be a county plan 

r e l a t i v e  to j u s t  p ub l i c  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  over  which the  county may have 

more d i r e c t  i n f l uen ce  through l egal  s anc t i ons  and con t ro l  of  r e s o u r ce s .

Future  r e sea rc h  on the  Commission could extend t h i s  case  s tudy 

of  t he  Commission by examining the Commission over  a pe r iod  o f  t h r e e  

to  f i v e  y e a r s .  The Commission could be examined r e l a t i v e  to  the  i s s u e s ,  

r a i s ed  above,  concerning the  p os s i b l e  a dap ta t i on  o f  i t s  domain t o  i t s  

o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  an d / o r  t he  p o s s i b l e  change of  i t s  p o s i t i o n  in i t s  

o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  r e l a t i v e  to  con t ro l  of  r e sources  and l egal  s a n c t i o n s  

to implement community-wide c oo rd in a t i on .  Comparat ive r e s ea rc h  could 

a l so  be conducted to examine the  Commission in r e f e r e nce  to s i m i l a r  

types  of  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  in o the r  s e t t i n g s  wi th s i m i l a r  domains,  i . e . ,  

p r i v a t e / p u b l i c  funded o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  which have n e i t h e r  con t ro l  o f  

r e source s  nor l ega l  s a n c t i o n s ,  c r ea t ed  to provide community-wide 

c oo r d i na t i on  of  human s e r v i c e s .  The comparat ive s tudy could con t ro l  

f o r  f a c t o r s  o f  community c o n t e x t ,  e . g . ,  s i z e ,  planning exper i ence  and 

c i t i z e n  p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  o r g a n i z a t i o n  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  e . g . ,  type  of
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org an iz a t i on s  and number and s i z e  of  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  i nvo l ved ,  and 

s t a f f  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  e . g . ,  s t y l e  o f  D i r e c t o r ,  number and p r o f e s s i o n a l  

background of  s t a f f .  These f a c t o r s  could then be examined f o r  t h e i r  

po ss i b l e  i n f l uence  on domain consensus o r  suppor t  in t he  o r g a n i z a t i o n -  

s e t  f o r  community-wide coo r d i na t i on  as a l t e r n a t i v e  e x p l a n a t i o n s  t o  the  

ones developed in t h i s  s tudy.  The Commission could a l s o  be compared 

wi th publ i c  c oo rd i na t i ng  o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  i . e . ,  t hose  mandated by a 

publ i c  body wi th l ega l  s a n c t i o n s ,  c o n t r o l l i n g  f o r  t he  f a c t o r s  d esc r i bed  

above,  to examine whether  t he  p o s i t i o n  of  a planning o r g a n i z a t i o n  in 

i t s  s e t  does perhaps a f f e c t  the  a b i l i t y  of  i t s  members,  i . e . ,  p l a n n e r s ,  

t o  f unc t i on  in a domain,  e . g . ,  implement community-wide c o o r d i n a t i o n .  

The assumption in the  above comparison i s  t h a t  p ub l i c  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  

would l i k e l y  be in a more dominant  p o s i t i o n  than the  Commission 

r e l a t i v e  to  con t ro l  o f  r e sources  and l egal  s a n c t i o n s .

Impl i ca t i ons  and Recommendations f o r  Theory 
And Research on Planning

The i m p l i c a t i o n s  o f  the  f i n d i n g s  f o r  t heory  and r e s e a r c h  on 

planning fo l low from the  i mp l i c a t i ons  and recommendations de s c r i bed  

above f o r  the  Commission. The s tudy sugges t s  t h a t  an i n t e r o r g a n i z a ­

t i o n a l  p e r s pec t i ve  wi th the  concepts  of  domain,  domain consensus ,  goa l -  

s e t t i n g  and o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  may be useful  as a way t o  unders t and  and 

c oncep t ua l i z e  p lanning .  A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  the  p e r s p e c t i v e  may prov ide  a 

guide f o r  d ec i s io n s  by planners  about  p o s s i b l e  r o l e s  f o r  themselves
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and t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  r e l a t i v e  to the  o r g a n i z a t i o n - s e t  in which 

they a re  involved.

Along wi th the  t echn i ca l  components p re sen t ed  in r a t i o n a l  models 

of  planning as de sc r i bed  in Kahn's model in c h ap t e r  one,  t h i s  s tudy 

sugges t s  t h a t  a more i n c l u s i v e  model of  p l anning may need to  i n c o r p o r ­

a t e  as e s s e n t i a l  components the  i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l / p o l i t i c a l  i s su e s  

i d e n t i f i e d  in i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  p e r s pec t i ve s  on p l ann ing ,  e . g . ,  l evel  

of  domain consensus o r  suppor t  and locus of  con t ro l  o f  r e s ou r ce s  f o r  

domains.  Although some e x i s t i n g  models and ana lyses  of  planning do 

inco r po r a t e  i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  and o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  e l ement s ,  e . g . ,

Warren,  Specht ,  Spe rge l ,  Morris  and Bins tock ,  t h e r e  i s  minimal e x p l i c i t  

use in t h e i r  ana lyses  and models of  ana lyses  on i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  

r e l a t i o n s h i p s  from o r g a n i z a t i o n  l i t e r a t u r e .  This  s tudy sugges t s  t h a t  

i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  concepts  and models from o r g a n i z a t i o n  l i t e r a t u r e  

such as those  developed by Thompson, Evan, Schmidt and Kochan, Emerson 

and Benson, may be useful  in ana lyses  of  planning by sharpening and 

inc r eas i ng  the  conceptual  t o o l s  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  unders t anding  an impor tan t  

a spec t  of  the  so c i a l  t e r r a i n  which in f l uences  p lanning and which planning 

must i n f l u en c e ,  i . e . ,  o rgan iza t i on -env i ronment .

This s tudy a l so  sugges t s  t h a t  r e s ea r ch  on the  i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  

a spec t s  of  planning should be conducted using both case  s tudy and 

comparat ive des igns .  The case  s tudy des ign al lows f o r  an i n -dep th  ex­

aminat ion of  p o s s i b l e  i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  i s sue s  o pe ra t i ng  in one s e t ­

t i n g . '  The comparat ive design al lows f o r  a comparison across  s e t t i n g s
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t o  examine i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  i s su es  whi le  c o n t r o l l i n g  f o r  f a c t o r s  

such as community, o r g a n i z a t i o n  and s t a f f  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  as p i s s i b l e  

a l t e r n a t i v e  e xp l an a t io n s  f o r  t he  planning process  and outcomes.

A s u b s t a n t i v e  r e sea rc h  ques t i on  t h a t  may need to be addressed 

in f u t u r e  r e s ea r ch  i s  how community-wide co o rd in a t i on  a f f e c t s  s e r v i c e  

d e l i v e r y  r e l a t i v e  t o  consumers '  pe rcep t i ons  of  s e r v i c e  needs,  i n t e r ­

o rga n i z a t i ona l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  human s e r v i c e  o r g an i z a t i o n  dec i s i on  

makers'  p e r cep t i ons  o f  s e r v i c e  needs and the  pe rcep t i ons  of  s e r v i c e  

needs in the  communi ty-a t - l a rge .  The assumption i m p l i c i t  in d e c i s io n s  

to a t t empt  community-wide coo r d i na t i on  i s  t h a t  i t .  wi l l  i nc rease  both 

the  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  and e f f i c i e n c y  o f  s e r v i c e  d e l i v e r y  and in the  process  

solve  c e r t a i n  soc i a l  problems,  e . g . ,  dependency , n eg l e c t  and abuse.  

These assumptions  seemed to  be p r e sen t  in the  c i t y  counci l  r e s o l u t i o n  

which c a l l e d  f o r  a Commission type o r g a n i z a t i o n  to  provide  f o r

Community-wide c oo r d i n a t i o n  and in the  C i t i z en  Counc i l ' s  recommendations
2to the  Commission r e l a t i v e  to community-wide c oo r d i na t i on .  The 

ques t i on  remains ,  however,  whether  community-wide coo r d i na t i on  addresses  

any or  a l l  of  t he s e  e x p e c t a t i o n s .  A f u r t h e r  ques t i on  i s  whether  t he se  

expec t a t i ons  may c o n f l i c t  and / o r  compete wi th one a no t he r ,  and,  i f  t h i s  

i s  t he  case ,  whether  one s t r a t e g y ,  i . e . ,  community-wide c o o r d i n a t i o n ,  

should be used f o r  a l l  of  them. Future r e s ea r ch  on the  i n t e r o r g a n i z a ­

t i on a l  a spec t s  of  p lanning may need to address  t h i s  s u b s t a n t i ve  ques t i on  

and o t he r s  r e l a t e d  to planning goal s  along wi th the  i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l /
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p o l i t i c a l  i s su es  i d e n t i f i e d  in an i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  p e r s p e c t i v e  on 

planning.

Re l a t i ve  to t he  p o l i t i c a l  or  power i s sue s  i d e n t i f i e d  in t h i s  

s t udy ,  the  concepts  o f  power and a u t h o r i t y ,  as def ined by Weber and 

o th e r  s oc i a l  s c i e n t i s t s ,  may be useful  concepts  to  apply and use in f u ­

t u r e  i n t e r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  r e s e a r ch .  As an example,  Weber d i s t i n g u i s h e s  

t h r e e  types  of  l e g i t i m a t e  a u t h o r i t y ,  t r a d i t i o n a l ,  i . e . ,  group confe r s  

s t a t u s  based on precedence ,  r a t i o n a l - 1e g a l , i . e . ,  group confe r s  r i g h t  to 

govern and c h a r i s m a t i c ,  i . e . ,  group fol lows because of  personal  q u a l i ­

t i e s  of  l e ade r  o r  " g i f t  of  g race" .  Author i t y  i s  de f ined  by Weber as

"The p r o b a b i l i t y  of  s ecur ing  obedience to s p e c i f i c  commands on the  p a r t
4

of a given group of  pe r sons" .  The case  s tudy of  the  Commission seems 

to  sugges t  t h a t  t he  Commission may not  be in a s t rong p o s i t i o n  o f  l e g i t ­

imate a u t h o r i t y  r e l a t i v e  to any of  Weber ' s type of  a u t h o r i t y ,  in f a c t  i t s  

a u t h o r i t y  may be q u e s t i o n ab l e  r e l a t i v e  t o  each of  the  types  of  a u t h o r i t y .

Li mi t a t i ons  of  Study

The l i m i t a t i o n s  of  t he  s tudy ,  i d e n t i f i e d  below, placed con­

s t r a i n t s  on both t he  s t r e n g t h  of  the  f i nd i ngs  and on the  range o f  i m p l i ­

c a t i on s  t h a t  could be developed from the f i n d i n g s .  Although o t h e r  

l i m i t a t i o n s  a r e  p r e s en t  in t h i s  s tudy ,  the  t h r e e  which were chosen by 

t h i s  au thor  f o r  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  in t h i s  chap t e r  a r e ,  in the  a u t h o r ' s  op i n ­

ion,  t he  ba s i s  of  o t h e r  l i m i t a t i o n s ,  e . g . ,  s t r e n g t h  of a n a l y s i s .  The 

t h r e e  l i m i t a t i o n s ,  which f o r  the  au thor  a re  pr imary,  a re :

1. The case  s tudy des ign .

2. Small sample s i z e .
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3. Small number o f  i n d i c a t o r s .

The case  s tudy design by l i m i t i n g  the  sample to one s e t t i n g  r e ­

s t r i c t s  the  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  of  the  f i n d i n g s ,  i . e . ,  only t e n t a t i v e l y  can 

r e l a t i o n s h i p s  i d e n t i f i e d  in the  case  s tudy be app l i ed  to  o t h e r  s e t t i n g s  

and to  t heory  development .  I t  a l so  l i m i t s  p o s s i b l e  e xp l ana t i ons  f o r  the  

f i n d i n g s ,  i . e . ,  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  the  s e t t i n g ,  which in a comparat ive  

design can be used f o r  a l t e r n a t i v e  e x p l a n a t i on s ,  can not  be c o n t r o l l e d  

in the  case  s tudy des i gn .  What a case s tudy does i s  a l low the  r e s e a r c h ­

e r  to r e l a t i v e l y  c l o s e l y  examine one soc i a l  t e r r a i n  in o rde r  to explore  

and/or  d i s cove r  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  whose g e n e r l i z a b i l i t y  can be t e s t e d  in

comparat ive de s i gns .  A case  s tudy ,  a l s o ,  according to  Davidson,  "can be
i

used to  i l l u s t r a t e  p o i n t s  which were e i t h e r  developed independent ly  or
3

suggested by the  case  i t s e l f " .  I t  was t h i s  l a t e r  use of  t he  case  s tudy 

which was p r i m a r i l y  used in t h i s  s tudy r e l a t i v e  to t he  i n t e r o r g a n i z a ­

t i on a l  p e r s p e c t i v e  developed from the  l i t e r a t u r e .

The smal lness  of  the  sample s i z e , . i . e . ,  sample of  d ec i s i on  

makers (n=35) and sample of  board meet ings  (n=2) ,  and number o f  i n d i c a ­

t o r s ,  i . e . ,  p e rc ep t i on s  of  d ec i s ion  makers,  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  and r o l e s  of  

board members dur ing meet ings  on 1979 o b j e c t i v e s ,  did not  permi t  t he  

author  to f u l l y  u t i l i z e  one of  t he  major s t r e n g t h s  o f  the  case  s tudy 

des ign ,  i . e . ,  t o  permi t  an i n -dep th  examinat ion of  one case .  Due to  

1 imi ta t ions  of  t he  a u t h o r ' s  r e sources  t h i s  was not  f e a s i b l e  a t  t he  t ime 

of  the  r e sea rc h  and,  as  a consequence,  the  f i nd i n g s  from the  s tudy do 

not  adequa t e ly  r e p r e s e n t  the  r i chnes s  which i s  p o s s i b l e  from a more 

ex t ens i ve  u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  t he  case  s tudy .  The f i n d i n g s  do,  however,
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sugges t  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  not  only f o r  f u r t h e r  r e sea rc h  using a compara­

t i v e  design but  f o r  f u t u r e  r e s ea rc h  using the  case  s tudy des ign wi th 

a l a r g e r  sample,  a l a r g e r  number o f  i n d i c a t o r s  and over  a longer  

per iod of  t ime ,  such as a t h r e e  t o  f i v e  y e a r  pe r iod .
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

Organizat ion# De sc r i p t i v e  Informat ion

1. Sanc t ion

2.  Type
- P u b l i c ,  P r i v a t e ,  Combination 

-Funding System or  Se r v i ce  P r ov i de r
3. Programs -3 or  4 pr imary ones funded or

provided on l i s t

4.  Level o f  Funding-Amount o f  funds c o n t r o l l e d

Quest ions

1. What type  of  c o o r d i n a t i o n  do you t h i n k  i s  p o s s i b l e  between s e r v i c e  
p r ov id e r s  and funde r s  in Fr ank l i n  County?
Ad hoc case  c o o rd i n a t i o n  
Informat ion exchange 
Planned case  c o o rd i n a t i o n  
Program c o o r d i n a t i o n
Community-wide s o c i a l  s e r v i c e  a l l o c a t i o n  p l anning

2. What type  of  c o o r d i n a t i o n  do you t h i n k  i s  d e s i r a b l e ?

None
Ad hoc case  c o o rd i n a t i o n  
Informat ion exchange 
Planned case  c o o rd i n a t i o n  
Program c o o r d i n a t i o n
Community-wide s o c i a l  s e r v i c e  a l l o c a t i o n  p lanning

3. Do you t h i n k  c o n s t r a i n t s  t o  d e s i r a b l e  c oo r d i n a t i o n  e x i s t  in 
Fr ank l i n  County?

I f  so what a r e  they?

4. What type  of  o r g a n i z a t i o n  do you t h i nk  should c a r r y  out  
c o o rd i n a t i  on?

Funders
Se rv i ce  p rov i de r s  
Consumer groups
Coordina t ing o r g a n i z a t i o n s  j o i n t l y  funded by p r i v a t e  and p ub l i c  

s e c t o r
Coordina t ing o r g a n i z a t i o n s  funded by the s t a t e  or  f e d e ra l  l eve l  
Other
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5. Of the  a c t i v i t i e s  t he  Commission has engaged in the  l a s t  two yea r s  
as  de sc r i bed  on t he  l i s t  in f r o n t  o f  you which do you t h i nk  a re
o f  t he  most va lue  t o  your  o r ga n i z a t i on ?

Review l i s t  o f  a c t i v i t i e s

6 . Which do you t h i nk  a re  of  t he  l e a s t  va lue?

What are  your  reasons  f o r  t he  cho ices?

7. Should the  Commission in your  opinion be ca r ry in g  out  t he  a c t i v i t i e s

8 . What a c t i v i t i e s  not  l i s t e d  here should t he  Commission under t ake  i f
any?

9. Has your  o r g a n i z a t i o n  p a r t i c i p a t e d  in any o f  t he  a c t i v i t i e s ?

I f  so how?

10. In your  opinion was t he  c o s t ,  i . e .  s t a f f  t ime ,  o t h e r  r e sou r ces  ex­
panded,  worth any b e n e f i t  your  r ece ived  from p a r t i c i p a t i o n ?

11. What i s  your  assessment  of  t he  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  t he  Commission in 
c a r ry i ng  out  the  a c t i v i t y  or  a c t i v i t i e s ?



SERVICE SYSTEMS

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY

EMPLOYMENT

INCOME MAINTENANCE

PROTECTIVE SERVICES

MENTAL HEALTH

FOOD AND NUTRITION

FAMILY SUBSTITUTE SERVICES

INDIVIDUAL AND FAMILY LIFE

PUBLIC PROTECTION, JUSTICE AND SAFETY

PHYSICAL HEALTH MAINTENANCE AND CARE

HOUSING

EDUCATIONAL SUPPORT

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AND ENRICHMENT

TRANSPORTATION

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

EMERGENCY BASIC MATERIAL NEEDS

COMMUNICATION AND PUBLIC INFORMATION

MENTAL RETARDATION

SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT, SOCIAL RECREATION AND SOCIAL USEFULNESS 

CLOTHING AND APPAREL

CULTURAL AND HUMANISTIC ENRICHMENT AND DEVELOPMENT
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These a re  a c t i v i t i e s  t h e  Commission has been involved with  over  the  
p a s t  two year s  with a b r i e f  d e s c r i p t i o n  of  t h e i r  co n ten t  and process  
f o r  use in the  completion of  answers to  q u es t io n s  asked in the  
in te rv iew .

1. Community Needs Assessment and Se rv ices  Invento ry

The Commission sponsored a survey undertaken by O.S.U. to  o b ta in  
in format ion  on th e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  problems, the  s e v e r i t y  o f  problems, 
t h e i r  l o c a t io n  and i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  The Commission s e l e c t e d  the  
United Community Council to  conduct a survey of  what s e r v i c e s  were 
c u r r e n t l y  being o f f e r e d  in Frank l in  County a t  the  same time with 
funding l e v e l s .  The needs assessment and s e r v i c e  inven to ry  were 
completed September 1977. There a re  p lans  to  update  both in 1978-79.

2. Goal S e t t i n g  Process
The Commission, us ing  panels  o f  s e l e c t e d  c i t i z e n  p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  
de f ined  goals  f o r  F rank l in  County in  twelve human s e r v i c e  a reas  
through a s e t  o f  q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  s e n t  t o  the  panels  during the  
summer o f  1978.

3. Resource Development
The Commission, to  p rovide  advocacy f o r  F rank l in  County human s e r v i c e  
funding needs a t  the  s t a t e  and f e d e ra l  l e v e l s  as well as t e c h n ic a l  
a s s i s t a n c e  on grantsmanship  to  a g en c ie s ,  c o n t r a c te d  with United Way 
f o r  use o f  t h e i r  s t a f f  in t h i s  a r e a .

4. Information Management System
The Commission i s  c u r r e n t l y  working with the  Mid-Ohio Regional 
Planning Commission to  develop in format ion  c e n t r a l i z a t i o n  f o r  needs 
assessment and s e r v i c e  inven to ry  da ta  f o r  use by agenc ies  in t h e i r  
planning and dec is ion-m aking .

5. Serv ice  P r i o r i t i z a t i o n

Using the  needs assessment and s e r v i c e  in v en to ry  da ta  the  Commission 
developed a p r i o r i t y  s e t t i n g  p rocess  in con junc t ion  with  B a t t e l l e  
Labs using panels  of  s e r v i c e  p r o v id e r s ,  funders  and consumers who 
p r i o r i t i z e d  s e r v i c e s .
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Coding Rules
- 1 6 1 -

Question#! Var. 19-29

Var. 19=24 Types o f  P resen t  Coordination

19 Ad Hoc
20 Information Exchange
21 Case Coordination
22 Program Coordination
23 Community-Wide Coord.*
24 Other

A. Place number above type i f  l i s t e d
B. I f  A l l , Takes P l a c e , o r  ano ther  work or 

phrase  i n d i c a t i n g  a l l  types  take  p lace
i s  l i s t e d ,  p lace  a l l  t y p e s '  l e t t e r s  above 

ex.  19, 20,  21,  22,  23
All a re

C. Other—f o r  type  t h a t  i s  not l i s t e d  on the  
l e f t  ex.  informal and formal

Var. 25-29 *Types of  Community-Wide Coordina t ion  i f  respondent  
e l a b o r a t e s  on 23

26 Within Funding Systems (U.W. 648, P u b l i c ,  i . e .  c i t y ,  county
26 Within Problem Area,  ex. Alcoholism
27 Within Program Area,  ex. Alcoholism Education
28 Through Commission Ef fo r t /U se  o f  Comm. Data
29 Other

A. Place  number above 
more than one type 
a l l  l i s t e d .

s t a t e
groups.

i f  type  i s  l i s t e d ,  
p lace  l e t t e r s  above

I f

B. 0 t h e r - - f o r  type t h a t  i s  not l i s t e d  on 
l e f t .  ex.  v o lu n te e r s

Question #2 Var. 30-37

Var. 30-37 Types o f  D esi rab le  Coord ination

30 Ad Hoc
31 Information Exchange
32 Case Coordination
33 Program Coord ination
34 Community-Wide Coordination
35 Community-Wide Coordination

Q ua l i f ied
36 None
37 Other

A.

B.

C.

Place number above type  o r  types  
l i s t e d .  Follow d i r e c t i o n s  B in 
qu es t io n  1 i f  All i s  l i s t e d .

Wide i s  l i s t e d  with a 
p lace  35 above response ,  
means .........

I f  Community 
q u a l i f i c a t i o n  
e x . . . .  i f  i t
O t h e r - f o r  type 
on the  l e s t

t h a t  i s  not l i s t e d  
ex.  neighborhood
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Quest ion  #3 Var. 38 -43

Var. 38-43 C o n s t r a i n t s  to  Coordination

38 Poli t ica l/Domain/Autonomy in Decision Making/Mis trust
39 Lack of  Resources ( s t a f f ,  t im e ,  money)
40 L e g i s l a t i v e ,  funding system r e g u l a t i o n s /  r e s t r i c t i o n s
41 Competit ion f o r  funds
42 none/no response
43 o th e r

A. Place  number above i f  type  i s  l i s t e d ,  
i f  more than one i s  l i s t e d  place  
l e t t e r s  above a l l  t h a t  a re  l i s t e d .

B. Note t h a t  38 c o n ta in s  t h r e e  a reas  of  
c o n s t r a i n t  under one type  ( p o l i t i c a l )  
in  v a r i a b l e  l i s t i n g - - a n y  mention of  
d e c i s io n  making, domain, p o l i t i c a l ,  
t r u s t  concerns  i s  l i s t e d  as 38.

C. Any e l a b o r a t i o n  on a type  by a respondent  
i s  no t coded un le ss  i t  c o n ta in s  an 
a d d i t i o n a l  type bes ide  the  one s /h e  i s  
e l a b o r a t i n g  on.

D. O ther—f o r  a type t h a t  i s  not l i s t e d  
on th e  l e f t .
ex.  do i t  ou rse lv es

Question #4 Var. 44-58

Var. 44-49 Types of  Coord ina t ing  Organ iza t ions

44 Serv ice  P rov iders
45 Funders
46 P r iv a t e  and Publ ic  T o g e t h e r - - p r i v a t e  means so c ia l  s e r v ic e

s e c t o r  not bus iness
47 S ta te
48 None/no response
49 Other ^  Place  number above i f  type  i s  l i s t e d .  I f

more than one type i s  l i s t e d  p lace  
l e t t e r s  above each.

B. I f  the  r ep ly  i s  " i t  i s  not p o s s ib l e  or  
no o rg a n iz a t i o n  i s  needed, we can do i t  
o u r s e l v e s . . . " ,  e t c .  p lace  48 f o r  none 
above response .



- 1 6 3 -

C. O t h e r - - f o r  a type t h a t  i s  not l i s t e d  
on the  l e f t ,  
ex.  Churches

Var. 50-53 C o n s t r a in t s  to  Coord ination

50 Pol it ical/Domain/Autonomy in Decision Making/Mis trust
51 L e g i s l a t i v e / f u n d in g  r e g u la t i o n s
52 Needless Bureaucracy/Another  Layer
53 Other  ^  Place  number above i f  type i s  l i s t e d ,

i f  more than one type i s  l i s t e d  p lace
l e t t e r s  above each l i s t e d .

B. O t h e r - - f o r  type  l i s t e d  not on l e f t ,  
ex.  lack  of  knowledge

Var. 54-58 Roles o f  Coordinating  O rgan iza t ions

54 Community-view/broad v iew poin t /advoca te  f o r  community
55 Planning f u n c t i o n / r e s e a r c h / d a t a  p rov is ion
56 Decision making a s s i s t a n c e ,  i n c e n t i v e s ,  func t ion
57 Technical  a s s i s t a n c e / s e r v i c e  d e l iv e r y  a s s i s t a n c e ,  i . e . ,

i n t e r f a c e s  between p r o v id e r s ,  r e f e r r a l  f a c i l i t a t i o n .
J8 Other ^  Place  number above type  o r  types  l i s t e d .

B. Note t h a t  54 and 57 co n ta in  more than 
one a rea  w i th in  the  type  (community- 
view and te ch n ica l  a s s i s t a n c e )  l i s t e d .  
Whenever any of  the  concepts  a re  
inc luded in the  response  under the  type 
put the  t y p e ' s  l e t t e r  above the  response .

C. O t h e r - - f o r  a type t h a t  i s  not l i s t e d  
on l e f t .
ex. neighborhood level co o rd in a t io n

Question H5 Var. 59-69

Var. 59-65 A c t i v i t i e s  of  Most Value

59 Needs Assessment
60 Goal S e t t i n g
61 Resource Development
62 Information  Management
63 Serv ice  P r i o r i t i z a t i o n
64 None of Value
65 Other
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A. Place  number above type  o r  types  
l i s t e d .  I f  a l l  i s  l i s t e d  fo l low 
i n s t r u c t i o n s  in ques t ion  1 f o r  a l l .

B. Since t h i s  i s  Most va lue  i f  a c t i v i t i e s  
a re  l i s t e d  and one or  more i s  
mentioned as more v a luab le  than the  
o th e r s  only put l e t t e r s  above those  
mentioned as more or  most v a lu ab le .

C. N one- - i f  response i s  they  a re  not 
u sea b le ,  not good p ro cess ,  agency 
a l read y  has,  e t c .

D. O th e r - - ty p e  not l i s t e d  on the  l e f t ,  
ex.  a l l  i n d i r e c t l y .

Var. 66-68 Q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  to  A c t i v i t i e s

66 Data needs to  be s p e c i f i c  to agency/system needs/programs
67 No Knowledge o f  a c t i v i t i e s /p r o c e s s /C o m m is s io n
68 Other

A. Place  number above type  or  types  l i s t e d .

B. Note t h a t  67 con ta in s  concerns  about  
re levancy  of  da ta  f o r  agency/system/  
program, i . e . ,  need to  make i t  s p e c i f i c  
to  t h e i r  needs.  67 co n ta in s  any mention 
of da ta  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  as a q u a l i f i c a t i o n  
to  a c t i v i t i e s ;  u s e f u ln e s s .

C. O th e r - - ty p e  not l i s t e d  on l e f t ,  
ex.  process  i s  impor tan t .

Quest ion #6 Var. 69-81

Var. 69-75 A c t i v i t i e s  o f  Least  Value

69 Needs Assessment
70 Goal S e t t in g
71 Resource Development
72 Information Development
73 Serv ice  P r i o r i t i z a t i o n
74 None o f  Value
75 Other
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A. Place  number above type  o r  types  
l i s t e d .

B. I f  a l l  i s  l i s t e d  as of  no value  p lace  
l e t t e r  74 above f o r  no va lue  response .

C. O th e r - - t y p e  not l i s t e d  on l e f t ,  
ex.  a l l  have some v a lue .

Var. 76-81 Q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  to  A c t i v i t i e s

76 Data/Data g a th e r in g  process  i s  poo r / in ad eq u a te
77 Data i s  not u s e a b l e / l a c k s  implementa tion p l a n / i r r e l e v a n t
78 Agency has own d a t a / d a t a  p r o c e s s / g o a l s / r e s o u r c e  dev.
79 Community but not agency r e l e v a n t / u s e f u l
80 L e g i s l a t i v e / f u n d i n g  r e g u l a t i o n s / r e s t r i c t i o n s
81 Other

A. P lace  number above type  or  types  l i s t e d .

B. Note t h a t  76 and 77 have more than one 
a rea  under one type .  Any concern about 
q u a l i t y  of  da ta  o r  da ta  g a th e r in g  
p rocess  such as sampling i s  l i s t e d  
under 76. Any concern about re levancy  
o f  d a t a ,  u s e a b i l i t y  and implementa tion 
i s  1 i s t e d  under 77.

C. O ther—f o r  type  not  l i s t e d  on l e f t ,  
ex.  l ack  of  agency t e c h n i c a l  a b i l i t y .

Question #7 Var. 82-93

Var. 82-89 A c t i v i t i e s  Commission should not do

82 Needs Assessment
83 Goal S e t t in g
84 Resource Development
85 Information Management
86 Serv ice  P r i o r i t i z a t i o n
87 No answer/cannot answer/no op in ion
88 Should do a l l / y e s  response
89 Other

A. P lace  l e t t e r  above type o r  types  l i s t e d .  
Answer may be q u a l i f i e d .  Place  l e t t e r  
above any a c t i v i t y  ques t ioned  as not 
n e c e s sa ry ,  hard to  hand le ,  a l r e a d y  done 
by agency,  q u e s t i o n a b l e ,  not needed or  
not p o s s ib l e .
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B. Place  l e t t e r  87 above any response 
t h a t  i n d i c a t e s  lack  o f  knowledge, 
involvement,  o p in ion ,  o r  i t  i s  too 
e a r l y  to  t e l l .

C. O th e r - - ty p e  not l i s t e d  on l e f t ,  
ex. plan f o r  p ub l ic  s e c t o r .

Var. 90-93 Q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  to  A c t i v i t i e s

90 Data/Data g a th e r in g  process  i s  p o o r / i n a d e q u a t e / c a n ' t  be done
91 Lack of knowledge about process
92 Data needs to be s p e c i f i c  f o r  agency /useab le  f o r  agency purposes /

need implementa tion plan
93 Other

A. Place  l e t t e r  above response  or types  
1i s t e d .

B. Note t h a t  90 and 92 have more than one 
area  under one type .  Place concerns 
about adequacy or  q u a l i t y  of da ta  and 
da ta  g a th e r in g  or  q ues t ions  about 
f e a s i b i l i t y  under 90. Place concerns  
about u s e a b i l i t y  of  da ta  by agency, 
use o f  implementation p lan ,  comments 
about agency use of  da ta  t h a t  r e f e r s  
to  re levancy  under 92.

C. O th e r - - t y p es  not l i s t e d  on l e f t .
ex.  c r e a t e s  ano ther  l a y e r /b u re a u c ra c y .

Question r8 Var. 94-100

Var. 94-100 A c t i v i t i e s  Commission Should no not l i s t e d  in Question HI

94 Technical  A s s i s t a n c e / I n d i v i d u a l i z e  da ta  f o r  agencies
95 Serv ice  Del ivery  Program P lann ing /E va lua t ion  o f  c u r r e n t  s e r v i c e s

and s e l f
96 Communicate /P .R . /Coordinate /Involve  Prov iders  and Funders
97 Coord inate  Funding System r e g u l a t i o n s ,  i . e . ,  budget forms,

a u d i t s ,  requ irements
98 Advocacy/Grantsmanship f o r  Socia l  Serv ice  Funding
99 No Addi t ions /no  response
100 Other

A. Place number above type or  types  l i s t e d .
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B. Note t h a t  95 and 96 involve  more than 
one a rea  under one type .  95 i s  a 
broad type  which inc ludes  comments 
about the  need f o r  the  Commission to  
be involved in planning f o r  s e r v i c e  
d e l i v e r y  le v e l  probelms ex.  group
homes, c o o rd in a t io n  of  a lcho l i sm  s e r v i c e s .  
Any concerns  about problem assessm en t /  
e v a lu a t io n  and planning f o r  program 
a re a s  and agency needs i s  under 95.
96 inc lu d es  comments about working 
with  p ro v id e r s  and /o r  funders  in a 
c o o p e r a t iv e  way by more communication, 
or  more a t tem p ts  a t  invo lv ing  them.

C. I f  no a d d i t i o n s  a re  recommended or 
t h e r e  i s  not re sponse ,  no op in io n ,  o r  
j u s t  no the  l e t t e r  99 i s  the  c o r r e c t  code.

D. O th e r - - t y p e  not l i s t e d  on l e f t ,  
ex.  d e f in e  what i s  p u b l i c / p r i v a t e .

Question #9 Var. 101-110

Var. 101-110 P a r t i c i p a t i o n  in Commission

101 Needs Assessment
102 Goal S e t t i n g
103 Resource Development/Grantsmanship VJorkshops
104 Information  Management
105 Serv ice  p r i o r i t i z a t i o n
106 Board member/Attend board meetings
107 Funder/U.W. PAC/UCC-Citizen Commission
108 All A c t i v i t i e s
109 Not involved /no  p a r t i c i p a t i o n / n o  knowledge
110 Other

A. Place  number above type o r  types  l i s t e d .

B. I f  answer i s  All p lace  number 108 above 
re sponse .

C. Se rv ice  Inven tory  i s  inc luded under needs 
assessment .  Responses i n d i c a t i n g  comple­
t i o n  of  q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  a re  coded under 
101 un less  o th e r  a c t i v i t i e s  a re  i n d i c a te d  
w ith  q u e s t i o n n a i r e s .
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Question #10 Var. 111-123

Var. 111-115 B en e f i t s  From P a r t i c i p a t i o n

111 B enef i t  Ind ica ted
112 No B enef i t  I n d ica ted
113 No P a r t i c ip a t io n /N o  Knowledge
114 Negative Comments/Deficits  Noted
115 Other

A. Place  number above type  o r  types  o f  
responses  l i s t e d .

B. I f  B en e f i t  i n d ic a te d  such as h e l p f u l n e s s ,  
p o s i t i v e  comment about q u a l i t y ,  u s e f u ln e s s  
p lace  I I I  above response .  Look a t
v a r .  116-119 f o r  coding o f  types  of 

'■r ' benef i t s .

C. I f  a c r i t i c a l  comment i s  made or  comment 
about p o s s ib le  improvements, d e f i c i t s ,  
needs o f  the  Commission or  a c t i v i t i e s  
p lace  113 above response .  Look a t
va r .  120-123 f o r  types  of  n ega t ive  
comments.

D. Every 113 i s  a l so  coded as a 112 
response .  Place  both codes above response

E. O th e r - - ty p e  of  response  not l i s t e d  on 
l e f t .
ex.  c r e d i b l e  but not done by s t a f f .

Var. 116-119 Types o f  B en e f i t s  l i s t e d

116 Supported agency p r o g r a m / c l i e n t s / p o s i t i o n ,  i . e . ,  da ta  o r
Commission supported

117 Data or Commission Work he lpfu l  in Decis ion making
118 Data or Commission Work, i . e . ,  workshops,  luncheons ,  gave

u s e f u l ,  he lp fu l  in format ion
119 Other

A. Place  number above type  o r  types  l i s t e d  
and coded as 111.

B. Place 116 above responses  i n d i c a t i n g  
Commission or  da ta  helped j u s t i f y  agency 
p rog ram s /se rv ices  or  helped c l i e n t s
g e t  s e r v i c e s .
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C. Place  117 above responses  i n d i c a t i n g  
d a ta  or  Commission Work was he lp fu l  o r  
u seab le  in d e c i s io n  making. Place  
118 above responses  concerning genera l  
h e lp fu ln e s s  of  in format ion  rece ived  
from da ta  or Commission Work, i . e . ,  
workshops, luncheons.

D. O th e r - - t y p es  not l i s t e d  above, 
ex.  s t a f f  development

Var. 120-123 Types o f  n ega t ive  comments

120 Data /da ta  g a th e r in g  p rocess  not adequa te /poor /no  feedback
121 Data /da ta  p rocess  not h e l p f u l / n o t  useab le
122 Data i s  not used/made no impact/no implementa tion/no product
123 Other

A. Place  number above type  or  types  l i s t e d  
and coded as 114.

B. 120 co n ta in s  c r i t i c a l  comments about  the  
adequacy o f  da ta  g a th e r in g ,  i . e . ,  sampling ,  
v a l i d i t y .  I t  a l s o  co n ta in s  c r i t i c a l  
comments about the  q u a l i t y  of d a t a ,  
feedback about r e s u l t s  and adequacy in 
g e n e r a l .

C. 123 con ta in s  comments about the  l a ck  of  
impact o f  the  d a t a ,  i . e . ,  i t s  of no use 
by p ro v id e r s / f u n d e r s  and no product 
produced types  of  comments.

D. 121 c o n ta in s  comments about the  u s e a b i l i t y  
o f  d a t a ,  i . e . ,  i t  i s  not u seab le  in i t s  
p r e s en t  form, the  process  i s  not he lp fu l  
o r  the  da ta  in general  i s  not h e l p f u l .

E. Other—types not l i s t e d  on the  l e f t ,  
ex.  need to  c r e a t e  more d o l l a r s .

Question #11 Var. 124-140

Var. 124-128 E f f e c t iv e n e s s  o f  Commission

124 P o s i t i v e  Comments
125 Condit ional Comments
126 Negative Comments
127 No P a r t i c i p a t i o n / N o  knowledge/No opin ion
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A. Place  number above type o r  types  l i s t e d .

B.  Var. 129-132 g ive  types  o f  p o s i t i v e  
comments codes as 124-- look on next 
l i s t  a f t e r  coding any p o s i t i v e  response  
as 124. Var. 129-131 g ive  types  o f  
p o s i t i v e  comments.

C. 125 c o n ta in s  c o n d i t io n a l  comments t h a t  
g ive  q u a l i f i c a t i o n s .  Var. 133-135 g ive  
types  of  c o n d i t io n a l  comments on next
1 i s t .

D. O th e r - - t y p es  not l i s t e d  on l e f t ,
ex.  d id  not  work in o th e r  p la ce s .

Var. 129-131 P o s i t i v e  Comment Types

129 S t a f f  a re  c re d ib le /g o o d
130 A c t i v i t i e s  o r  d a ta  have been usefu l  o r  he lp fu l
131 Other

A. Place  number above type o r  types  l i s t e d .

B.  Othei— types  not l i s t e d  on l e f t ,
ex.  well done but c o n t r a c te d  ou t .

Var. 131-133 Condi t iona l  Comment Types

131 Too e a r l y  to e v a l u a t e / j u r y  i s  out
132 Needs to  e s t a b l i s h  i t s e l f
133 Other

A. Place  number above type  or  types  l i s t e d .

B. Other—types not l i s t e d  on l e f t .
ex.  t r i e d  in o t h e r  c i t i e s  but u n t r i e d  
in a l l  a s p e c t s .

Var. 134-138 Negat ive Comment Types

134 Data/Data g a th e r in g  process  not ad eq u a te /q u es t io n n a b le
135 No product /no  change
136 In a p p ro p r i a t e  a c t i v i t y / c a n ' t  be done
137 R e la t ions  with p r o v i d e r s / f u n d e r s  i s  in adequa te /poo r
138 Other .

A. Place  number above type  or  types  l i s t e d .

B.  Other— types not l i s t e d  on l e f t ,
ex.  r i g h t  now i t  i s  a mish mash.
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TABLE 1

Summary Data On Organiza t ions  (n=30): Sanc t ion ,  Funding Source And
Programs On Commission Serv ice  P r i o r i t y  L i s t

Sanction f  p Funding Source f  p Programs f  P

Pub!ic 6 .20 United Way 11 .37 Employment 5 .17

P r iv a t e 24 .80 648 Board 6 .20 Income Maint. 1 .03
Pub! ic 20 .67 Mental Health 8 .27
P r iv a t e 22 .73 Physical  Hlth . 7 .23

Housing 3 .10
Education Sup. 7 .23
Communication 5 .17
Mental Retard.  5 .17
Social  Dev. 10 .33



TABLE 2

Summary Data on Organiza t ions  (n=15) in Top Funded Group: 
Sanc t ion ,  Funding Source and Programs on Commission Serv ice  P r i o r i t y  L i s t

Sanction f  p Funding Source f  p Programs f  P

Publ ic  6 .40 United Way 5 .30 Employment 4 .27
P r iv a t e  9 .60 648 Board 5 .30 Income Maint. 1 .07

Pub! ic 14 .93 Mental Hlth . 5 .30
P r iv a t e 10 .66 Physical  Hlth . 4 .27

Housing 3 .20
Educational Sup. 4 .27
Communication 2 .14
Mental Retard. 5 .30
Social  Dev. 7 .47



TABLE 3

Summary Data on O rgan iza t ions  (n-15) in Bottom Funded Group, 
Sanc t ion ,  Funding Source,  Programs on 

Commission Serv ice  P r i o r i t y  L i s t

Sanct ion f  P Funding Source f P Programs f P

Public 0 0 United Way 6 .40 Employment 1 .07
P r iv a t e 15 .100 648 Board 1 .07 Income Maint 0 0

Public 6 .40 Mental Hlth. 3 .20
P r iv a t e 12 .80 Physical  Hlth . 3 .20

Housing 0 0
Educational Sup. 3 .20
Communication 3 .20
Mental Retard 0 0
Social  Dev. 3 .20



TABLE 4

Types o f Programs in  O rganizations (n=30) By Sanction And Function Level.

Public  Sanction (n=6) P r iv a t e  Sanction (n=24)
Programs Number of Top Funding Bottom Funding Top Funding Bottom Funding

Organiza t ions  Level (n=6) f  Level (n=0) f  Level (n=9) f  Level (n=15) f

Employment 5 2 0 2 1
Income Maint. 1 1 0 0 0
Mental Hlth . 8 0 0 5 3
Physical  Hlth . 7 2 0 2 3
Housing 3 2 0 1 0
Educational Sup. 7 2 0 2 3
Communication 5 2 0 0 3
Mental Retard. 5 2 0 3 0
Social  Dev. 10 4 0 3 3

Total 66 17 18 16
Mean 0 2.83 2 .0 1.06
Range 0 1-6 1-3 1-2



TABLE 5

Data on Funding Source For O rgan iza t ions  (n=30) by Sanction And Funding Level

Funding Number o f  Public  Sanction (n=6) P r iv a t e  Sanc tion (n=24)
Source Organ iza t ions  Top Funding Bottom Funding Top Funding Bottom Funding
______________________________ Level (n=6) f  Level (n=Q) f  Level (n=9) f  Level (n=15) f

United Way (n=l 1) 0 0 5 6
648 Board (n=6) 0 0 5 1
Publ ic (n=20) 6 0 8 6
P r iv a t e (n=22) 5 0 5 12

Total (n=66) 10 0 23 33
Mean 1.6 0 2.55 2 .2
Range 1-2 0 1-4 1-3
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