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INTRODUCTION

-

Sub-State regionalism is one 6f the most recent changes
in American fedqré]jsm. The degree to which the various agencies
in the Nebraska State government have déiegated authority to
the mu1t1 jurisdictiona’ reg1ona1 organ1zat1ons may be marked
on a continum which extends from centra11zat1on to decentralization.
Like the traditional view, the notion of decentralization today does
not mean the ﬁe]egation of authority to subordinate organizational
uni ts wtthin the formal command structure of the state agency,
but it involves community control and citizen participation.
Decentralization is conceived to be a means to improve the‘responSiVeness
. and effectjtenets of public services and'to—restote citizen support
and confidence in. state -government -and- its -programs. .

The purpose of this study is to éxp]oheAempirica]]y the
patterns of ;uthority de]egatidnfﬁy State agencies to sub-state -
regidﬁa1xorgapiZations and evaluate the effectiveness of these 1
patterns in realizing the goals of decentralization. The -study
is orgaﬁized into;three chapterTJ;Chapter T dtscussés the
.changing -concepts of federalism and decent?a]izatiéh. Itibut1iqes
the basic lexicon used in studying degentra]tzation; its functions,
the variegated forﬁs it may assume and the arguments for and against
it. Chapter II states the findings of the study in,specific terms, -
i.e. the pattern of authority delegatioh—to the regions;by the various
agencies of the state. Finally, Chapter III examines the findings,

&

eva]uates each pattern of decentra11zat1on and contains some

suggest1ons for the organ1zat1on of regional* act1v1t1es

£
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A variety df methods were used to develop tne concepts
presented in this study. First, information about the field
dperations of the state«agency and the perception of its role
was gathered through a se]f-administered_que§tionnaire
(Apbendix,A). Meetings and personal interviews were held
" with the heads and top staff members of, the major state agencies.
The names of the agencies'so’contacted are listed in Appendix B.
Available printed material including pians, budget and |
.statutes were reviewed and analyzed. Finally, freqdent info?ma1
JisCussions with the pérsonnel of the State Office of Planning
and Programm1ng ‘helped clarify the various aspects of reg1ona11sm “
Spec1a1 apprec1at10n is due Mr. Joseph S Golden for his creat1ve
suggest1ons and cooperat1on

‘ Because of the collaborative nature of the assignment,
and the generalized pers pective‘tequired, jts- findings emphasize
principles, objectives, and techniques that are general]y app11can1e
without reference to any specific government department o any .
~ -specific region. A more indepth study of each of the state agency's
field operations with regard to the amount and degree of deTegationf
both administrative and political, -could pinpoint the chfoés
1eadtng to a.panticu1ar patten of . decentralization in the regions. ’

The staff.of ‘the State Office of Planning andfﬁnggg%%%né"{

pnovided extensive assistance tnfthe,preparation of the report.

‘However, ultimate responsibility for the material rests withitne

-
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and are 1nhab1ted by @ people with a sense of 1dent1ty and a

-common identity. Federalisi; therefore‘ihvo1ve5—the decenfra]ization—

;and; generally speaking, }o no other political authority. .

- Chapter ‘1

¥

Federa11sm and Decentra11zat1on <The Chahg%ng Concepts

The adoption of a federal form of government by\a particular

country is rarely 2 matter of random choice. Fedératibns\a:ﬁ

created from comnun1t1es that have previously led separate 1

feej1ng,of community. These communities are the "group selves"
of which—Qér] J. Friedrich]speaks and their identity is preserved

't0'some'extent eventhough their, union-adds to it a new sense of

of governmenta] authority to terr1tor1a11y based eche1ons of
goyernment. Looked at from this vantage point, the re]at1onsh1p
between state and local governments\F% the United'States is-also
federal. ao’dougﬁ, ioca1*gpyernment is--subordinate -government

and unlike the states in a fedekatioﬁ,-has'no—aSsuredjsphece—

of autonomy that the—cohstifution~pr0teets,‘bUt the long tradition

oF'se]f-ggverhment make them responsibie to’their—electérate

:ProfessorvMacMahonz centends that, in the United States,
a great change in the nature of federalism: 1s ‘taking place now,

due part1cu1ar1y to swift and’ mount1ng accumu]at1on of-administrative

relations, both vertical and horizontal. Car]—Jz—Fr1edr1ch3 has

14
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TEriedrich,. Carl J., Man and His Governmeht New York* McGraw ﬁill, 1963.

. 2MacMahon Arthur W. ,Adm1n1ster1ng Federa11sm 1n a Democracy,
Oford, 1972 ]

Fr1edr1ch Carl J., Trends in Federa]ism in Theéory and Practice
‘Praeger, 1968. . : _ . .
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pointed out four stages in the evolution of American federalism:

"duyalism" or "state mercantilism", 1790-1860% centralizing

(’ -
federalism, 1860 - 1?33; New Deal's "Coopéerative-federalism)

aﬁd the "creative federalism" of the last few years. Currently
there is the "new federalism". Some scholars even think that )
fede;alism is indeed dead. Reagan's4 answer to this positioh

is thatiapproaéhed as shared poyérs and functions,; rather than
as divided and separate powers and functions, American federalism
is very much alive. The "new federalism" is bgsica]]y an

attempt to degentralize:hajor'decisionemaking activities to the
level of government closest to the people affectéd.

The traditional definition 5?'débentrgiization'is'that it
involves the division of an grganization‘into autonomous decisioﬁ
units where performance responsibilities and control are vésted
in subordinaé; organizational units. Recently, however, the
concept has takén an. added dimension'with its meaning extended
to,include.community control and citizen participation. This
Tinkage is.misleading because it is,poss{ble to decentralize
o without -providing for any resident inpdi at the service area level,

A major reason for the confusion about decentralization is
that at 1eas§ three di§c§plines converge upon it: pub]ic'admininstrations
political science, and administrative theory. Although- the
inf]uénce might be diminishing, public administration.is still

»

rooted in political science and is the inheritor of the traditions
LS

-

-and asumptions of American‘federhlism.5 On the other hand,
_ %Reagan; Michael D., The New Federalism, Oxford, 1972

5Waldo, Dwight (ed), Public Administration in a Time
of Turbulence, (Scranton; Pa: Chandler 1971)
. . e B
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publit administrators must practice their profession in the field,
often under difficult and unprecedented conditions, and those

tradi tional v1ews have not been a]together helping in so1v1ng

their pragmat1ca11y proximate problems. With 1ncreas1ng demands

for and legislation requ1r1ng decentra11zat1on, pub11c adm1n1strat1on
has turned to adm1n1strat1ug‘theory, which has had cons1derab1e
experience hﬂth decentra11zat1on. -In administrative theory
decentra]jzatidn has relatively clear meaning and rather specific
organization‘imp1ications:6

In this study, the host organizations are the state agencies

in Nebraska and decentqu?QHtion—entai1s the delegation of authority

to sub-state geographic regions outside the formal command
structun;’of the state agency rather than -the internal power
allocation within the bureaucracy. Administrative decentralization
js referred to as "deconcéntration" within the bureaucracy '
involving the de]egat1on of authority to make administrative
decisions on beha]f of .the state adm1n1strat1on to public
servants uorking—in the field and responsible in. varying
degrees for gqvernment palicy within their territories.
- Deééntra]izatiOn,'hére‘refers to; transfer of -governmental -or
- .political authority to officials who are responsible toa
sub- jurisdictional ellectorate or c11enta1e .

.The 11terature supporting decentralization is substant1a11y

. normative andAprescrlpt1ve in nature.  The arguments suppOrt1ve

of decentralization tend to fall into four broad categories:
- i) .

o

6golembiewski, Robert T., Man, Management and Morality
(New York: McGraw Hi11, 1965). e

+
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adm1ﬁ1strat1ve psycho]og1ca1, sociological and political. The
f1rst regards the dev1ce as a means of 1%prov1ng the delivery of
services to relevant client pub11cs The 1mperat1ve here comes
from dwindling public confidence in the ability o%ﬁoff1c1als
and adm1n1strators to repres;ﬁt adequately const1tuency interests
iq obtaining desired system benefits.7 Many believe that the
most effective way to protect and advance client in}erests
is to decentralize public organizations to allow for ‘more
equitable access,for affectgd publics to po]icy'makgng;processes -
in- other words, to lessen ?he power differential. It is assumed
“that ‘this will make public officials more responsive to the
ci;ci:zens.'8 Participation can take p]a&é through- more effective
client inté?act;bn,with the decisional ceﬁtgnS’wdthin the
organizations. T if‘

The/psychological claims for decentna]izafion—stress the
psychic benefits which flow to the clients or congumehs from
its use. They are based on the belief that the alienation éngf
distance which -people feel toward a remoée government can bé(
overcome by reducing the scaie of the service delivery system,

Since, in the idéal,. the decentralized units would be/smaller

and in closer geographic proximity'wiih their c]iey ele, citizen

l/oh"cies

groups would be able to provide direct input to

-

affecting them.

7Kaufman Herbert, "Administrative Décentralization and

s

Political Power", Pub11c Adm1n1strat1on Rev1ew, vo] XXIX (Jan/Feb, 1969)

pp. 3-14. //{ i
84nite, Orion F. Jr., "The Diaigthical Organ1zat1on An Aetemetirc ,
1969) pp.32-42.

to Bureaucracy, Public Administratioy ReV1ew Vol. XXIX, (Jan/Feb,

.




The socioiogical justification emphasizes the marked

»

differences among peopie both in physical and socio-economic

////z;;racteristics and the incidence and type of- social problems ¢ ,///

peculiar to them. 9 . . . ///

e
The final category of arguments, the po]itig§1,re1ates 0

Fs

consequent’y are inabi: to make effective demzjgs on the service
deTivery and reward allocating structures. FoOr some who argue

from a political perspective, improvement of service delivery
_structure s seconna~y Lo the broader objective -of mobi]i;ing .. »

LY

power. They ‘Took upon the decentralization of decision-making, °

rd

as a mechanism or strategy for building a viable power base
capabla of pressuring the Iq}ger society for major institutioja1
" change.

The opposition 1o decentralization is diréctéd,a]most

exc]us{vely at the mores extreme forms-of decentralization. To
the administrators, “trying to estdb1ish uniform standards,

participation resulting from decentralization can be an incredible

nuisance. tlowever, mast.Americans are %deo]ogica]ly'sympathetic to the

concept of d9centrq1ization;

~

-

neiss, Albert J., "Services and Served- in Service" in John

P. Crecine (ed) Financing the Metropolis, (Beverly Hills: Sage 7

Publications, 1970) pp. 561-576. : |
. . . 4, .

10
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N Chapter 11

Regional Decentralization in Nebraska: An Empirical Typology

&Decéntralization of authority, responsibility, and
. resources to achieve greater soc1a1 JUotTCE and d0mest1c peace - -
is part and parcel of the -American political Lrad1t1on Perhaps |
the salient theme runn1ng through American political histcry

. . . 4 o e e
is a recurring tension between centralizing and decentralizing

. ideas and movements. According to some'writers,’decentrafizatfon‘
today is not only steadily spreading as a mood, decentralization

proposa]s are not on]y in the air; decentra11zat1on is not only

k1nev1tab1e decentra]1zat1on is happen1ng now 1 Even a leading
'opponeng%of decentra]12at1on concedes that we all are decentralists
now.2 There has been a.marked react1on aga1nst the New Deal*s
oentra11zing legacy. It 1s w1de1y believed that the des1red

and desirable changes can on]y occur through a downward re-

4

distribution of power-and ré:o;rces and- the downward extens1on :
Of'governmenta] structures. Only 1n th1s _way will 1nsecur1t1es
and insuffic 1é\t1es be a]]ev1ated, s1né£taneously humanizing,
pub11c organ1zat1on Decentra11zat1on is hardly a panacea

for all or even most ills, but its -proponents claim that it

A

-

Y, : ,
]Kaufman; Herbert, "Administrative Decentralization and =
Political Power," op. cit,-p. 8. Schmandt, Henry J. , "Decentralizaticn:

A structural imperative,"” mimeographed; Washington, D c.,

Center for Governmenta] Studies, (1970) p: 24.
: Y

2Kr1sto], Irving, "Decentralization for What?", The Pub]1c
Interest, (Spring,, 1968) p. 19

/.
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constitutes a frasible, relevant and soundly conceived response

for the marked amelioration of Some major problems.

Theoretical Perspectives . ' ‘ \

Decentra11zat1on in the modern context represents the -
convergence of two maJOr strands in American political theory

and practice. The first, the historical emphasis on seif-
government has long prqvided normative and polttita] justification
for the grass rocts or }ocal autonomy doctrine. The second, N -

the concept of region, as a basic unit for planning, adm1n1strat1on, 3

and service delivery, is of recent origin, but it has contributed =
1mportant1y to the theoretical base of commun1t" pert1c1pat1on at s

the sub-state level. The modern means of transport and communication
have\overcome the physical 11m1tat1ons of t1me and d1stance The : S
d1fferences in the conditions of life of people in a state have |

become regional rather than Jocal. Each local gpvernment working

within the sphere assigned to it t%kes action that has repercussions

in the sphere of others. The Timitation on tne county and city .
. boundariesd;powers and finances inhibit their ability and capacity |
.to adopt an areawide approach to multi-jurisdictional progjems. The
result has been the emergence of regions as sub-state geographic

units for mu]ti—jurisdictiqna1 pilanning, administration, coordination

A

and service delivery purposes.
Regionalism
In recent years, there has been an accelerating pace of

institutional change at the multi-county level.3 A1l three

-

- -

3pdvisory Commission on Intergovernmenta] Re]a*1ons,
"Regional Decision-Making: New Strategies for-Sub- State
D1str1cts, Washington, D. C.,-(0Oct. 1973), Vol. I, pp 319. .
Ay ’ - .

i
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~ t \ ’ [} £ }'-. A
. /"’A»"~ n’ ‘.I 0 :
levels of government - Federal, state, and Tocal have resppnded ¢
. .
! . to the 1ncreas1ng demand of a reg1ora] approach, .by estab]gsh1ng ,

organ1zat1ons ‘and procedures deSigned to-bring an area-w1oe )
1 {l .
focUs to certa1n.probTems At the.local Tevel, an areaww*de

approach to problems’haVJrg mu]ti—jurisdictiona1‘ﬁnm

. e ¥ | ‘s
necessitates the re-arranging of local government systzm. Broadly . = * -
-} » 4 [}

speaking, there_are/haihiy two approaches.4 The first is
the ~onsol idation, or-one layer approach inrorving‘ihe“tgrrjtoria1 B
realignment of political authority. It has ihe aavantagerof
simplicity and at least in theory has the greateé@ poséfbi1ity ' . ~
of economy*and efficiency, but it suffers from the handicap

—of being extremely difficult to imp]ement'from é poﬂit%ca]

standpoint. UnTike a unitary pp}itical system which can

abolish- 1oca1 governments at will, the Nebraska Sta+utes5
requiring voter approval for merger and annexation, tend to .work . " -
in Favor of a federal culture? of keeping local governmental,” %

structures rather than replaciny thém. Y ‘

rd
-

tThe two' layer approach involves a reallocation of funct1ons

in who]e or in part from one layer qf government to another.
H

4AdV1sory Commission on Lntergovernmenta] Relations. Regional
Government: Promise and Performance, Washington, D. C-~
(May, 1973), Vol. II, pp. 2. >

5Re1ssue Revised Statutes of Nebraska 1943, Chapter 16, Article 1

SE1azar, Daniel J., American Federalism, (New York, 1966),,pp jse-gs. K

. | . \, -

-
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In this type of arrangement, an arca-wide government 1is
‘ strenqthened while all or most ex1st1ng Tocal governments are .
| ret - Encouraged and/inspired by the Interlocal Cooperation

Act’ of 1963, the local governments in Nebrasra have fofmed

.goynci1s of governments (COGS) to plan and-develdp’ areawide

approachesAto problems confronting them. A counci1.of governments )

is not a new level of government, rather it is a voluntary ? o

association of existing units. The advantage of a council of - . . o

A x -
o e

goVernments approach -to ‘regional p]anning and development is
two-fold: First, it provides a means of coordinating, on — .
a-regional Hhsis,'p1ans that are made by individual communities, 7
and the spending,of Federa] and state funds that .are’ channe]ed e
1nto the communi ty-. Second the greater 1nvo1vement of e]ected |
officials assures that the wishes of individual commun1t123 Ali .
- ‘ within the region are respected. At the same time,=a~workab1e .

gompromise is effected between Tocal aﬁtonomy and fegera1/3tat§ .

@ ) -, P
control- i ) - ew,i'

The Federal government has prompted the creation of both ) ; o

-

sing]e and mu]ti;purpose sqb-state regional bodies, for planning, : 0 -

program deve]opment and grant management The state government
t &

in Nebraska delineated 26 p]annnng and, deve]oment reggons a]ong
k4

county boundary 1ines, to be used by all three levels of government
. S . i .
as standard.geographic bases for p]gnningﬁ and coordination. )

.

[}

=

7Nebraska, Reissoe Revised Statutes, of 1943, Section 23-2203.

,-
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‘Besides encourayging the format1on of COG 's and other genera]

<

\

purpose regional entitiés, the state and ‘Jocalities of Nebraska
havn continued to play a major ro]e in the creation of muiti-
jurisdjctiona] spec1a1bpurpose d1str1cts and public author{ties.
The ex1stence of many overlapping and often conflicting aéencies
raised the problem that they often were unrespons1ve to residents
of the area they served, were ineffective and were not related

to theirglocal governments. The result was a varying degree of

%ﬁWA

decentra11zat1on in the handling of Federa]/Stage\programs’

at the 1oca1 Jevel with a view to improve services and governmental

:respons1veness, and reduce the level of citizen's political

Ay e

1ienation towardsgovérnmenta1’Grganizations. ‘

; - { §

0b3ect1ve of the Study

The purpose of this study is:

@

T. To build an -empirical typo]og} of the regibna1.operations

of the various state agencies in Nebraska'with specia1=attention—

to the typer(i.ep political cr‘administratibe) of delegation

of authbrity and degree of personnel and fiscal control at the
state level.
2. To examine thé{potentia1 re}ationship‘between several

types of decentra11zat1on to c1t1zen S subjective feeling of -

,a11enat19n, part1c1pat1on and control -in the regional decision-

_ making.

-«

]
n . v e

Methed of Study ‘
"As.-a response to the iwin demands of dgcentra1ization and
participation at the regional level, significant changes have

occured in Nebraska during tha last five years. Several state
- ¢ R

25




agencies have organized their activities on a multi-county

regionaf basis. Since regionalism is still an evolutionary
phenomena, the present study is a progress report of the field
operations ef state agencies rather than a finished document.
It seeks to develop descriptive analytical mode]s-nhose main
purpose is to demonstrate (reveal) how the system is working
for purposes of-developing policy guidelines to ensure
responsiveness,‘efficiency and accountability of regional
ent1t1es to local elected officials.

The information For this study was gathered mainly
through a survey questTonnaire sent out to 63 departments,
agenc1es, ‘boards and comm1ss1ons A tota1—of'37*agehcies

~

responded to the survey quest1ona1re * Out of 37 agenc1es,

- po-
S

6 indicated that they do not utilize any kind of'reg1ons

for carrying out their functions. Information about Technical

Community Colleges and Educational Service Units was obtained ‘

from the State Statutes. Thus this study is concerned with

the field operations of 33 state agencies for a total 6f ;:
48 programs -that fa]] under. ‘these agenc1es

Table 1 Tists in funct1ona1 groups the; state agencies

and programs that,participated in the survey, their budget -

entity numbers, number of regions, -basis of regions and the

funct1ona1 use of these regions.

* The Department of Agriculture utilizes sub-state regions
for carrying out its functions. The department, however,

chose not to-participate in the survey.

27
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Typology of Regional Decentralization

Review of survey questionaires has revealed that regional
,ﬂecentra1ization, if interpreted broadly, has taken four different
forms, "each of which can exist independently or in combination

-

with the others.. -
oo (1) A physical -dispersion of services (Bureaucratic Mode1)
(ii) A shift of decision-making authority to- neg1ona1
. bodies (Governmental Model) with state agency as respons1b1e

4

entity. . , -
(iii) A shift;;f.coﬁtr61 otet local resources to
region-based community (Supervisory Model).
(iv): A creation of new. multi-jurisdictional entities
that replace or ignorefthe trae}tional local struetures.
'AdV1§ory Model) - A s
‘Each of these mode]s has d1fferent 1mp11cat1ons for
_organization of social serv1ces and for the flow of po11t1ca1
influence in the reg1on - In add1t1on, these mode]s can be =
said to have 1mpact on citizen a11enetﬁon and part1c1pat1on
in slightly differént ways. These modeisare strictly basedl
on the critéria éf‘po1itic51 decentra]izét?on to regional
. entities and_personnel and fisca1'contro1>ky the state agency.
ihere might be wide variation in the, degree -of state~executﬁveﬁ
control over the state'agencie;, depending whether ‘the state
agancy is an administrative &Fpertment, independent commission
or constitutional agency. Agéﬁﬁ;feach'regional*entity,mayf
assume a variety of forms,'dependingfuponﬁthe extensiveness
of_thevonganization,-its po]itteg;;ro1e, seniority -of regional
st:tf aedrthe degree -of authority‘given to them: Decentralization

s A
[ 4




e

in this study refers to the delegation of political decision-
“ v

making authority to territorial based organizations. It

invo]ves?the participation of local'peopie in decision-making

process either directly or through their.elected representatives.

" The Bureaucratic Model -
The bureauEratic model invo1ves the de]égation of greater
responsibilities,‘thesaSsignment of additional activities or

both to the'civi1 servants operating in the regions. This

type of’ decentra11zat1on attempts to br1ng government c1oser
to citizens by its physical proximity for 1nformat1on serv1ces
and as a local 1nvest1gator of c1t1zen gr1evances It does
not 1nvo1ve'51gn1f1cant;changes in service. delivery. ‘The ; ]
formal citizen role in this modéT is usually a minimal. one.
‘uhat.e\}'e'kf authority the district based officials have; is
. delegated by the state agency ., %he-regionaivpersonne1—are

e

part and parce] ofamhe state departmenﬂkand operate under e
spec1f1ed rules and reguldtions. The reg1ona1 budget is
genera11y an 1ntegra1 part of the agency budgetfand:a]]vr
allocations-are made by the state agenoyrdepend?ng on the .avail-
ability of funds for varjous programs,and needs of the regions.

o

The regiona1—organtzations'are reguiredzto keep’the state ageﬁcy'

1nformedvregu1ar1y about ‘their act1v1t1es, accomp11shments and ‘
needs through per1od1c written reports, program approva1 budget
approva], aud1t or any other dev1ce cons1dered appropr1ate by
the parent agency The commun1cat1on between the staté and
regional organ1zat1ons is very trequent, a]most da11y In such

a-‘model, the retationship between the state agency and regiona]

RS
o’

entity in its ideal sense),is that of superior-subordinate.-

lal‘.)




¢ The delegation of-responstb1]fties constitutes a ,
territorial ;brm of dmin'st;;tive decentralizatfon—If—
its full potential we e real1zed the territorial variant
wou]d ailgw for The de]ﬁvery of services which are best

"~ suited for the particular community‘s characteristics and
wishes. |

N - -

The -assignment of new activities to field offices * . . .. '

o

constitutes the functipnal variant of administrative M/’/,,//”’

-

decentra11zat1on. Tab]e 2 summarizes the 1nformat1on v

o

/
gathered of state agencies_and-programs whose decen-

tra]h:atioh,pattern—fa]Js under the'bureaucratic model both
. — UV ‘ .
_terFitorial and functional. The functional variant of
administrative .decentralization c6hmoh]y invnlves the

.

creation ofimthi-serviéeKcenters in_the hegtbns, Various
kinds of public.services are no longer -dispensed at the
agency{s state headqgartehs, rather the various services

are concentrated withih physically dispersed:gehters. The-
_functional variant offers the citizens improved services by
making them more accessible. Not only is it easier and more’
convenient to deal with several services at one location close
to the citizen's homes, this kind of convenience could Tead

to the provision of services to -additional citizens as access

“is facilitated. An in-so far as the problems of individuals

or. groups of individuals can be dealt with in one center,

»

‘Wwith its interelated units, the services could turn out

| p

to be more effective ﬁn'meeting comB]ex problems. In this

way the funct1ona1 var1ant may also .ncrease the eff1ciency

With wh1ch services are de]1vered Corresponglng1yz the
lb/L)
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terr1tor1a1 variant may a1so make’ for 1ncreased efficiency

by dispersing an over]oaded headquarters comp]ex‘ In both
"variants, the citizen's genera] influence on the bureaucrats
\:miéht be enhanced in so far as the latter are brought physically
closer to their clients, in contrdst to confrontations- with
-distant and impersonal autharﬁties at departmental headquarter§.

. Again the fu@ctiona1 bureaucratic Tpde] can either be
integrated or unintegrated. .Dcentra1ized administration is
functionally organizeé, that is 'to say, -each division or bureau
‘or*broad‘sphere of~departmenta1 activity has its own field
services, structurally the extension of the department. Somewhere
between the vertica1 deeentraﬁization—Of specialist services
- and harizontal decentralization to territorial based organ-
nﬁzations; there is -a point of averlap where horizontal

wcoordination is imposed on vertical structures. This is

th iﬁiegrated'battern of administrative decentralization

as?éhnd in the State Ne]fare~Department?s social service

regional operations. The Director of the Ne!fare—pepartment
delegates responsibility and authorfty to six regional
directors to oversee and insure that all social service
programs are administered at:the local levels in conform1ty
with the respect1ve state p]ans for such programs and that
statewide work pldns are~carrjed'out. The regional social

service representatives and their service units staff

¥

adminiétratively‘report to their respective regional directors8

. SBNebraska Department of Pub11c ‘Welfare, Social Service
System Handbook (January 1, 1974.

2%
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although they seek consultative and technical assistance, °*

E

- & < . b . . - o
as necessary from respective program specialists based in

their state and central office divisions. Such consultation

. =

. relates only to operational problems, and not -to matters \

,that require administrative -decisions or interpretations.

The Regional Director is being informed of the nature and . -

\
1
3

sutcome of necessary consultations between regional and i
~ \

. i . . ' \

central office personnel through copies of related .
. \ % L4

correspondence or through brief,Written~sdmmaries of related \\

telephonic or verbal discussions. Thus the Regional o X

. Director is-part of a chian of command between Headquarters

. and the field for all services whether administrative or \

rd

technical. The Regional Director embodies the authority of

the whole Department. and is the main :channel of communication

between technical field -officials and the~state*c5bitg1.
In an unintegrated pattern of bureaucratic functional
model,. there is no one channel of communication between the
\ ﬁie]dp%d the agency headquarters. Each sbecia]ist functioning—‘
in the field maintains independent links.with'headquarteﬁs‘ A
offices. ’
, A1l variants of the bureaucratic model are usually inspired

L4

by a concern for citizen convenience, the improvement of service

delivery and the development -of a sense of community. However,
the bureaucratic -model gives secondary attention to the citizens .
themselves. The rationalization of service deliveries is the

major premise. Even where the notion of direct citizen contact

<
ey
ALY
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is deemed %mportant, the\rationa]e is primarily one of
increasing -the coordination-and cooperation'of diverse
activities in servicing their c]ientefe at less cost .and
on1y'incidenta11y to make an integrated assult upon some
_rather complex’ problems. |

The Governmenta] Model

e -

The governmental model prov1des for some degree of
po]itica1—decentra1ization. It is characterized by locally
based mechanisms of an elected or appointed community\gouneilb
a}]owing,resjdents to inform, consult and influence -public

officia1s.. These,offjcia1s are expected to -come before the
elected or appointed councils to-solicit their views on regi%n-
—wide'pq1jcie§ and on decisions and services affecting specific
,arees; Such a model represents the liberal's response to- radical
demands for community control. The delegation. of aethbrit& to
C0G's under this model means that,the(stetevqovernmehtrdoee no

longer exploit the local or regiéne] reSOUrces, and the reﬁional
interests are no longer sacrificed to those of distant state
bureaucarcy. Yet centra]iiatieﬁ,is there to cope with many

statew1de problems, while extensive community control is at

best very risky. In the fu]]y deve]oped governmenta] mode],
de1egation of authority includes power over all bureaucartic
appo1ntments and d1sm1ssa1s, over equipment and frequency of service,
and responsibility for hand11ng comp1a1nts. Although the regional
bodies are not accorded the power to Fax, the .participating

governments undertake to provide adequate funds to allow them to carry

’

b
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out a mutually acceptable J1st‘of funct1ons This model
prdyides for some budgetary discretion over some port1on-

of the funds that the government plans to spend in that

region. Each regional organization.compiies and justifies a
periodic budget for the entire region (but camnnot guarantee
automatic approval by state authorities). As is evident from
Table 3, the regional organ1zat1ons under this mode],'enjoy
at]ocat1on, program formu]at1on and pr1or1ty setting authorities.
Their re]ationship with the state agency. is that of regu]atory
and- supervisory, or equal partnership nature. This type of
decentra11zat1on pattern p]aces services directly. under the
watchfu1 eyes of the serv1ee,consumer5—and bureaucratic clientele.

’SuperV1cory Mode]

According to—thefsubervfsory model, residents. come to

exercise considerable control over both elected and appointed
officials. Governmental,structures are established: in the
regions with powers simi1ar to those enjoyed by some. units of.
-governments- Their*powerscare—de1egated to them by state agencies
with limited authority to tax; This—mode] has commonly been .

: eferred to as commun1ty contro] the exercise of authorjty

by the democratically organized government of ghsmaller- s1zed
jurisdiction. As js evidént from Table 4, only three state
agenc1es are using this pattern of regional decentralization. '
Under thlS model the delegation of authority contains clauses
which would act to bring about revocation of the de]egat1on

under certain conditions. It is a kind of federaiist attempt

at pp11t1ca1 reconciliation of d1ffer1ng and conflicting interests

among the various communities, and between particular commun1t1es

- =
8353
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and the state governmept.
The supervisory model is said to have some}especia]]y
attractive advantages, but according to others; its- advantages
are largely ephemeral, and are negated by'some;particu1a;1y ) R

serious weakneSseé The supporters of this mode] state that’

it is simply a means for affecting adequate c1t1zen representat1on.

Their opponents counter by pointing out that such add1t|ona1 -‘,
mechanisms’ only duplicate existing ones. To this, community

contro] proponents reply by saying that it is aua1ity and

meaningfulness of such representation which is. important, . _5\
not its mere formal availabilitys; decentfa]igation ame]horates - |
the harmful effects of those governments that are well insulated

from individua]'citizens—governments that are so well insulated

{and thus misdirected) that they have become an especially

bitter joke to the economically disadvantaged. Qpponent%.

PO

hrep]y that structural changes are no.substitute for greater

s

resources
Lx- Neither set of arguments is conc]us1ve But when eOnsjdérations
founded upon some empirical evidence are taken into account - it
seems that the supervisory model "does not enjoy nearly the : v
potential effective Breas that its adherents would have thought.
Finally, in evaluating any program, attention must be -
"acsorded to its feasibility. The most>attractive scheme
loses some of its lustre if its acceptance is highly improbable,

because it does not prov1de ex1st1ng powe% holders with

implementing jncentiyes. For the profesJ1ona1s who d1rect

|
|
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the great bureaucracies and the civil servants who staff
: |

them, communiiy conEro] constitutes.sharp challenges to
their professional standards, political inf]uence,‘and“economic
security. The men with interests in existing structures and
arrangements - e]ectéé,officia1;, civi]rgervants’and private
interests - are simply not about to 1et.%hems§1ves be undercut,
-aﬁd they have enough power to defend thémse]vé%-ecen in the
face of an increése in popu]ar support. for commuﬁity control.
f They are not prepared to transfer sighi?icant degrees ofm;ontro1
over values, resources and power to new‘stﬁucpurés that will
~more effectively accomodate the demands of thoig groups

currgnt]y challenging the estab]ishedtho1ders of power:

. TheTAdvisory Model : .

In the advisory model, no decentralization of the state
.bureaucracy occurs, rather the alternate institutions are
developed to achiéve similar purpose, inéw t0 provide services
;haf haveﬂprevious]} not been suffiCieﬁE; moreover decentralization
lin a broader sense o¢cur§,,with gtate resources’ under local
control. Table 5 1lists the information about suchrregiona1
organizations. These regional organizations have: powers
de]ggated to them by statutes, just as powers are delegated:
- ‘ to municﬁpa] governments. They perform—functions—simi]ar to
a state agency or department but their authority is not delegated
to them by state department but by the 'statutes. In this way, ' ‘

_they are autonomous and the state agency can only advise

regional organizations.withApractica1]y no personnel. and budgetary
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éoﬁtro}x There does not exiét any organized and regularized : ' >

-

‘pattern of communication. The state agency cannot hold

the regional qﬁtiiies accountable to it. Thé regional boards .
-are responsible to their electorate and to the staée legislature.
For the citizen paﬁticipants, a]ienat}on reduction in this t&pe ‘
of décentra]ization maj'nccur.ejther becguse they haveiactually_,
gained and exefcised neQ,powersoover a public service, or =

‘because services have. 1mprOVed . ' CoT, -

- These four types of decentra11zat1on appear to be able

—

“-#to reduce citizen a]yenat1on, improve servqce delivery, and
provide fdf paé%icipatory 'opporfuhity in:different ways, The- ) . , -
next chapter evaluates these four models. in terms of the1r p - BT

-

effect1veness and usefulness for decentra11z1ng the act1v1t1es 3”

of the state agencies at the reg1ona1 level.

-

-,

ya .
.




Chapter III :\ e

Summary Eva]uatﬁon and Recgmmendations
{

Through the recentah1story of "‘he New Frontier", "The

Great Society", and "The New Federa}ismﬂ, attitudes toward
J:ntergovennnental cooperation seem to have crysta]fized in a
S view that Federal and state governménts have proper roles in
. the priyata sector and in community%]ife. Thé argument now
évo]ving seems to bes; not nhether gedera] and staté governments )
sna11 be invdlved in local affairs, but how intergovdrnmentaﬁ
cooperation can be accomplished with minimum infringement of
local autonomy and private 1n1t1at1ve ' : - -;
'Today the «claim is' made that te decentralization of pub])c : 7
bureaucrac1es’no¢ only makes for greater governmental respons1yeness'
(Jeffersonian augumenﬁ), but that it will enhance the quaﬁipy of
public Tife in otner’}mportant ways. Decentralization gives
affec?ed resjdent§ more bower and provides for diverse gdvarn—
mental responses to particu]ak and differing needs: Secondly, -~ ‘ t ;’
the c1t1zen S pervas1ve and deep disillusionment w1th state '_
_goverpment - his sense of po11t1ca1 alienation and governmenta] ¢
disaffectio. - is to be sharply mitigated by red1str1but1ng
power and influen.e downwardszconsistently ny1ng1ng governmentaT
and bureaucratic officials closer to the ditizans served. Thirdly,
decpntra11zat1on is to remedy bureaucratic 1nsens1t1veness,
unrespons1veness, and ineffectiveness 1n the delivery of serv1ces,

* thereby improving the quality of such serv1ges.]

3

i

&

LU ]Schmandt Henry J. "Decentralization: A Strustural
Imperative", M1meographed, Washington, D. C., Center for
Govennméntai Studies, 1970, pp. 16-17 _—
LK . . s

N

e
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k Partly in tesponse to the demands of participation and
partly through their own initiatLye, elected officials and
". public administrators in Nebraska State Governmént have
instituted different patterns? of decentralization to achieve

¢ A .
the goals of increased governmental responsiveness, the

amelioration of citizen's political alienation, and the

improvement of servicec  The patterns of .decentralization

i

adopted by the state agencie% ref]éct;to é;certain degrée '

]

the various theories of state aid to Tocalities. .
2

Theor1es .of State Aid and Their Re]atx 11p to Varxous Mode]s

f e
3

of Decentra11zat1on

To.a greater degree than is normally ackﬁow]edgedfthe

nature of state influence in state aided programs depend

upon the theory of thé state role imp1igit in those pﬁograms'

as structured B& legislation, he]diihp1icit1y by those who .

. admipister thé programs or penvaAing the state at that time.
Those who e;pouée uniéormtty theory (though 3mplicit1y);

have adopted a bureaucratic riodel of decentrializatfon. They

‘ :genera11y hold that “the goal of state-aided programs shou]d

be to establish un1form conditions throughout the state. 'In ,

genera’ they espouse state a1d to 1oca11t1es on]y becuase they .

recogn1ze the constitutional or political and. a§p1n1strat1ve

difficulties in obtaining direct stéte manégemehttof such programs.

. 2The four patterns of decentra11zat1on are bureaucratic,
governmenta], supervisory and, advisory. They are d1scussed
in Chapter II
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Since thg?carrying ouf of sugh programs.invo1ves a major share
of §tate or federal funds, mechanisms are instituted to -insure
that money is expended exclusively for the intended purposes.
The state agency responsible for administering such programs
keeps' its own persoinnel in the field eithér for direct delivery
of services or for supervising, advising, and guiding the local
governmental units responsible for carryfng out the programs
'in their areas. The field personnel are accountable to the
' state agency and provide regu]ar]y all the 1nformat1on desired .
by the state agency. The field administrator owes a natural
allegiance to his administrative superior at the agency head-
* quarters. Such controls are considered desirable to safeguard -
‘the: treasury. This type of'modé1=brov{des for direct and
immediate ayaiﬂabj]ity of regional data or information to the
state agency for coordination of its several activities and
managerial decision making. Those who espouse uni formity
theoPy hold that state funds should be utilized to minimize
Jocal discretionary action. They-do not -look upon the localities
as po11t1ca1 systems with legitimate goals of their own in
_ those areas of concern. In fact, they, view local d1fferences
as, residua] phenomena or reflections of unhealthy deviations
~from state or federal norms.

X Those who espouse local. right and state 1nterest theory
acanw]édge the existence of a substantial measure of legitimate
dispihctivéness in the regions and localities and affirm their

constitutional right to preserve that distinctiveness. At the

Pal
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same time, they egually recognize the existence of a common
state interest in securing the implementation of certain
program or the éstablishment of certain statewide s’candarlis.~

They view state aid as a means to accomplish both ends. The

proponents of this view of state aid turn to governmental or
supervisory model of decentra11zat1on

Those who espouse 1t generally favor the shaping of suate
transfers of payments to reflect a certain broad policy that
represents a consensus of qeg%ona] and local views in significant
ways. Under this theory, basic state standards are established
for each transfer progfém, but in such a way that the regions
and 1oca1i%ies are given cohsidprab]e Teeway for discretionary
implementation of the programs either through delegation or -
by right. Sinee transfer of baymehts are -based on formulas
and local share of f1naﬂces, the. 1oca1 governménts too have
their stakes in the program accomp11shment Therefore, the

state agency does not require e]qborate_contro1 mechanisms

to insure that the funds are expended as desired. The local’

governments invélved are as concerned as the state agency in

the achievement of desired goals.

The third, state government as servant theory holds

that state aid is legitimate but only in so far as it is used

to further local objectives in the state interest. Under

this theory, the state government utilizes its superior revenue

raising powers and funnels money back to the Tocalities without

dictating the uses to which the aid is to be put beygnd setting




certain very broad limits, and at the most requiring an
accounting for the honest use of 'the funds sc fransmitted.
The state aid to Educational Service units and No .ral
Resource Districts is justifieg on the basis of this theory.
- Post-audit of such regional eatities is cor- dered necessary
Eo assure proper handling of the transfers from a purely °
technical standpoint and are not devices to foster the
acco;ntabi]ity of these regional entities to state agencies.
The believers of this theo}y of state aid resort to the

; advisory model of,decentéaTization. 5

' 'ThOUgh, such a madel rests on the idea that thereé is

a strong convergence of state and local interests in meeting
pubfic demands and that the regioha1‘entities wou{d use the

'money in.ways consistent with state goals, but the autonomy

of regional entities in such a pattern of decentralization

inhibit§ the capacity of the state agency for overall

coordination. The étate agency has to rely exclusively on

“the goodwill of the régional organigations for procuring ﬁata
and information needed for management decision-making. There
does not exi;t any f0rma1Amechaﬁism which ensures regularized
reporting, or communicatiop of coordination of proérams at the
state 1eve1; or that requires an‘access to all pertinent

data for priority setting.' Therefore, this theory and the
_pattern of decentralization that it generally entails, lacks .

a degree of overall "muscle" deemed necessary for effective

administration.




The share of state or federal funds in local and regional
budgets, in itse1f; is‘not an ipdicatOr of’the degree of
 control dver programs, although it plays a crucial part in
determining the relationship Between state and regional agencies.

The extent of control is also determined through the political

process. The political system-and the public philosophy also
influence the type of decentralization instituted by any agency

. or program.

Eva]uat1on of the EffECLTVEﬂESS of Four Models of Decentralization

The four models of decentralization, namely, bureaucrat1c,
goveramental, supervisory, and advisory seek to achieve the
purposes of improving services, increasing governmental responsiveness
and- aleviating subjective feelings of pb]iticat alienation
in different manners and in differing degrees of success.

With respect to- improved services, the BureaucratiC'mode1

E

at most increases the convenience with which services are

' provided and the supervisOry que] may at most al]ow‘governing
boards to have some influence on bureaacratic pTapning of new
faciTities and alterations of existing services. Both models
thus have 11tt]e ut111ty with respect to this purpose. The

a¢v1sory model,. however, is moderate]y useful for it features

4
tﬁe convenient provision of direct services, non-civil service
i

| ' . cqsps
dispensation of services and complaint referral facilities

' : L4
to speed-up and increase the quantity and quality of services.

At the same time, the advisory model of decentra]i;ation might
! § \
be faced with inefficient and poorly organized bureaucratic

structures (at least in the short run) and the state government
would not necessarily provide them with additional revenues to

{‘
s I ‘ﬁ&)
\‘ . . .




. sensibilities and m1ght begin to relate to them rather than

provide more efficient services. The governmental model on .

-

N

-the other .hand, would markedly improve services in the

sense that the -citizens would be treated as c11ents to be
served rather than as subjects whose concern -and sens1b111t1es
_are of secondary importance at best, Thus the governmental

‘model seems to be better equ1pped than the other three models ) %
! R .

-

which have '1ittle or moderate ut111ty in the achievenient of

this objective. e o _ "
Decentra]izatidn is also inténded to enhance governmental

responsiveness to citizen concerns, needs and interests.

'Responsivenéss(may be increased bn an- overall quantitative

basis, qualitatively in accordance with the wishes of,particu1ar

cdmmunities or both. Bureaucratic decentralization might

effect changes in the manner in which citizens are treated.

Officials might become more sensitive to their client's

only to deal with their prob]ems. Increased physical proximity
‘however -does not insure responsiveness. Citizens contiﬁue

to be treated in a formalistic, impersoqﬁl, insensitive
and'oftgn arbitrary manner. For the bureahcratig reward

system continues to bg based upon departmental rather than
client norms and expectations. Field administrators have B

greater responsibility, but if they are to move upward into

tﬁe middle and higher departmenta] ranks, they must continue

AY

to conform to their centrally located superior's expectations.
The bureaucratic model does nothing to alleviate the clash
between the buréaucrat's and the resident'é cultural norms

and class values. As organizational résearch shows, an
Ve
e
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employee who directly faces challenges from clients tends

.~ . to become more concerned with the defensibility of his own

behavior than with solving the problem. A common technique

":,€:“in=éuch instances is to fall back upon formal rules tc brove °

thqﬁ‘pg las only been doing his duty. This reliance on
'Cce;eguiafionsfand théir enforcement invariable results in a
vrigjdity bf behavior that, .serves gy]y to aggravate the problem
of working out satiéfactory re]at?onéhips with the constituents.3
Acceptan;e‘Of citizen,vieﬂboints and concerns is thus most
unlikély under bureaucratic model of decentralization.
_The superyisory.mode] enhances governmental responsiveness
_ to some extent, in so far as the d4ijiens are accorded greater
and regularized access éo eTectéd officials and the views
expressed by their representatives -are presumably given more
attention. The advisory model ranks even higher in this
respeét becéuse of people's greater -access and opportunity
for participation and possibly greater commitment of goyerning"/
boards to people. The impact of‘the governmental model on- /
governmental responsiveness depends largely on the regional
communities themselves - whether they are 'consensual' types

"
v, -

3-Schmgandt, Henr§ J., "Decentralization: A Structural
' Imperative:, op. c¢it., pp. 8-10, 20, 21. Also Katz, :
Daniel and Kahn, Robert L., The Social Psychology of
Organizations., (New York: Wiley, 1966), pp. 71-109.
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“ veduces both/diétrust and..sense of power]essneés. The literature
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or not. Responsiveness could reach a high level; it could also
plummet to a level Tower than the one that already exists.

The achievement of the third objective - that of reducing
the level of political a]ieﬁation and 'generating a positive
political commitment is,ﬁrimari1y depéndent on the successful
realization of the first two goals. Political alienation
has two separable qﬁﬁen§ions: distrust of government and'sense

of political powgk]essness.4 The participation or responsiveness

implies that decentralization, by increasing local participation

on po]iticai particiéatiqn and organization membership

suggest %ha; thig-view is only partially substantiated. Trust/
distrgSt is not related to participation;'éfficacy/pbwer1essness
‘is. /The two dimensions of political alienation are independenf
of/eéch othgr.? Therefore; decentralization may have a potential
role in decregsﬁhg the citizén's sense of powerlessness but ~
has [itp]e or no promise of reducing distrust through increased
aérticipation:

The bureaucratic model therefore, has no difect impact

on reducing citizer alienation through participation.

————ree
~

b¢inifter, Ada W., "Dimensions of Political Aljenation®,
American Po]itica]iscience Review, 64, (June, 1970), pp. 389-410.

Spaige, Jeffery M., "Political Oreintation and Riot-
Participation", American Sociological Review, 36, (October, 1971),
810-820; and Aberbach, Joel, "Alienation and Political
Behavior"; American Political Science Review, 63, (March 1969). 86-91.

ﬁ!g
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Undeniably, the downward delegation of responsibility makes
for greater efficiency in the delivery of services, and the
ciients of multi-service centers enjoy a signiTicantly greatef
measure of convgnﬁence, but there is no evidence to indicate
that it affects the citizen's serise of efficacy in a positive

manner, since burgaucratic decentralization does not ensure

-that a large number of citizens would be aware of new services.

.Even for those citizens who are aware of new services, the

~

awareness is not necessarily related to trust of government because.

L

of the impersonal and formalistic attitude of the bureaucrats.
,  The supervistry model might have a §light impact. on
governmental:-disaffection, since the settinQVUp'of elected
goVerﬁing boards may convince aghumber of alienated citizens,
at41east among the strata of .community leaders and activists, -
of the government's concern for their interests. And in so -far
as it positively affects services aﬁd responsiveness, it may
alleviate some alienation. The -same can be said of the
governmental méde}. But ig addition, the new commitment
ahd—ﬁespon§iveqé§s symbolized by setting up-of lopaily

elected or appointed boards, théir:provision 5f direct services,
as wé]] as their moderate }mpact upon both services -and )
governmentdl responsiveness, giveé themAa moderate rating on

the alienation dimension. The advisory model has the greatest
botenfia] impact on citizen attitudes since it entails a

radical change in governmental structure and the delegation

of important powers to units which are much closer to the citizens.’

20
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.overall common direction, may produce several h1gh1y ‘undesirable

_ namely the need for greater power at the state level rather gg

Although, a high rating is warranted here, there is always
1 N

the possib]ity that "tyrannical local majorities" can

neutralize the effects of* these changes and bring about

\

a different (and perhaps more intense) type of citizen
a11e;at1on Besides, as pointed out earlier, this model
p]aces too much emphas1s on reg1ona1 variations, eoﬁsequent1y
mak1ngfcommon statewide goals difficult to achieve.

‘/An overall assessment of the four models' potential
fu1f111ment of the decentralizer's three purposes finds the
bureaucrat1c mode] at the bottom Next comes the supervisory
model, followed by governmenta] and advisory mode]s which
receive equally high overall ratings. The lTatter's high

rating however, is based on -a question mark, many uncertainties \

and especially rough estimates; community control, without

consequences, which must be taken into account even though they
do not°d1rect1y relate to the three decentralization goals. \ ‘
Three additional considerations speak aga1nst the model"s A \

+

overall appropriateness and 1ikely operational effectiveness:

than its de]egation‘and thus weakening; the apparently more

liberal, toierant and progressive qualities of decisions
made by governments with larger constituencies, and the Tively : ;
absence of widespread support for the community control which

is necessary for its operational effectiyenessﬁ

w b "y - N A}
- ral
. .
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}aking all these considerations into account, it
would seem-that the fully dgveloped governmental model is
potentially the most effective form of decentralization,

. despite the advisory model's equally high ratings on the three
diﬁensions of decentralizing goals. Therefore a governmental
model of regional decentralization "is recommended, at least
unless changes in the po]itiéa] and social climate heighten

the advisory model's attractiveness.

Conclusions and Recommendations

American sub-state regionalism represents an indigenqus
attempt to adapt public institutions to deal with the probgems
accompanying population-growth and technological ch;nge,,with-
out rhnning too hard against certain political-cul tural
rigiditi;s that seemingly cannot be overcome short of major °
survival-related crisis. It reflects the unique nature of
the\American federal system, Qith its owﬁ political access
channels and methods to demand articulation and realization.
It is evolutionary like the system of which it is a part. On
thgjfhe hand, the Federal govérnment sponsors a comprehensive
approach to regiona],pTanning‘and grant coordination and, on ’ -

the other, it supports function by function areawide planning

and project development.

Lol J
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The patte}n of substate decentralization adopted by
various functional agencies of the State is typical of the - ~
Host of categorical grants-in-aid programs that have -generated
in recen% years increasing objections to the resulting -
"yertical functional autocracies” that, whatever else their
merit may be, weaken the capability of governments within a
compreheh§ive p]ann1ng and implementive framework. The -
regional decentralization activities of the state agencies of
Nebraska suggest that no clear sugstate regionalism policy
‘has systematicd]iy been developed yét. Each fuqctiona]
department has instituted and pursued its own areawide
strategy depending upon its philosophy and ecology. Amidst
the ma1t1tudp of areawide functional planning activities,
regjonal confederalism has also continued to flourish. The
trénd‘toward procedura]»comgrehensivenegs in the context of
separate functional b]anﬁing process, often performéd by
distinct organizations has led. to programs operating at
cno;s purposes rather than being well-coordinated. The
competition between -the Council of Govéfnments (c0G) and
the areawide functional planning body has strained regional

confederalism since it involves fundamental questions of

genera]ist-specia]ist relations, gentta]ization and decentralization

of functions, equity and balanced grz th. Councils of Governments

are producing'more,and more comprehensive and functional plans,
‘yet still lack the power to implement them directly or to
compel or coerce constituent generaT purpose jurisdictions or

specidl districts to carry out or abide by them.

&3
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Profeeebr Henry J. Schnandtahas succinctly stated the
_present dilema, "COG's arekept’busy, on the one hand,
try1ng to demonstrate to federal and state author1t1es
that they are worthwhile 1nvestments and, on the other,
reasurr1ng local units that they const1tute no threat to
_ them."6 The rather fragile structure of C0G's is being

‘strained by the conflicting objectives and strategies of :

" . ‘higher and lower authoritiés.

' Federa]1fm requires ba]ance - a balance in dec1s1on-
making power, balance in-fiscal resources and ba]ance in
program responsibi]itieg. The simple fact is that the state
“now lacks that essential e1ement,,and only through its’
restdratibn‘can federalism be sared;

The remedy~wouid not be painless. Responsiveness,andr
balance necessitates major changes in governmental institutiOns
and a,shift. in att1tude accompanied by greater trust: in

-~

/government as a whole. The changes needed are ngt un1d1rect1ona1
The regional decentralization pattern,pf state agencies representv
an unintegrated functional system}‘ An integrated decentra]ization
system at the regional level speaﬁs to many of. the specifdc l
‘weaknessess eneountered in fragmented and unintegrated sysfenz
The capabilities of the COG's shou]d-be‘;trengthened.to

undertake greater respons1b111t1es in coord1nat1ng and monitoring

areawide activities. They should be des1gnated -as an off1c1a1

6schmandt, Henry J., "Intergovernmental Volunteerism"
. in The Regionalist Papers, (Detroit, The Metropolitan Fund, V),
_p. 8 mimeographed.

v
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body for Federal and State areawide planning instead of single
- purpose distrigts. OMB Circular A-95, an effective tool for

coordination of ﬁederé] programs, assumes and encourages a

sirong areawide comprehensive planning process. The assignment

'f the A-95 resoonsibility as a tool to a €OG wiil bring into

existence a sin,. 1dentif%ab1e‘set of individuals responsible

. and accountatble for areawide program coordination. The
N responsibility for performing cértain operational programs
should remain With the ind1yJQUaT’Tazgiﬂagvernments or the
field operations of the sgate,agencies until the COG's are
{capabﬁq to handle them. Federal and state dollars currently
sypporting statf for these funcfions on an indéﬁéﬁﬁgﬁt basis
may. be pbo]éd to create a siﬁg]e areawide staff capability. . e
State law should enpower C0G's to review all app]icatiors ,
f;r grants of public funds which are administered‘eifher
directly or indirectly by state agencies. The field
operations of ihe'state agencies can help the agency directér
keep an ear to the ground to detect the public's service
needs and preferences and its general opinions regarding the
performandeﬁ:? the serviceé.

- The Council$ of Governments can be used effectively by
both legislators and the Governor as advisors in ;taﬁewide
.po1fcy ATCETQement. If the Federal government continues to. - %

strive toward areaw1de adequacy and'increased reliance on the»

state,and Jocal governments for the de11very of major programs

“ ‘4:5'
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of Federa1 assistance, the Councils of Governments appear to
have the potential to become ‘offective coordinative instruments.
On the other hand, if these systems are left unattended at
their present stage of deve]opment their fu]] potent1a1 is

not 1ike1y‘to be realized.

’ . _fhe success ot the COG depends significantly on its
ability to play a boundary role that is fraught with potentia1
. contradtcitions, strains and conf]ictsl It could be the:

state governmentﬁs anm in the regions and the representative
of the reg1ona1 commun1ty at the statehouse. It has to retain
the confidence of both. This would accomplish seg;;a] 1nter—
related objectives, It would contr15ute to the 1mprovement

of public services by prov1d1ng an effect1ve channel for,neg1ons
to communicate the1r peeds and prob]ems ‘to the appropr1ate _
public officials and by iﬁ%{gﬁsing the ability of regiona]
ent1ty to respond in a coordinated and t1me1y fashion. It

would serve the eyes and ears of the state execut1ve and -

Jegislature and furn1sh an 1nforma1 forum for complaints and

.- grievance It would make 1nformat1on about government programs

and services ava11abe te c;u1¢ens, enab11ng them to make’

more effective use of such programs “and services and making

clear the 11m1tat1on on the_ava11ab1T/ty of all such programs

and services. It would expand opportunities for meaningtu1

‘commun1ty access to and 1nvo1vement in the p]ann1ng of poiicy
affect1ng the region. Most 1mportant, it affords a significant
opportuni ty to accomp11sh the democratic goa] of making gové?nment

L4

" closer and more accountab]e to citizens.

o
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Decentra]izat%on is a means to the achievement of a number
of end Qa]ues, it should not be’transformed into a value in
its own right. The integrated model would provide for
decentra]ization of those activities which can be most effectively
adminidtered at the lower level. Coordiration of all field
operations whether centralized onWQQéEPt;§1ized (in its broad
sense) at the regional level, can reduézféﬁé'extent of
duplication of regional planning and information gathering
activities. Not to be overlooked is the fact that without
some such requiremént; state agencies will chtinue to feel
free £o~ignore one of the chie% reasons féf—the state launéhihg
a sub-state districting system: to briqg some order out of

>

administrative chaos that exists in sub-state regions at the

present time. If the State is committed to this goéﬁ, then

a mandate to its agencies is essential.
?

J




A SLLLCT BISLIOGRAPMY -

1 Aberbacn, Joel, "Alicnation and Political Behaviox"
American Political 3cience Review, 63, iarch 1969.

2 AQdvisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations,
Reyional Decision Making: _iew Strategies for
Sub-State Districts, wasnington, D.C., October,
1973, Vol I. . .

: gpgional‘Governmcnt:‘ Promise and Performance,
vol II, lday, 1973.

<
-

3 .altshuler, Alan, Community Control: The. Black
Demand for Participation in Large American Cities,
wew York: Pagasus, 1970.

, .
4 sernstein, Samuc: J. and Mellon ‘. G., "Regional
Stabilization: A liodel for Tolicy Decisions',
Policy scicnces, vol 4, No. 3, September, 1973.

5 oruce L. R. Smiti, "Introduction o Decentralization”,
Arcrican sehavioral Scientist, Vol 15, Sept/Oct, 1971.
&
O Cormilcloe on Leonowic vevelopnent, Reshaping Government
in .letropolitau drecas, (wev york, Corulttee on
upononic Develomieent, Fei., 1970) .

-

Council of stalte Goverments ct.ai, Eguerallx.Snonqgreg,

 — . wA B <t i S

tulci-juriscictional Planning and Policy Developnent

— . -

Jrganization, Jcc., 1u72.

.
b

7 Creciae, Joan 2. {cd), I*inancing (the “fetropolls,
a

Loverly :iills: “age Publications, 1970.
) [

8 walcton, itelville, "conflicts detween Staff and Line
tanagerial Officers:, American sociological
Review, 15:342-351, “June, 19530.

——

9 paviz, Richard ¥., (e2d), "public Adriinistration
Foruw-Federal Assistance-Centralization or
Decentralization”, ‘lidwest Review of Public
Administration, Vol 7, Jo. 4, oct., 1973.

10 vowns, Antnony, éﬂégggpsted Federal Aporoach to
iulti-County Planninyg £fforts, U. S. Department
of Commerce, June, 1Y67.




11

’
£

13

¢

14

) —Decentralfzation“, Journal of Politics, Vol. 27,

- -

bwight Ink and Alan Dean, 'A Concept of Decentralization”,
Public Administration Review,. Vol. 30, No. 1, :
(Jan./Feb., 1970), pp. 60-63. :

Dwight, waldo, (ed), Public Administration in a 7Time
of Turbulence, Scranton: Pa., Chandler, 1971. .

iisinyer, Peter, "Control $aaring in the City",
American Lehavoral Scientist, Vol. 15, Sept./Oct., 1971.

. ulazar, Daniel J., “The Hew Federalism: Cah the States

3¢ Trusted"”, The Public Interest,Number 35, Spring,
1974, pp. 89-102.

tThe American Partnership,
Univérsity of Chicago Press, 1962. .

’ American'Federalismz Mew York, 1966.

Llazar, baniel J., "Fiscal Questiods and- Political i
Answers", Public Administration Review, Vol. XXX,
Sept/Oct, 1972. ) -

T . ) ’ Coopefa&ion and Conflict:
“Readings in American Federalism, (Itasce: Illinois,
Peacock, 1969). T ’ : ’

gfrat, £dgar S., "Federalism in Crisis: The
Failure of the 0ld Orxder", {jestern.Political
Juarterly, 1972, Vol. XXV, Wo. 4, December. i

LS
Ay

Fesler, James ., "The Basic Theoritical Questions:
iiow to Relate Area and Function', Public Administration
Review, Sept., 1973.

b

¢ - « 'Approaches to Ehe Understanding Qf

August, 19065. X . . - I

>

Finifter, Ada v., "yimensions of DPolitical Alienation",
American Political Science Review, Vol. 64, June, 1970.

Francois, Francis 3., "1Hio will HMake Our Regionél'
Decision", KWations Cities, Vol. 10, llo. 11, Jovember,
1972. ‘

-
. »
.

Frieurich, Carl J., ‘lan and ilis Governnent, tew York,
‘feGraw 1iill, .1963.

A . -

Golenbiewski, Robert 7., Ilan,Managcment and 'lorality,
Jew York, licGraw 1iill, 1365, )

[ SO ‘ *a ) ’T




17 Gourcvitech, Peter, "Regional Politics ‘and the Politics
of Regionalisn', Pol:clnlplenccg, Vol. 1, #o. 3, 1973.

18 Grodzins, !torton, Tae American Syster:, Rand "clially, 1966.

Guy, black, “he Decentralization of Urban Government:
A Systems Approach, Yashington, D. C., George
Washington University, August, 1968.

lanmer. , Larry il., Council of Governments: Local
fovernments liorking Together, The University of
‘febraska, Lincoln.

ilart, bavid X., "Theories of Government Related to
Decentralization and Citizen Participation”, Public

- ggministration Rcview, October, 1972. o

Kaan, Robert L., The Social Psychologvy of ‘Oraanizations,
Jlew York: ‘tiley, 19C6.

K

% Laufman, ierbert, "Administrative Decentralization
and Politiecal Power", ,Public Administration
Review, Vol. XXIX, Jan/Feb, 1969,

roontz, larold, “"Making Manayerial Appraisal

pffective", Lallfornla Management Review, Vol. XV.,
ﬁq, 2, (Ulnten, 1T972) . .

Kolberqg, William it., “The New Federalism°' Régional
Councils and Program Coordination Effort", Egpllc
Administration ‘Review, Sebtember, 1973.

Kristol, Irving, 'Decentralization for Nhat?", The
Public Interest, Spring, 1968. ’

srouse, Clement G., "Comnlex Objectives Decentralization
and the Deceision Process of the Organization",
Administrative Sciencepuarterly, Vol. 17, Ho. 4, e
Decerber, 1972. ’

w .

Levy, Frani,-and Truman Edwin, "Toward a Rational
Theory of Decentralization", American Political
Science Review, Vol. 65, March,. 1971.

Llnv1lle, Jack, "Rcc1onallsm Today A Special
Issure", Nations Cities, Vol. 10, No. 11, Nov., 1972.

.24 Luecke, David 3., "Professionals as Organizational
Leader", Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 18,
no. 1, March, 1973.

<




oY

25 Maxwell, James A. and Aronson, Richard, Federal Grants
and Fiscal -lalance, The Instrument and the Goal, |
Public Policy, Vol. XX, No. 11, Fall, 1972. /

/

26 Merriam, Robert E., "State D851q/;ted Districts and

Local Modernization," National Civic Review,
Vol. 63, ilo.{%< Feb., 1974.

) ., "The Future of Amerlcan Federalism"
State Governnent, The Council of State Government,
Autunn, 1971.

27 Nebraska State Office of Planning and Programming,
ilebraska Regions, Lincoln, Jan., 1974.

debraska state Office of “lanning and ﬁrogramming,
Council of Govermaments: Public Service Bulletin,
Ho. 2. :

28 Nebraska Department of Lconomic Development, tews - - \
and Views, October, 1973. ’

nepraska vepartment of Public Welfare, Social Science
System ilanabook, Jan., 1974. j —

[} <

29 Nebraska, Reissue Revised Statutes 1943.

30 Office of Management and Budget, Circular Ho. A-80,
ILxecutive Office of tne President, Jan. 31, 1967

Paigye, Jeffery it., "Political Orientation and
Riot Participation”, American Sociological Review,
36, October, 1971. ) ’

31 Ray, Remy, "The Professional Administrator in
Rcgional Councils", Public ilanagement Vol 56 jlo. 1,
January., 1974. !

1

32 Ridley, F.F., "Integrated Decentralization: lModels
of tihe Prefectoral System”, Political Studies,
1973, Vol #ZXI, io. 1, Maxch.

33 Romney, George, "A liew Era of Federalism: Challenge
for the U.S.", yptional,civic Review, Vol. 62,
tlo.1l, January, 1973.

i

34 Rouse, John k. "MOdcrnlhlna the PFederal Field
Jtructure,.” I*dhcst Peview of Public Administration,
vol. 6, wo. 2, August, 1972. N

Flnuqulot Janes L. and bavis, David 'l., ilaking
Federalism .Jork, ‘“he nrOOkano Instltute, 1969,
~Jashington, D. L .

W
[

3




59

36 sanford, Terrv, “"Inventing the Federal Svstein and
. Making It ilork", vational civic Review, Vo. 62,
\ Jdo. 1, January,1973,

37 Schmandt, ifenxy J., "Decentralization: A Structural
Irperative", ilimecographed, Jashington, D.C., Center
for Govermaental Studies, 1970.

_ X , The Regionalist Papers, Detroit,
The Metropolitan Fund Mimepgrarhed ' N
\ .
38 5mith, B.C., Ficld Administration: An Aspact of
Decentralization, Routledge and Keqgan Paul, 1967.

39 Stephen L. Garman, "COG's '72: Danger Flags are
.Flying", dations Cities, Vol. 10, Yo. 11, Hov.,
1972, ° :

Strange, John il., "The Impact of Citizen Participation
on Public Administration", Public Admninistration
Review, Special Issue, Sepnt., 1972. '

40 Ugalde, Antonio, "A Decision Model for the Study of
public Bureaucracies”, Policy Sciences, Vol. 4,
ilo. 1, March, 1973.

»

41 Walker, bDavid B., "sub-State Districting and a
Reformed Regional Council, Strategyv", Public _
sanagement, Vol. 56, No. 1, January, 1574,

. ) ,"The ‘Triumphant ‘Technocrats and
Won-functioning Federalism", Minnesota Municipalities,
LVII, Sept., 1972. ‘

' The"Quéndery of Sub-State Regionalism,
Public Administration Review, September, 1973.

B - 42 valker, Jack L., "A Critique of the Elitist Theory of

Democracy", American Political Science Review, Vol.
LX, June, 19066, .

\

Washnis, George J., Little City ilalls, Washington, D.C.,
Center for Governmental Studies, 1971.

43 White, Orion F., Jr.)The dialectical Organization:
, An Alternative to Bureaucracy", Public Administration
Review, Vol, XXIX, Jan/Feb., 1969. ’

44 Yen, Robert K., "Decentralization and Alienation",
Policy Sciences, Vol. 4, ilo. 3, Sept., 1973.

«o
—




+ r
APPENDIX A .
: AN
-
’ L
2 N -
‘ -
-~ ’/._lﬁ -
.
- . ‘b
.
.

. Yo~ N

- / 2 .

) .
. R :
. \.. - M ) - '
. .
Y - -
L] - »
. .
' . .
. :
&) ) - ) :




i i‘u?"’" OF NEBRA: KA

DFFICE ' BOX 94601 - STATE CAPITOL - LINCOLN, NEBRASKA - 68509 - (402) 471-2414
OF . ; .
PLANNING
AND . Governor J. James Exon . W. Don Nelson

PROGRAMMING State Planning Officer, - Director

ME:LORANDUN

TO: All Agencv Heads

FROM: W. Don. lielson,
Jdirector .
DATE: Januarv 23, 1974

SUBJECT: State Regional Cooveration Studv in lebraska

The State Office of Planning and Programming is undertaking an
update of an inventory of the field operations of various state
agpencies. This project entitled "State-Regional Cooperation in
Nebnaskah focuses on the measures of accountability of repgional
entities to the state agencv. A questionnaire is being prepared
to get an insight into the problem, its trend, and direction.

Attached to this letter is a set of survey questionnaires which
are to be filled in bv the agency heads and the program directors
of those programs (or sub-programs) in agencies . that utilize

or plan to utilize some sort of sub-state regional delineation
scueme. In tihis study, a region does not only mean a multi-
county locally s affed sub-state entity, but also means the s
{Leld operations of the state personnel for purposes of liaison,
supervision, scrvice delivery or adninistration in the State on

a geographic basis.

”

Since the terms used within government agencies do not always
carry the same meanings, a set of definitions is attached for
readv reference. If anv clarification is needed please contact
Yrs. Prem Lata Bansal in wmy office.

An earlv resnonse is requested. Thank you verv much for vour
cooperation.

"D PLBE Ine
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1. Regpion - A region is a seogranhic unit having designated nult-
tounty jurisdiction within the state. It is a tool used by ex-
isting governments to nmerform one.or many functions for increas-
ing governmental efficiencv and effectiveness. A‘region,ﬁdy
be staffed either by state personnel or local personnel. The
‘physical boundaries of the state mév be divided into one oé
more sets of geograohic divisions for the accomplishment of sev-

[ /

eral functions of the agencv. . /
) - - |

GLOSSARY OF DEFINITIONS

.~ < 1 //
2. uweclarative Act_of Lepislature - It is a piece of legislation
that determines the number and boundaries of regions in tle
state for a given agency or program. /

3. tnavling Act of Legislature - Legislation which requilres itlie
formation of regions for an agencv or program but, the boundaries
‘are determined on the basis of a ‘procedure to be followed by those

- gseeking to organize a region. ’

{ I

i

4. Program - A program is a component of the ultimate goal of an agen-

cv. 1t does not consist all parts of the goal but [involives
those narts whose-carrying out 1is essential for thﬁ achievement
]

of ultimate objective. -

N , ’

5. Tvpe of Regional Delineation Scheme - A type of regional de-
Tineation scheme is one in which a grodp of regions is identi-~
‘fied as a class performing either similar functions offhaving'
similar staffing patterns. . //

{

6. Function - A function is a plan of action &hich comprises sev-
eral activities connected or combined to /accomplish a Fingle
objective. It is a component of a progyam in the sense that

program accomplishment depends to a great extent on the perfor-

SR
—T

mance of one or more functions. /
T < / - ) .
7. Service - Service is an actiyity of fered or nerformed/ usually

B;ﬁz,tfained person(s) which proviﬁes another person joy organ-

jzation(s) with those resources tlat are necessary to accomp-=

lish a task or satisfy a need. ‘

8. Direct Service to People - It means help provided to/private
itizens in matters that affect their lives directly like health,
education, welfare, justice, correctional program and leisure.
1t does not include simply referring people to appropriate
organizations for help or service. Referral is considered to
be advisory in nature.

N

9, Service to Participating Units - Practically all k#nds of assist-
ance rendered to local governmental units whether it be help
in the understanding of their problems, sorutibns,ftechnical
assistancé or advice. - 7 |

f
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19. Regional and Client Data - It is a sum of factua% information

necessarv for decision making and management purnoses. It

may consist of information about the physical asnects of the
1

region, its activities, accomplishments and nroblems, or the

number and type of people served, depending on the functions.
of the regions, ’

)
b}




QUESTIONNAIRE

STATE-REGIONAL COOPERATION IN NEBRASKA

Agency HName:

Agency virector: . .
Prograp Title:

Pronrah Mumber: :

Progranm Director:

1. Total number of regions which the agency/program utilizes
(Please provide a map of the regions) .

2. ilow are the regional boundaries determined (Statutory basis
of the regions)? . . .

n
e R e pnre

O 1Tegislation
k]

O Federal .

O state___ __ (citation please)
C)‘Declgrative Act of Legislature (Mandatory)
O Enabiing Act of Legislature (Permissive)

[J Aduinistrative Action: Regions not required by law but
formed for sake of efficiency and effectiveness.

O other )
3. 1s the regional delineation scheme of your agency/program £
acceptable to counties in the various regions?

O Yes O No”~

Lf no, can you tell why?

4. Does the agency/program utilize more than one’type of repional
delineation scheme where one type of regions (or gistricts)
are staffed differently or have distinct primary functions
than the other?. )

- L4
O Yes O %o » >

a. If yes cox )
(1) Number of regional offices that are staffed by state
agency personnel __ . " ' '
) - (ii) Number of regional offices that are staffed by
o lccal government personnel .

—— ey

o7 N

‘-




[0 Agency Appropriations,

./ b. 1If no to question #4, how are the resions staffed?”
- B state Personnel '

O twocal personnel . B

O %oth . .

O other (please specifv) | ' ’ C .o -
Questions 5 throunh 9 should be filled in by thdse a<encies/programs
wnose reqions -(some or all) are staffed bv state nersonnel.

. 2 \ !
5. what is the nature of state personnel staffing in the regions? =
s
] state agencv personnel stationed in the region on a perm-
anent. basis ’ .
] state personnel visit assigned areas as’ and when consider'ed
desirable / . )
O state personnel visit assianed regions at regular intérvals
O other J
6. What is the functional use of these regions? T
4 L3
. O Planning [0 Administration 0 Service Deliverv
O other . - T
7. what is the nature of duties performed by state agency personfel
in the regions? . e
[0 Service Delivery -
Direct to peonle
O To local particip ~*ng units
O Advisory : \\z'
[ Sunervision and Review :
[0 :aintain liaison between local and state units ~
) [0 Technical assistance to participating units . -
O other ‘
8. What is the nature of state personnel control over regional’
staff? *
O Regionar staff is under state personnel svstem .
0 Regional su:iff is under state merit system -
0 Regional staff is under specified rules and regulations of
the agency g v &
0 Regional staff is ap,p?/oved by state agency
* O other . ) ) . -
) 9.5 How are the state funds budged “for the regions? .
. {0 Legislative appropriations

( [O-other o ’ R

¥ . -




nuestdions 10 through 19 are to be filled in by those programs
and agencies whose regions (some or all) are staffed by local
nersonnel. -

10. licw are the regional bodies formed?

Ouv -°r inter-local cooperation act
O Private non-profit corporations .
O Both .

. other (please specify)

,\ ‘ . .,

Dn these regional bodies come under state personnel control?
O Yes [ wNo

1f yes, how?

-

Do the repional bodies function, as )
. \ )
O General purpose organizations like counties and munici~-

palities. . . . R ’
[0 Special purpose units fot specifiéd functioms like school .
districts and Natural Resburces-Districts X
i other . : L J
’ . \;:“ . Y
ttThat is the primary function of thegé regions? - .
{} Planning ' ) . - '
C];Administration \ i B
O service delivery
) To people Ty : .
+ () To local units ' N ’
O otHer -
po the fegions have an area-wide governing board? .
;! Yes O o 4
1f ves, continue, otherwise gd to question #18. ! . .
What is the composition of the, governing board? A . ‘
[} tlected officials . 4 . -
- ) County officials . . , .
City officials
O Other (specify) 7
[} Private citigens T S
Other v, -
. S . \
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- . : ’ ¢
16. s, /the comosition of the roverning board about the same in
all .xegions of asencyv/prfogram? .
O Yes . 0 Yo

.

Lf no, Dleaqé point out the major differences.

< -
N B ‘

\\

- e
{
i

- ~

 a *

17. Approximatelv what percentage of ‘che board members .are pop-
ularlv elected? 4. - , teo . .
' e # e - ‘?’
1s. Are there any legal requirements for staffing the regioné? .
- . . M .
O Yes -0 o -
If yes, please specifiy. - .~ _ /1
¥ . )
ly. Vo the regions come under theé state budgetary control? '
. O Yes O »No .. - . )

Please explain.

< ¢

20. ilow are the funds budgeted for regions in the state agency
budset? R i

’ ¢ on ) ) ) ¢ ‘e ~

21. Is.related program carried out by any other agency or unit

in the area? A . [ P

- — — - L =

— — -

VO Yes 0 No . D Do not know :
22. If ves,.how is "the coordination Aanhieyed? B re
[0 Overlapping Board membétship-
0 Common Advisory Boards -~ .
0 Maintaining central data file .. o
O other. e I /

’
“

- P .
Wihat are the sources of funding for the regions?
Please give approximate percent figures. ,

N
(9%

0 Federal . ___% . .
[ stace_ % . -
00 Local ___. % . » ‘

- e \ B




24.

25.

20,

27,

. O Regional level .

25.

\

2y.

. AN
oo, Contribution bv .counties on yvear to year basis

- » " . . . .
O Local -Laxes - - - - T . .
“h, mily levy - T . /
Fixed contribution by counties
Fees *. i . ° , e .
C} Contributiorns? . ; — -

vo the regional entities have power to levy taxes? .

N

» . 0. Yes ) 0 d0 4 N . o
If ves. is there a limit se? by state legislature on their -
authority? i } ' .

i \" ¢ N ¢ RS

9 ’ : ; .

In_casc tine regional body is unable to carry out the program,
is the contract with a privﬁ%e or public entity entered into
oV A -

.
-

~

[0 Regional organization, % , S
.0 state Ageugy S .
O other . : X .

Is the program formuiat;on ‘and priority setting done at the

O Sstate level - -
0O Other -

1f the program is being carried out by a depavtmental unit .
or section of the regional organization, does such a unit
receive state aid

[ -virectly from the state agency

O through rqgional-organiqation responsible for such ﬁnits
O other (please specify) o .

<

llow does the state-agency insure that the program is being
carried out as required by law and spelled out in agency pol-’
icies? .

2
O reriodic written reports g : -
O Program approval by state agency
O reriodic investigation. ) .
O Budget approval , ’
[0 “egular supervision ¢ .
O rost-Audit

[]'({ther

>

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




3+. 1s there anyv arranrenent throueh which the regional or
cjient data is rencrred to the state asgencv? 1
O Yes O e
. 1f.ves, tarough what procedure?
- s "
. ‘ il <
S : ,
. 31. ijtow often docs the rerional body nrpvide informnation its
> activities and accomplishnents to the state dgenc
g . ’ P . - {\ -
. , 5!‘ ’
12. hat is the frequency and nature -of communication between
- the state asency and the regional bodies? '
¥
‘
) 33. Is the flow of communication between state and regions auto- .
i ; matic and free from external pressures? ’
/ ' .
O ves O vo
-V )
// . 1f no, how is the communication maintained?
. H
// i
/ . '
/ | '
). 34. Does your ajzencv/program have instant access to regional or
¢lient- data for management decision-=making? , ’
D Yes D No . o
If no, how is the data procured for decision-making?
t
‘ 35. What should be the state agency's oversight responsibfilities
over the regional bodies for this program? ) -
I 4
. 36.° How would you rate the quality of the state-regional
cooperative activity? (From a state agency point of view)
4 ] Superior-subordinate O Equal‘nartnership ;
[l Regulatory and suvervisory 0 Advisory
O other .

L]

P -4
|
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37.

3v.

46,

Jo vou think that some kind of permissive lepislation or

agency regulation can promote the better coordination of

acency/propgram activities in the state? . ’
: . )

O ves . .3 e

if Yes, please be épecific. - .

»

o you have any.suggestions for improvement in rggioﬁhl
accountability to state agency?’ .

I

. .
* Y {

.

Do you have any suggestions for improvement in regional data
\

renorting svstem?

£ which'you,would 1ike to mention

Is there anv other thin )
tion for delivery

in order to easc state—regional coopera
of services? .

Q.
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APPENDIX B
State Agencies Dichtly Contacted: : N
1. Department of Agriculture
r 2, Supreme'Court - County Coﬁrt System ‘
. ‘ )
3. Equal Opportunity Ccmmission , (. N
4.- Game and Parks qémmissiOn
5. Department of Healtﬁ
6. Department of Public Institutions
7. Department of Labor . N
8. Mebraska Public Library Commission

9. Naturél Resources. Commission
10.. Nébraska Commission on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice
11. - Department of Public Welfare

12 Department of Roads 3‘]

. 13. qugftment of Education
14. University of Nebraska :

-
&

15. HMilitary -Department




