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INTRODUCTION
<04

Improvement of the quality of life in isolated rural areas of America

appebrs likely to be related to the delivery of serviCes'and amenities in

these.regions; however, increased Federal, State and 1oCal allocations

as well as private dollars for the wiae range of necessary and desirable
6

services And amenities are not keeping up with the rapidlY spiraling costs of

such human services either for particular needs (usdally professional) or for

. the delivery mechanisms able to provide them (mobile units, satellite centers,

added staff). The question, then, seems to be one of bow to improve existing

service delivery mechanisms in order to reach more consumers through established'

agencies, organizatfons, and programs. "Doing better)iith less" is the phrase

repeated in the Clinton County New York United Way Office, "but how?" avicy

and program directors respond. The result appears to be a ,seed for additional

emphasis to'be placed on interagency cooperation.in service delivery. "Strengthen

by consolidation" is one proposed solution,whereby agencies can have more

impaCt.y cooperating on common goals or methods.

Efforts toward interagency cooperative ventures in the delivery of services

,
and amenities have been confounded by the creation of numerous specialized

..competencies Nn American society,and the placing of these competencies in

.
particular organizations and agencies serving American communities. The development

bf specialized competencies tias led to three forms of isolation and estrangement:

-separation and isolation of agencies from each other,

-separation and isolation of agencies from the community, and

'-estrangement of agenciesifromiboth the people they serve and those they

- might pqtentially serve.' . 7..

1
I

Edwar;0.0,. Moe, "Agency Collabciration in Planning and Service, Rui-d1 cacjolply ,

EW,hpaPee.prvsented at tile National Conference'on Socia) Welfare Centennial'

rbt'um, Atlantic.City, NJ, Maiflgh.
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What has emerged within each community, then, is a complex'array of

individualized.organizations, agencies, and programs with a built-in

dilemma of major proportions. On the one hand, there is a series of

public and private services with vertical ties between the local qpd.

national level. On the other hand, at the community leve1, there is often

difficulty in relating these services laterally to each other in such dway

that an effective attack can be made on.significant problems. Despite the

basic separation and ettrangement between agencies and the people, and

desRite the existence of complex problems in coopgration and coordination,

the building of the array of specialized Organizations and agencies is

still a major achievement.

.
Given, thus, the wtde array of programs available to the public, the

fragmented nature.of their delivery, and the burgeoning costs of these

services and amenities, attempts to improve delivery must focus.on

COmprehensive plannimg, and on techniques for increased interagency cdoperation.

The primary assumption of this research is that igencies and organizations

seN1 as highly- interactive among themselves will be perceived as being more

willing to,cooperate on interagency activities designed to meet needs.of

isolated citizens in rural coninunities.

44

8
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THe PROBLEM

-37
o'

. During 1974, New York State began concentriting some of 'the funds frori
4

the Rural Development Act of 1972, Title V allocations in Clint& County'where

delivery of services to isolated rural citizens had been identified by a local

advisory group as a serious problem. A great deal of data and information was

gathered and analyzed by the Service Accessibility Project to determine services

and amenities availble, 2,3 and cjtizens perceptions of needs, services, and

amenities not presently being met.
4

Once obtainable services had been indexed .

and remaining pertistent needs identified in rural areas outside the central

city region of the county, the logical third step in the project appeared

to be new.and/or ruproved delivery of the services:recognized as Currently
46,

being needed.

Assuming that one-way to meet the ieeds and to improve the delivery of

1
services and amenities to isolated rural citizens is throujh increased inter-

agency collaboration, an

stimuli and deterrents to'

objecttve of this research has been to explore

such cooperative effort$,and:

-to identify, in one rural county interagency interactionswhiCh might
lead to increased cooperative ventures;

-to recognize agencies and organizations which have a higher degree of
interaction than others;

^

2Peter H. Gore, Jerome Sandau, and Eileen Stommes: "The Crossroads Survey,
A Methodology for Assessing 'Differentiatioh'by Locality of Services in Cjinton
County." Plattsburgh, NY: Institute for Man and Environment, Miner Cen*er,
Chazy, NY, April 1975..

3
Peter H. Gore, Kusuma Embar and Eileen Stommes. "The Key Int' ant

Survey, Access to Services in Clinton County." Plattsbur9h, NY: Ins fute

for Man.and Environment,'Miner Center), Chazy, NY, January:1977.

4Petcr H. Gore, "General Service Accessibility Project Survey," Ithaca,
N . Department of Rural Sociology, lkornell University, Summer 1975. .

9
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C
-to'explore the internal and.adininistrati

' highly interactive groaps;. and

-.4-

charact sticslof the

,
-

(.: ,.

. -to speculate about ways to.enh4pee general laboratiye interictions

.. ainong_all groups-purportfng to provide.se ice arid ainenitielin rural.

(
..communities. .

,

t :/..

REEARCH DESIGN 4

tlinton C nty; NeW York, elatively large rural upstate regiort

sct re mileskwith. opulation of 83,000.peop3f. .The county seat
,-

of P1 tsburghi.,located n. the shores of Lake qqamiilaip 'is the only,populaion

nter of more tha 10,000 people; its 1970 population was 18,715: 'The

.
. ; 1

, .

remainder of e county's people lim'e in 'small villages generally w'ider , -,

..4

2,506,-r 1.hamlets, and isolated residence . ..The central city.P1 ttsbutigh), .

I .

. . /
how er, is not centrally located-and some c&inti-residents must dr've near101y

,

I

,-
,

.

/4(0 milq,s to reach it (see Fi9ure 1.). The ClunCil'of Lommunity Services of, .

Plattsburgh and ClintonAmay--a United Fund Agency--ppblithet a directory .

:, ...
.

.
of, services and amenities in the county. The directory lists'o4er one.hundred

..,/

and twenty public, private, and private non-profit.groups purrtThg to serve

'''viiirious needs of local citizens;"a.majo4tyof.thes,e. groups are.Ohysically

located in Plattsburgh.

Previous research studies of this nature have usually focused'on'stmilar'

'kinds of organizationS for investigation, e.g., development organizations
5

or organizations in.the manpower training systems.

f

cr

Davidt..Rogers andtJoseph J. MUltiar, "Intermganiiational Relations.

.Among Rivelopment OrOnizations: EMpirical Assessment-and Implications.for

Inter-organizational CoordinationAmeS, Iowa: Iowa State University', Center

. - for-Agricultural and Rural'Development; 1977.
,

. .

.

6
Howard Aldrith. "An Orpanization--Ovironment Perspective op Cooperation.

vand Conflict Between'Organizations in the.rlanpower 1rainiog SystenV Ithacai

NY: New York State Sobool.of Industrfayind Labor Relations. Repript Ser1es-

333,1972. .

,
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LikewiSe, earlier work has often involved multi-county or state-wide studies

of interorganizati-onal relations.. This research project howe4er, has

focuSed on'a problem area--rural transportation--as a way of identifying and
- a

choosing agenctes'and organizations for the sample.
]

Also in contrast to

previous studies, all the groups in this study are located in or are serving

s4 the people of one county - Clinton.

From the Clinton County CounCil of Community Services Directoty, 30

organizations--23 public graups, 4 private non-profit, 3 private--were chosen

for the representative sample. All agencies/organizations included met the,-

following criteria:

-they serve'all of Clinton County (§ome represent a larger region,).

. -they provide a service or amenity for locai citizens

-they should be interested in.improved rural transportation 'systems

either for getting services to rural people or for transporting

clients/consumers;to an agency.

As i result of this research gredp's.discussionT about the problem
V

of rural transportation in order to ddtermine a sample of organizations

for the investigation, a Rural DeveiopmentiCooperative Extension-Task .

Force emerged to plan.public meetings and explore the realities of a

county-wide rural transportation system. The task force sent over

0.
fifty lettersto local firoups inviting them to an Wormational session

about rural transportation.; Twenty7one,people attended the first meeting

representing fourteen (nearly half) of the same groups who.had been

chosen for this research 'sample. A folloW-Up transportation

fir

`S

- 7
,

Clinton County, NY, is a large region with widely dispersed rural residents

While services, amObities, and'emplofrent possibilities are'primarily coriceqrated. -'

in the central city locatedin the east central seotion ot the county. It has
.

been estimated that over $47,000 a 40 in consupier tosts 4re spent for'traveling
.,

to and from work.alone in Clinton County (Gore, 1977).
,-,

,
,

. cr. f
I. c

. . ' 4 I.

e °I.'
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.

meeting tncluded3the same agency.reprbsentatives plus fivi,mon, also part

--,, of the reartil SamPle. 'Consqueni1Y,4two-thirds of theagencies in the
,

. ,

sample attendedyon a Volunteer 6asis, al0Reas1 one of ihe pOblic meetings -

about rural trapOorfation.:" Tfits atdince seemed to provide a validity .

.

.. , t
. . ,

,
.

checkjor which roupscAhould, in fact, be tnterested An improved rimal .4

, ..

transportatión in Clinto'n6County, hew,York. Even though the researchers

selected the thiky different groups.forcthd sample based on a brief.

.

description of the agency's 'functions and' concluded that rur'al transportation
0

.

ehould be impOrtant.to its service delivery, the investigators Ammealymed

'that all th4Se agency personnel %valid necessa6lyfigreerat a,satisfactory

,

transportatioh sysiem1M170t4tv4t.al to their programsproduCts and services.

. DATA COLLECTION

In,order to investigate the resear,ch question of hnw agencies inter-

,

relate on a problem arpa, two data collection devicet were constructed to

tabulate
nedessary information for the study:

-an intervieW schedule'to assemble-background information about the

agencies, and

-a mailed questionnaire to'Collect information abotit interagency inter-

-action and collaboration.

A majority of the questions were based on the previous work of Aldrich,8 Mpe,9
.-

10
and Finley: Remaining questionl resulted fr9m'four years of .agency tnVoivement

op, cit.

9
Moe ul.

10James,R. Finley, "A Study of Interorganizational Relationships,"

Un ublished Ph.D. dissertation, Cornell 'University, June 1970."

1..

, .

5
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by the principle.investigatorund from thegenetal literature concerning

theories and observations about inteiftagency gooperation. ar 7instruments

were pretested with similar agency personnel An JeffersOn County (a rural

upstate New York afea.). Revisions in clarity:and procedures were made on

.r
the instrumentsdas'a retult of interviews with nine respondehts in S-eferson

.7

s'County.

/ The interview schedule 6oiered the fdllowing topics:
,

-background information about %espondents,

-goals of thIrrganization,

-expected program outcomes,

-administrative structure,

-where,clients'or iginate,

-what happens to clients after they have been involved with the a§ency,

-staffing,

-budgets,

-programming,
4

-Internal operations, 0

-external commitments of the-organization and 'staff,.

linkage of the groilp to outside agencies,

perception about decision making within the organization,
t. .

Lopinions about. competitiOn with others for\funds, clients, and programs,
and,

-feelings,about coveraltriOter4gency cooperation in the,county.

The Mailed portion Of.the dati Col4ction contained twenty-two quest-16ns .-ip_
:, ,

, , , .
....

hiera;.chicat;Order and requested the, respondent to make judgments about his/het
.c. .

.

4

agency'sworking.relatiOnShip.with each of the other29 groups in the sample..

This4detailed agency interact* check Judged to be too tedious to administer-
, P.
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in peersop, was mailed one week ahead of the personal interview and collecte,t

in completed.form at the ,time of the appointment,

The agency interaction questionnaire contained the following questiohs:

,

-Are you familiar with or acquainted with any of the agencies/organizations
on.this 11%t?

:

-Hypothetically speaking, which of these would you be most likely to work
with if yod were--
a) promoting a senior citizeri housing p jett?
b) working on a iural transportation oject?

-How well acquainted are you with programs/activities of the following
groups?

-How well acquainted are you with the Director/staff of the following
groups?

-Through what channels do you receive fnformatic on about each Of these
. organtzations?

a) radio/television
, b) newspaper .

. .

c) phone contacts .
.

d) perional meetings/appointments

e) social contacts

)'

-During the past 12 months'has your organizat4on engaged in a joint
activity with the following groups in any of the following ways -
a) joint meetings
b) shared specific information on programs/activitieS
c) joint activities/projects
d) exchanged services with this group
e) transferred money/resources or spdnsored thts group
f) shared jointly staff and/or staff training with- this grdup
g) engaged in joint budgetary considerations
hl jotntly owned or ren101 facilities with
i) .overlapping boards - We there any'officers or board members of

your group who are officers or board members of the following
groups

-During the past year, hO your organizIation sent referrals to any of
the following groups?.,'

-During the past year have.you received referrals from any of the
following groups?

-Assuming that the. mid-point-wail Aids scaft represents an average levej
of cooperation exiWng between agenctes, on a scale of 1 .to 5, how
wodTd you'rate the overall leVel of cooperationtetween your organizatiOn
and the following groups?

f

4
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' The research plan specified an interview with each agency'director or

the highest ianking administrator.in the organization and an interview with

4 ope other staff member and/4ot board member for the group. .0f the thirty

groups 4cluded in the isamRle, only. t o,provided no einformation. The

administrator for `the privite, non-pro it4hospital said he had no time for
v

such studies and neither didilis staff. . The Youth Bureau did not participate

primariiy because the'chief administrator was out of town during the time,1

th/interviews were being conducted and noneof his staff was willing to answer

questions without first obtaining the director's permission:

1 .

Overall, complete interview data were received from 28 of the thirty

agencies. There were 57 respondents in total with' five of these not completing

the mailed questionnaire. Sive the information was,colle'cted in July and

bel

August 1977, it is nbt surprising that some data were missing due.to agency

personnel vacation schedules. Insome cases, supplementtry information was
,

gleaned from agency annual reports contributed by the interviewees.

pescription of Respondents and Agencies
- Interview Schedule

4

Respondents

Of the 57respondents in the sample, fifty three percent were males and
. .

forty-seven percent females. Well over a third were directors in their

organizations (39;) with fifty percent mote serving as prOfessiOnal staff.

The remaining elevenlierckt represented board.members'for their respective

S 1'

.gtbups.

"

1 6
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Agency Typol.ogy. 4

Of the.thirty.alencies in the sample, 17 can be classified public.

ten private, non-profit and three priyate. Figure two lists the organization'

names.

.Goals-
. . I W "

, * k

14hen dsked .bhat their primary.pu-rpose'or kAl was, many respondents

found it difficult to give a specific response. The most frequent answer

(28) included educatien, planning and referral. 'The second highest responle

(25%) included information, referral, advocacy and outreach. One fifth of

the interviewees mentioned bepOlfits of some kind,to low income families.Iffhe

respondents from the priVate sector (12Z) seemed more sure of goals and'

usually limited their answers to product:promotion and manufacturing. The

respondents who saw ftiemselves strictly involved with health related services

formed nine percent of the sample, and:x mere.five percent said, "information

dissemination and coordination." Figure thlee giiies a graphic picture of how
5-

respondents classified theiT primdry functions.
;

0-

In a somewhat different way, the question of igoals wa asked agaill,
f

iihat specific outcomes does your organization expeci'feCiiiilits efforts'?" Only

tWo percent responded with "agency cooperation." Figure foar shows-that the

remaining answers include:

-/r,9ferra1s 4Z

-intervention/advocacy 7%

=a product of some kind 9%.

-combination of education, advocacy, independence, out of poverty 24%

-citizens' goOd use OfAvailable services 262
P

'Out of poverty0 indePendence for clients 28%.

'

17
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.?

Association of Retarded Children
Ceitholic Charities

Champlain Valley Physiciant Hospital
City of Plattsburgh Housing 'Authority
Clinton Community College
Clinton County Cooperative Extension
Clinton County Youth Bureau .

Clinton, Essex, Franklin Library System
Community Development Centers
Council of Community Services
County Health Department
County Melital Health Services

Department'of Labor
Department of Social Services
Department of Transportation
Downtown Merchants Association
Farmers Home Administration
Joint'Council for Economic Opportunity
.Lake George-Lake Champlajn Planning Board
.Mental Health Association
Office for)the Aging
Planned Parenthood
Plattsburgh Air Force Base
Pyramid.Mall Associat4on
Retired Senior Volunteer Program

!Salvation Army
Senior Citizens Council
She idan-Harris Corporation .

Socia curity Administration
State Uhl ersity of New York at Plattsburgh

C.

et°

FIGURE TWO

Private, Non-profit
Private, -Non-profit
Private, Non-profit,
Public
Public
Publit
Public

Public
Private, Non-profit
Private, Non-profit k-

Public
Public
Public
Public
Public
Private
Public
Private, Non-profit
Public

Private0on7profit
Public
Private', Non-profit
Public

' Private

Public
Private, Non-profit
Private, Non-profit
Private
Public
Public

ORGANIZATIONS/AGENCIES. IN,THE SAMPLE.

4.
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Interagency collaboration'in the delivery of goods and services rarely was

seen as either an organization goal or outcome'for these groups.

Age and Service Area

6

A majority-of the'agencies (75%) have been in existence in the Cli4on

-... ,

County area for eleven.yeak or longer. Only six groups Were five years
. . . 4 4 \

old or younger. A majority of 'the agencies (70Z) serve only the geograPhical

boundav of Clint& County and the City of Plattsburgfi, and the remaining

thirtS, percent provide services-to the county plus a/I'm-ger territory as.wejl,

e.g., multi-county districts. ,

A

Personffel

P

Staffing included full time employees, part-tinle employees, and volunteers

with some having a combination of the three. Forty percent of the groups

. bperated'with five or fewer full time paid personnel and the remaining agencies

reported anywhere from eleven to.ovl- one'hundred,paid employees. With a

.si2eable number of relatively small.agenctes operating, it did not seem

surprising that twentr'petcent reported no available'chart depicting organizational

structure, Yet, only twelve people (21%). said their performance was never formally

valuated by a supervisor. Others described yearly, twice a r, or quarterly

jo b. performance evaluation procedures as beir in effeot in their respective

agencips. Some sort ,of personn0- performance accountability seems to be taking

4.011114

,

place in most .ofthese örlantzations whether large or small. A large majority

'"...-(72%) reported very:_lbttle-tur9over-1n persóniiel'In their organizations.. This

response is not unuskial given that Clinton County is a high unemp1oyment area

with, a :large, pool of new-College "gradu4t.s and faCalty and Air Force spouses

struggling f9r professionSi staff. positions, particularly,at the *try level in

A

the human 4ervices. ;
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:\IkK

Annual budge0Or the organizations varied widely. .0ver fifty percent

of the,respondents in' the sample reported budgets of:over $100,000 a year

while a quarter of the group operated with $250000 or,less and six of these

managed-on less than $10,000 annually. As might be expected, seventy percent

'answered that at least ha1f:(53% sdid all) their money came from public

funds. Twenty-three percent of the interviewee's noted receivtng at least

-partial funding from the United Way. Private. funds:made up all or some of

the operaqng expenses for the agencies represented by only 15 percent,of 41'

---)fe interviewees.

Clientele

Agency personnel for the most'part found it difficult to describe in

(Wail their clientele.. Some groups were mandated to serve only low-Income

*

; families, and others only youth, retarded, or elderly. 'they were also not

very specific about htlw clients found out about theiv 'services. For the

most part they seem to think that other organizations'referred clients

to them or that clients referred themselves to most services, but-were

frequently nut sure. Similarly, agency personnel were'not certain what

happens to clients after they have received partialar services. Half the

Aroup (those usualry providing direct services'such as Department of Labor,

Employment Serviv) speculated that their clients needed no follow up or

additional services; that they reached an independent status. Oief' half,

(65%) of'the groups said they provtde actual services for at least fifty

. c

percent of'their Oients and only 18 percent responded that they regularly

refer fifty percent or.more 00 their clients-iogother agenciesrin the community

for.servicesfl, I.VAppear that ae9cy personnel.seldom talk With'each other

about referrals or that referrals are not done in a systematic way: "

2 2
,



cision Makin

Decisions aboUf policy and budget were seen as highly centralized for

the most part, with a few people at the Op theM. Staff said they '

were iricluded more often, however:, in daily priogram.decisions especially

in such areas as hiring staff, adopting programs, ,and handling public

relations. 1hen'asi6d who speelifically is responsible for new programs an

activities in the organizations, aboutylf said the executive diActor in

consultation with the bpard'Of directors. A fifth (A the sample reported

that.new programs were determined iy local, state and federal mandates and

that staff worked only to fulfill the given directives: Seventy percent of

the respondents reported reciprocal work flow patterns in tfteir agencies while

only twenty percent said the work assignments were from the top down in

pyramid styl e.

Interagency Collaboration

In 6rms',64-eetings outside the agency, two thirds of the respondents

said they regularly attended three or more meetings a month with members of

other organizatins. Yet, nearly seventy percent also said that-they spent

less,than a quar.ter of their time in coOrVation and planning with people

from other organizations. Nearly all respondents reported that someone from

their group specifically revesents their agency to other organizations in the

community. Almost half (47%) noted.that their agency was required by statute

to establisH Tinkages'(working connections)with certain otherorganizations.

And 64 percea said'fheir group was bound by program guidelines'to establish

- linkage§. ib

When asked .if they ,operateany programs/activities jointly, 53 percent

said yes-in terms of sharing expenses for Cooperative venttires, 62 percent



,*

in termt of sharing responsibility for combined efforts, and 70 perce in

terms o'f sharing staff time. Almost half bf the interviewees (47JvYsaid

there were other organizations in the county providing services and programs

similar, to theirs, and that they had to coMpete wi them for funds,

. clients and programs. ,

In summary, even though all agencies in the sample presuMably have ,

some interest in the problem of.rural transportation in Clinton COunty., NY,

they obviously are not homogeneous group. The agencies vary widely.in

terms of goals, clientele, age, number of employees,.size of budgets and

0

internal ctructure and decision making. ,This 'variety contributes both to

the difficulty and reality of analyzing human service agency collaboration

in a given area; Even so, three quarters of the respondents.reported that

LJooyerall i'here.was moderate to high cooperation among the organizations.in

this area.
Irk

Agency Interaction

-Mailed Questionnaire-

The Agency Interaction Questionnaire involved all thirty of the grops

In the sample making judgments about each Other on 22ferent questions..

When asked who shoulinvolved in working on a rural transportation project

from this list of thirty, the agencies who were most frequently mentioned

were,, for the most part, the same'ones who had attended. an..earliqr,public

meeting.about the possibilities forimplementing a rural transportation network.

As.predirted, posttive responses for the acquaintance questiont were

htghest for fimilfarity with each other; knowledge Aput prbgrams and

activities 'for individual agencies received the second highest set pf answers.,

24
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with the third highest gfVen to acquaintance with the director/staff of

the respective groups.. WherCasked how the respondents acquired information'

about each othelpolocal newspapers, received the highest frequency 'of yes .

answersl phone contacts vere second; personal meetings and appointments

.third; radio/television foueth; and gocial contatts.fifth. Based on edrlier

.11
research by Perrucci andlPilisuk, the authors hhve agsumed that"social

contacts" would.provide more information-about each other s activities than

actually appeared to be the case in this study.

In terms of levels of joint activities, the sharing of information about.

programs and activities was most often done, with joint meetings occurring :

secOnd most frequently, and aqually being i volved in joint aaivities and
, .

projects third. An even higher level of int raCtion question asked.in what ,

ways joint activities.might have beerventered 'into and the responses were

the followiyig with the greatest frequence,of activity first:

-exchange services with this group

-sh4red jointly staff and/or staff training

-overlapping officers or board members

-transferred money or resdurces; Sponsoring this group

-engaged in joint budgetary consfderations

-jointly own or rent facilities.

For the most'part, the agencies said they sent,more referrals to other

groups,in th.e sample than they received.-/The last questton asked each

person to rate the other,29 groups in the sample on an overall level of

cooPeration between themselves and the other agencies. The question'said

that assuming the mid-poin't represented an average level of cooperation,'

Nit

11 .-

Robert Perruvi and Marc Pilisuk, °Leaders -and Ruling 'Elites: The Inter-
organizational Bases of Community Power,"-American Sociqjogical Re1.4iew, vol. 35,
December 1970, p. .1040,1057., , .

.
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"Rate the overalllevel 4of cooperation betken your organization and .the other

.

. * ..

29 in the wmple,on a scale of 1 .to 5 with 5 high," ReSpenses ranged,froka
. , .. .

low of 1.6 to a high of 3.8 with,the imedyin score being 3.0. An effortvaS.
. , .

then made to see if strong positive'peer peroeptions about interagency cooPera7,

G.

tion would-in fact help identifY'groups high on interaction:-

Analysis

After the initial examtnition of the marginilfrequencies for eaCh

statement on this questionnaire, a furtker degree of-sophistication in

analysis was obtained by thp construction of a Guttman scale composed of'

six of the items. The Guttman scale was constructed by dichotómizing,agency

,

responses to the questions according to the.percentage of positive responseS.

0 This Scale of Agency Interaction demonstrated the unidimènsionality of this

particular'da6 set; Figure 5 displays the items. The threshold statement

,with 87 percent agreement states generally agency personnel are fathiliar

with or acquainted with each other. The.statement at the top of the Scale

with the least amount of acceptance (17%) asked if agencies had exchanged

services with each OTher. The Scale was acceptable in terms orscalability
t,

.85 and reproducibility -07..

The items.Compbsing the. Scale of Agency Interaction are consistent with

Moe's
12

pattern of levels of collaboration. He classified'awareness,

acquaintance, and unplanned kinds of interaction as low levels of.collaboration;,

planned participation, exchanges, and interactions as middle level; and joint

planning, development and sharing of resources as high level collaboration.

Iteths one and two on ,the Scale of Agency Interaction fall into Mbe's lOw level

.of collaboration, while ttems tgree, fbur, five and silt can be classified

12,
Moe, op. cit.

'
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middjevel. Moe, suggested that 'coUnting, nieasUring, "anCscalinv specific.

activities, :interaction, cooperation or collaborationi provide a:basis for
. 41

detpriping leyels of cooperation among organizattons...

This kale of,Agency Interaction, in a beginning way,-replicates the

Intertirga izational 'Relations Scale- prepared eriieetiy, Ffn.ley4.13.`"In 1969

identified 17 acti'vit.ies 'with 'which the Jevel 'of intensity.of cooperation .

coul be measured, and with which he.cowld.ditifigUithloW-, middle level, or

Finley

hi gh 1evel cooperation. 'He% found the items to he

scal ing techniques. Even though the.Finley, scale

t'aiable using GOttman

contains more, items, the

Complexity of the items in 6oth scales displays increasedinteragency inter-
.

action at the top of the scale.

'se

-
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Have you exchanged services with this

,

group
a,

I .e

gummuladve
PercentOgqi
of 'somple

tncluded.

17%

Have you.engaged in joint gtivitiesr, 27%

projects wtth this group?

Nave you had joint meetings with this
group?

Have you,had personal meetings/appoint-
megtts with this ,group?

Have you learned about this group through
the newsPaper?

43%

73%

At^eYou. familiar with or acquainted with (. 87%

this-group?'

Coefficient of Scalabilfty - .85
Coefficient of Reproducibility - .97

4

.0

FIGURE FIVE

GUTTMAN SCALE OF AGENCY INTERACTION

,
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RANKS OF GROUPS ON THE AGENCY INTERkTION SCALE*

'High bh

Scale
14-

Human Service Groups (14)

'Health Related Groups (4) 1

Educational Groups (3), ,, 3''

Federal/State Groups, (6).

Private Groups (1) 14,

*N 30

14
It is interesting 'to note that all groups appearing on the liSt of,high,

interpcting agenciesjOr this Stale voluntarily attended the public meetings

about a proposed cotinty-wide rural transportation groject.

C.

4

.1

Medium on Low on
(

Scle

5 4.

' .

2

f :'

..

.29
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As might be predicted fropithe names, agencies with coordinatinglunctions, .e.. ...,,.

,

,

County OffiC6 for the Aging, Retired Senior Volunteer-PrOgraM, Community
.

.
. :.4

Development Centdrs, Catholic Charities, Council of-Cornmunity Services, Senlor.

'Cit-Tz'eni Council; Cooperative Citension, ranked among those in'tHeliigh:grOup.

15 w
,Similar to the-findings.from the Rogers study, 'innovative kinds of-lroup$

4

,

with broad.service re5ponsi4i1ittes,weiT found to be moire interaCtive. It

seems too that agencies with less .autonomy in fund4g and prOg'iamming exhibit .

. .

.
. .

, ,
.

higher levels of interaction th4n, the more autonomous groups-'-private agencies

and those with product or manufacturingorientations. '
,

Tn an effott to find out,how the agencies ranking high on the Interaction ,

Scale differed from the,other groups,the gamma statistic was used to determine
. .

e.
f

a measure of association between orders of ranks on the Agency Interaction .

Scale and orders,of ranks on other seletted variables.164 The,following

variables were significantly related ta_tho'se agencies with higher-interaction-

scores on the Guttman Scale:

-agency purpose being'education, referral,. Oanning, information
.disseminatton, advocacy, outreach as opposed to direct services,

product promotion;. manufatturing*

-agency age ofdteri years or younger; older groups wereless
intenactive** 4

a

`-agency require by statute to.establish linkages with'Other groups**

fc,7Aency has Chart depicting organizational structure**

-professionals attend 3 or more monthly meetings outOde the agency
with people from other organizations**

.

15
Rogers, pp_._cit.

,

. .

16William Mendenhall, LymdWOtt, Mid Richard Larson, Statistics: A Tool

'for the Social Sciences. North Scituate,94ass.: DuxburY Press, 1974; p. SU.
;

.

sem
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'-authority to make daily program deciiions inside the agency is

hTghly. decentraltzed*

-agenty personnel 'rating other. agency personnel .in sample, high on
cooperation (pper perceptions).e*- , ,

1

Other variables which showed no' significant association with high ranking'
.;

.on the Ir\tieraction Scal,e were:
,

-required only by iirogram guidelines to establfsh linkages -with other
,

groUps

-nUmber of paid, perSonnel. ,

-expressed feeling of competing with other groupi 'for. funds, clients;

f.'

or programs

-percent otAime spent in 6ordinatiOn And planning with-people .1"ropt,

other'Otganizations .

I

-work flow chart exhibits reciprocal manner among members in.agency

not one where work flows from top down in pyramid style

-number of regular monthly meetings within the agerry

-size of budget

-proVide, funds forsponsoriother group(s)

-opinion,aeout overall interorganizational cooperation this area

It has been interesting to observe that eighteen months after the first

dcussions about a rural transportation system began as a basis for this

research, the Voluntary task force is continuing to work diligently on

solutions for such a transportation network. Proposals have been

submitted to the New York State Department of. Transportation ,and funiiing

, appears forthcdming. As a measure orvnidation for this study, six of

the thirteen groups who,scored high on the, Guttman Scale 'of Agency Inter-
,

action'and wito attended the early task force meetings are the same

* signttitant at 05

signiftianta

tftI

0:11.
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organizations who have followed through wittl work on the development of'the.
r

funding proposals in circler to make,the,transportatfon iystem a reality in
,

Clinton County New York.

a

DISCUSSION

The analysis of interorganizational relationships amonagencies which

should be interested in the problem of rural transportation in Clintop .

CountY, NY, indicated,that high 'interaction is more likely. amongo6anizationS',

exhibitihg the following characteristics:

,

.
=Organikational charts are available, the agency it required by'statute'
to establish linkages with other groups, and standardized internal,

procedures seem to .enhance collaboration with others (measurs,of

formalization).

-There appears to be multiple authority'within the agency structure;

highly decentralized internal program decision making within the

grouv(mepure of low autonomy in terms of authority).

-A vatiety of services and programs are offered-by the agency; high

, degree of program innoiation as opposed to a smaller number of

programs and services or single services (measure ef.specifir and '

varied program goals).

-Agencies are relatively young, established within last ten years
(measure of age).

-
-Agency personnel's perceptions about other groups' overall interagency ,

cooperation was recorded. Gro6ps who received high peer evaluations

on interagency ,cooperation also received.high scores on the actual

Agency Interaction Scale (measure of prestige).

. ,

Size of 11401, number of paid personnel, expressed feelings of threat and

competition with other agencies, and general Overall'attitudes,about inter-

'orcienizational coopeNtion in.the area ,did not relate in a significant "manner

to agency interaction.

Like this study, Rogers' work also found that.agenwformalization, low

-$

autonomy in decisiiin makino, prestige, and clearly defined goals described

highly interactive groups. Finley's research found budget to be an important

variable too.,ibut age lot significant. Size of budget and'number of paid
/

personnel 'in this research did not relate in a significant way to agency'
4 rie

2
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TABLE TWO
,

"

9,

ONIPARISON DF FINDINGS ON INTERAGENCY INTERAdION-IN THREE ORGANIZATIONAL STUDIiiI.
Characteristics of Interactive Agencies

varie!ty of services

age (ybung)

has,.organizational chart

decentralized internal

declion-making

size of budget

cle3rly defined goals

number of paid personnel

prestige (reputatibn)

,

,

O. - nbt reeported

- = not found to be significant

+ = found.to be significant

* =icurvilinear

IMPLICATIONS

inieraction among agencies in a community are not predetermined, bUt,

..eMerge:but of their relatiOnthips with,each,Other: Various' problems in the
. A

community'can-be addresied by organiiitiOns.relat'ing.to 'each other lo more :

A

Finley

a

0

Rogers Gore/Nelson

+

deliberate ways to,attain spectfit objectives. All too, often uhen,agenci4s

.e-

aa

pp

.
!) ) .

4'
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da finally jointly tackle a big and important problem because they khow.

they cannot do it.airone, they find, them'elves unpreparedor poorly prepated
%.

to invest the effort and the time that the planning and action require.

Results of this interagency collabor'ation study:help to:
0

0

-Determine topies for community level_workthops to investigate

1.

.interagency cooperatixe apProaches for'solving local problems:.

-Provide clues' helpful in.ide tifying groups most likelY to

participate in interagenty projects; and

-Suggest agency internal. structures whiCh"might encourage,more'

interaction with other groups.
,

,90
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