, ) , ., 'DOCUMENT HESUME
ED 178 238 I . - BC 011665 ‘
. o« L o R . ax‘/ ) ,\. _—
AUTHOR Gore, Jane.s.:~uelspn, Helen VY. - o )
TITLE" Interagency Cooperation--An Investigatiop of Human

Service Agencies Colleboration in the .Delivery of
Services and Amenities to ‘Rural Citizens in Clinton
County New York. _ - . _ Vo . Lo

-

-

POB DATE 23 Aug 79
NOTE »- *35p.; Paper. presented at the Anfual ueeting of the
" . : Rural Sociological Society (Burlington, VT, August )
v, - 23- 26, 1979) _ . e o X
) : S _
" EDRS PRICE MFO1/PCO2 Plus Postaqe. - v .
, DESCRIPTORS Agenc1es' Cooreration ; *Delivery Syctems' *Human '
: _ ' Séervices; *Interagency, Cooperation;»Intergroup .
' ' Relations; Organization; Organizations (Groups); '
Quality of Life; *Rural Areas; 'Shared Services;
_ _ *Success Factors; *Transportation: ' '
IDENTIFIERS *New York: (Clintcn County)
n ' .
ABSTRACT ' ' ‘ | C / '
t ﬂssumlng that one way to meet the needs and to
improve, the delivery of services and amenities tc isoJated rural w ¥ 9\
c1tlzens“t5’through 1ncreased interagency collaboration, an obective = . -
f this research was to explare stimuli and deterrente to such
' coopergtlve efforts. Thirty organiza'tions (23 public groups} 4 : g ,
private non-profit, and 3 private) serving all of Clintcn County, New Q -
York, prov1ding a service or amenity for local citizens, .and 4
g 1nterested in improved rural traneportation systems were chosen for .
the representative sample. An interview schedule tc assemble SR k

.+ *..background informatiom about the agencies and a mailed questidnnaire
to collectr information akcut “interagency interacticn were used. The
‘analysis of igterorganizational relatlonships among agencies '
indicated. that high interacticn is more likely among'crganizations
-exhibiting formallzation in structure and procedures, ‘low autonomy in
decision making, varied ’'pregran goals and services, ycung age g
(established within the last 10 years), and & high measure of . :
prestige. Siz¢ of budgét, number of ‘paid personnel, expressed
feelings of threat and competition with other agencies, and general

.overall attitudes about interorgarizati¢nal cooperaticn did not °
relate &n a significant manner to agency interaction. (¢NE()

Yy - o ' . o : &
ol [ . / K .

' ~ » 7
N v . [] . . 8 -
N «

' o o . N : b v . . i T o .'.'. l‘

' z | SR
*q»********************#***************************t*t********&**a*qp¢* '
* Reproductions Fupplied by {(EDRS are the best that caéype made *~§

* from-the cfiginal documént. o
**********mmﬁ*&fdw******xt**twwt*t»**t*#*t*:th*****t*w***»***4****;**#*

.\, ’ . ‘ - ¢ ) 3 L K t‘ﬂ \.,aﬁ :
. » . . g._’ , - Jx
ERIC ' | : oo




" INTERAGENCY COOPERATiON - AN TINVESTIGATION OF
 HUMAN SERVICE AGENCIES COLLABORATION IN THE

o DELIVERY OF SERVICES AND AMENITIES TO RURAL -
v N . CITIZENS IN CLINTON COUNTY NEW YORK"
. N ’ X , 1
(0 0] N
~
— e . ' . 1%
= Jane S. Gore ? ’
and - - .
- “Helen Y. Nelson
‘ »
' .
a‘ .
Assistant Professor, Department of Home Economics o
State University of New York at Plattsburgh .
Plattsburgh, New York  ]2901. ‘ oo
and -t
_—
L Professor, Department of Community Service Education  * ) -,
S < Cullege of Human Ecology, Cornell University . - " » )
) oo © ~ Ithaca, New York 14853
> B . . E
. U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, _ . ' "PERMISSION 1o REPRODY T )
::,".z:'.'s.":,:::s::é;' © MATERIAU HAS oEEN GraneD By
, WOUCATION . ) .,
THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN "p"a Y T .
D Y maaTion DRI ~ Save S, Gore ‘
(@} A]lNG tY POINTS OF VI'EW OR OPINIONS . A B “ —T\
) D D AT IONAL WSTITUTEOF Y0 THE EbU
- 'r Fr'c'ALN.An' o | 1cy CATIONAL
EDUCATION POSITION OR POLIC ’ | 1979 K INFORMATION CENTER?EE;?%:?CENS
% _‘Paper -presép'ted at. t)he_' Annual Meeting of {he Rural Sociologig?al Society;
o A-.u;zug}t 23-26, 1979, Burlington, v;;rmbnt. — “N: : . f
' N U A ' .-
o _ SobeEe
S,)_. y , v e ‘ C -q‘g "‘."\‘o ' f
Q . . & !
l " ) t . k {




-
7 .
\ -

. ) ) ¢

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS -

» The preparation of this research was financially aided through aA
2]

Federal Grant from the U.S. Department of Agr1cu1ture under authorlty

'granted by the Rural Development Act of 1972, Public Law 92-419 Title V-

L

Rura] Development and “Small Farm Resear'ch "and Education Sec. 502 (a)

and (b),”86 STAT. 672 Funds were allocated to the Department of éommunity
§erv1ce Education: Col]ege of Human Ecology, by the.New York-State:College
of Agritu]ture.and Life Sciences' a:Statutory College of the State Univeréity
at Cornell University, Ithaca, New York, in furtherance of Rural Devi]opment

)
-Research and Extension Programs carried out in Qlinton County, New York. -

Roberta Merrens and Laura Kelly were responsible for the data collection

in C]in*on County, New York:

George Ro]leston Department of Rural Sociology at Corne]], supervised

the computer work. - - ' | - ) 9

-~

Peter Gore, Associate Professor of Environmental Science at‘the State ©

_“dUniversity of'New.York College at P]aftsburghﬁand AdJUnét Assistant Professor

of Rural Soc‘iology at 'the l'.'ewJork State College of Agriculture and Life

Sciences at Cornell University assisted with the planning of the study and

.

consulted on the data'analysisl

Judy G. Tedford typed questionnaires and reports as well as helped in
numerous ways. - . . g S ' ‘}

Jean LeClair typed ‘the Tinal report
The State University of New York at P]attsburgh Institute for Man and

;Environment at Minor Center, Chazy."New York provided office, space for the

research project. o o -

’

. X



L)

’

Introduction

The Problen -

. Researgh Design -

.Data'Col]ectiop

d Al

[

N

.;{3 "_

- Description'of_ReSpondehtg énd.Agencies

ééspondents’
Agency Typology .
L Goals
" Personnel
> Budget
| Cliengéle
‘Qgcision Making
) Interagency.Co]]aboration-
Agency Inieract{on
i :;;Analyéis g
p%indiqgs;‘
Discussion
lmbikcatigns

Bibliography

Yol

.

10
1.

15

16
17
17
18.
20
23

27
29




-*

v
»
1]

L LIST OF TABLES
> - .

- Table U N | ' "
54 \ . " ! ’ '
Ranks df Groups on the Agency Interaction Scale -

r e | |

2 .Compa;isoh of Findings on Interagency lg}eraction in -
Three Organizational Studies

‘v
4 . e
-
., .

. .

N\

»
’ v
.
‘. \ .
4 .
Re
»
. - .
.
. . P
.
)
(3 -
ks ' - v
.
V4 N
-
.
- ~»
»
. N
. .
. - 4
:b *
a
/ ’
ve - ? - ¢
& ¢
4 Al
»
-
‘e
-
¥ ot
.
I Y ’ o
.
. -
.
’
AY
» ! .
. .
. )
& '
Ay
1 ' -~
. . N
A . L]
. P ad E 0. ’
.\K" -
. - ' .
. » ,
3 N -
’ £ v N ,‘
4. . L) 4 .’
\ j !
! '
. o ..
!
-
, .

- -




]

2

3

I
-

E

-

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS

Map of Clinton County -
-Oqganiiétions/Agencies in the Samb]g L

Prihary Purpose or Goal of Organization/Agency

[y LT, BRI ] - * .

Specifi¢c Qutcomes
Effgrts/Progﬁams‘

- ~

\bganizations/Agéncies Expect from

) X RN
_Guttman Scale of Agency Interaction .
/ " ]
. .
AN . -
. - ~
},‘_'-\' 4 S [}
Pt
\ ’ e ¢
Syt 't .
) v ‘.‘
o e e
- ' " . ’ ]
* y \
[N . 4 ¢
T e . - ¢

13
14

22




INTRODUCTION

D e s
B —— ' *
o
L] . .
L]

Improvement of the qua11ty of 11fe in 1solated rural areas of America .~

0

appelrs l1kely to be related to the deTYvery of services and amenit1es 1n

these ‘regions; however, 1ncreased Federal State and local allocations

" as we‘l as private dollars for the wide range of necessary and des1rable
" services and amenities are not keeping up w1th the rapidly sp1ra1ing costs of
. such human services eithen—for particular needs (usually professional) or for |
the delivery mechanisms able to provide them (mobile units, satellitevcenters,
- added staff). fhe question, then, seems to be one of how to-improve existing
service delivery mechanisms in order to reach more consumers through established’
_agencies, organizations, and programs. "Doing better'yith less" is the phrase
repeated in the Cl1nton County New York United Way 0ff1ce, "but how?" agency
and program d1rectors respond The result appears to be a geed for add1t1ona1
emphasis to be placed on interagency cooperat10n in service delivery. "Strengthen
hy consol1dat1on" is one proposed solutlon whereby agencies can have more
N .1mpact by cooperatlng on common qoals or methods.
Efforts toward 1nteragency coonerat1ve~ventures in the de]ivery of serV1ces
. and amen1t1es have been confounded by the creat1on of numerous spec1al1zed
1_competenc1es “in Amerlcan;soc1ety .and the plac1nq of these conpetenc1es in
partjcular orqanizations and agencies serving Amer1cantxmnmn1t1es. The development
hbf specialized competencies has led to.three forms of isolation and estrangement:
y -separation and isolation=of agencies from each other:‘ '

-separation and'isolation of agencies'from the community, and

o -estrangement of aqenc1es]fromlboth the people they serve and those they
- might potentially serve.

R 5 .

bl

O ]Edward 0. Moe, "Agency rol]abqrat1on in Plannlng and SerV1ce. Rural So 1o|oqy
-632," paper- presented at the Nationa) Conference ‘on Social welfare Centennial )
Fbrum, Atlant1c C1ty, NJ, wa |973 ' | o . ;f?
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What has emerged within each cmnmunty, then, is a complex’ arra/ of:
1ndividualized organizations agencies, and programs with a built- in

di]ennm of major proportions

On the one hand, there is a series of
nationai level.

public and private services with vertical ties between the local apd .
‘ -

-

“On the other hand, at the cmmmnﬁty level, there is often
difficu]ty in relating these services 1atera11y to each other in such a way

that an effective attack can be made on significant prob]ems

Despite the )

ba51c separation and estrangement between agencies and the people, and

despite the existence of complex prob]ems in coopgrat1on and coordination,

L4

-

“the building of the array of Spec1alized organizations and agencies is
.still a major achievement

-

?t " ,-{,

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

Given thus, the wide array of programs avaiiable to the public the

%, services and amenities attempts to 1mprove de]ivery must focus on

-

comprehens1ve p]anhlng, and on’ techniques for. increased interagency cdoperation

The primary assumption of this research is that agencies and organizations

seen as highiy 1nteractsve among themselves will be perceived as being more

1}
willing to.cooperate on interagency activities designed to meet needs of
isolated citizens in rural comunities

A}
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THE;PROBLEM T / I T
. During l974 Nev: York State began concentrating some- of ‘the funds from S

'the Rural Development Act of l972 Title '} allocations dn Clinton County where

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

advisory group as 2. serious problem A great deal of data and information Was «

'gathered and analyzed by the Service Accessibility Project to determine services

'and amenities available, 2,3 and citizens perceptiohs of needs services and .

A

amenities not presently being met. 4 Once obtainable services had been indexed .
Y

and remaining persistent 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 {mproved delivery of the services.recognized as currently

being needed. , ' - L o ;f. o . ;"

: .Assuming that one way to meet the needs and to"improve the delivery of o ‘

-

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

agency collaboration, an obJective of this research has been to explore

Stimuli and deterrents to"such cooperative efforts cands . e T

e

-to {dentify in one rural county interagency interactions which might
lead to increased cooperative ventures; , s

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

-~

~am

2peter H. Gore, Jerome Sandau, and Eileen Stommes. "The Crossroads Survey, '

A Methodology for AsseSSing Differentiation by Locality of Services in C}inton

County." Plattsburgh, NY: Institute for Man and EnVirpnment Miner Cen’er, . . e
Chazy, NY, April 1975. | . _

Speter W. Gore, Kusuma Embar and Eileen Stommes . '”lhe Key Informant -
Survey, Access to Services in Clinton County." Plattsburgh, NY: Institute _ '
for Man- and Environmcnt Miner Center, Chazy, NY, January, 1977 I i

4Peter H. Gore, "General Service Accessibility Proaect Survcy.f Ithaca,
NY: Department of Rural Sociology, Tornell University, Summer 197%.
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E O exp]ore the 1nterna] and admxnistrat1 :,

Wt
X%

& or organizations in-the manpower training systems.’6

L L P

‘ h]ghly 1nteract\ve groups. and
--—to specylate about ways to enhqnee/égheral laborative 1nteract1ons S
o .. - among. all groups- purport1ng to provide service and amen1ties in rura] e
C( Lonnmn1t1es ' . e . . x
S ey N L )
'RESEARCH oesxun R 3 .. '

T ((::;tively 1arge:rural upstate regjoni

s

Clinton -Cg nty, New York. is/

a ‘_\ *
(1 131 square m1]es), w1th -,opulat1on of 83,000 peopﬂe The'county'seat

of Pz tsburgh, 1ocated n the shores of Lake Champ1ain is the 0nly population

gnter of more tha

10, 000 people, 1ts 1970,popu1ation was 18 715 h
temainder of e county's people lnve in smat] v1]1ages generally under ,} ..

2, 500 //yrél hamlets, and 1solated reS1dence

ho/gver, is not centra]]y 1ocated Ind some county res:dents ‘must drive near?&

L4 ”

/////46 m]lqs to reach it (see F1gure 1.)- The cqunC1l “of Commun1ty Serv1ces of
Plattsburgh and C11ntonyCounty~—a Un1ted Fund Agency--pub]tshes a d1rectory ;"'

of services and amenitjes in the{sounty The d1rectory J1sts over one- hundred
and twenty pub11c, pr1yate and pr1vate non prof1t groups pun to serve.
j'var1ous ‘needs of local c1tizens, ﬁ majortty<of these groups are'phys1cally '

: I . R
located in P]attsburgh. e T ' o

Previous research studies of this nature have usually focusedfon'sﬁmilar7

‘kinds of organizations for investigation, e.é., development organizations

N

2. T N - ./... - -+ - "' o.
50a~1d "L..Rogers and' Joseph J. Mo]nar. "1nterorgan12ationa] Re]ations

_\.f'-Among vaeIopment Organizations: Emp1r1cal Assessment and Implications. for

- ' Intgrorganizational Coordination."";Ames, Iowa: Iowa State University, Center
for Agricultural and Rural’ Development 1977. ' :

J

6Howard Aldrich. "An 0rqan1zat1on--£nv1ronment Perspective op Cooperat1on

*and Conflict Belween Organizations in the Manpower Trainigg System."” Ithaca;.
" NY: New York State Sobool of 1ndustr1al“and Labor Relatlons Repr1nt Series

.o
R
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The central c1ty (P;7ttsbuogh),-
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L{kewisé, earlier work -has often 1nvo]§éd multi-county or state-wide studies
S, l bl . - ’ X ‘-

. of interorganizational relations. This research project, however, has

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

'

o S ' e e o N S - ’
chodsing agencies and orgamizations for the sample.7 Also in contrast to ,

previous studies, all iﬁe groups in this study are located'in or are serving
e the peopTe of one county - Clinton.

From the Clintpn County COunéii of bdmmunity Services Directory, 30°

-
.

‘organizations~-23 public graups, 4 private non-profit, 3 privaté-fwére choéen
7 for fhe.representative'samplgj AN agenties/orgaﬁizatibns_included'met ther .  ° _.

v N - 14
« .

. following criteria:

BN ' -thex'serve“aII-of.C]intan County (gbmg represent a larger region,)-

. ~they provide a service or amenity for local citizens.

*ihey'sh0uld be intere%ted in jmproved rural transportat?on systems
~either for getting services to rural people or for transporting R
clients/consumers; to an agency. "

s a result of this research'grodp's~discussion& about the problem
A\ ] . ' c.

of rdra] transportation in‘order fb détefmine a s&ﬁple of orgﬁniiationéi; 
for the {nvéstigatibh,'a Rural bevégqpmentltooperétive-ExtensionfTask’? _"r“'Vig'__gffF“i
' force.emérged tq plan. public meetings and éxp]ore.thé réa]ities of a ' _‘ﬁ - '§} 
'.cdunxy-wide rurai_tfaﬁsportation system. The task force sent;ovér_
fifty Tetters .to Tocal g?OUps inviting them to an-ih?ormational session-;, ;;. S
aﬁbut rural,trahsportation.g Twentyrone,people-attédaeq the first meéting

h rgprésenting"f0urteen (nearly hg]?) of the same groups whqthad.beeﬁ

]

.

" chosen for this research 'sample. A follow-up transbortatibn,;

] by CRREE -
a4 N -

- o : - : 2
. - » . - - . o .
, o . ..

.

i

Loy 7C116ton County, -NY, is a Jarge region with widely dispersed rural residents
while services, aménities, and employment: possibilities are primarily concentrated.
in the central city lecated in thé east central sec¢tion of the county. - It has “
been estimated that over $47,000 a 4§ in consumer <Costs 3re spent for traveling .
to and from wark alene in Clinton County (Gore, 1977). ' : $E
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meet1ng 1nc1uded?the same agency représentatives p]us fivg,mone, also part

™, of the researﬁh samp]e Consequently, two- thirds of the agenc1es in the

sample attended on a vo]u.nteer basis, a'east one of the pubhc meetings -

ab0ut rura] trapsportation. Th1s atf"dance seemed +o provide a va]idlty

. check :for which groupsgshould 1n fact, be 1nterested in 1mproved rural

transportation in C]1nton County, New'York Even though - the researchers o )
.\/ ) !. .

selected the thfrty different groups - for ¢hé sample based on a brief

) descript1on of the .agency's. functions and'concluded that rural transportat1on“"

L4

ishould be 1mportant to its service de]ivery, the 1nvestﬁgators‘¢ever assymed -

“that all thése agency personne] wdu]d necessarily agree‘ihat a. satlsfactory

,

| transportat1oh system mf“ﬁt be v*ta] to their programs products and serv1ces.
' - N S

- DATA couécnou “

ot

1In-order to 1nvestigate the research question of how agenctes 1nter-

A

-

- rélate on 3 pr051em anea, two data collection device’ were constructed to

tabulate necessary information for the study: : 'f. . .

-an 1nterv1ew schedule’ to assemb]e background 1nformat10n about the
agenc1es and

- -a ma1]ed questionnaire to collect 1nformat10n about 1nteragency 1nter-
action and collaboration . - :

A majorlty of the quest1ons were based on the previous work of Aldrlch 8 Hpe,gj.

and_Flnley; 0 Remainlng quest1ons resu]ted erm four years of agency 1nvolveMenr .

-\,,.

3

,;,8A1dr1ch, op, cit. .
] :

~  “Moe, op. 21_ o f; . A PR T

lodames R. Finley, A Study of Interorganizational Re]ationships,.
Ungublished Ph.D. dissertation CorneII University, June 1970.° -
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- upstate New York afea). Revisions in claritxfand procedures were made on

’
' .
’

. ) ° - . *

by the principle. investigato&s‘gnd from the-general literature concerning
-,

theories and observat1ons about 1nteragency cooperation. lif instruments’

yere pretested With simi]ar agency personnel .in Jefferson County (a rural =

the instruments-as’a result of interviews with nine respondents in Se¥ferson -
'County T K;. ' ' - O N g
f/ The 1nterv1ew schedule dovered the fo]]ow1ng top?cs
a »

-background information about espondents, . - v
’ , N’

.
-

[ Z8INR

-expected program outcomes,

-

. -administrative structure, -~

-where clients originate,

-what happens to cl1ents after they have been involved with the agency,

: —stafflng, * o :
" _budgets, ° ~ | N '
>programming, ' h

.-internal operations,i D ow ' ' : .

» ’

-external comm1tments of the»organ1zat1on and staff,’ '_ .

-11nkage of the group to outside agenc1es, ' N
-perceptaon about dec151on making within the organization, '
«op1n1ons about competition with others for\funds clients, and programs,
and ) . . - ..—'~'\.

‘
LY
\]

~fee11ngs about bveral? 1hteragency cooperatnon 1n the ,county.

. The Maxled portlon of the data col!bct1on conta1ned twenty -two quest10ns 1n

hlerarchlcal order and requested the respondent ‘to make Judgments about h1s/her

!
agency S: work1nq relatlonshlp w1th each of the other. 29 groups 1n the samplea

8- .' | o

AN

f ~90a1s of th;borganization, .o | . ) S L J{

This~detailed agency interact10n check list Judged to be too ted1ous to. administer ~

AT - .
e . . .
T . \\
: . . L .
. .~ o . ¥ .
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in pe?sep, was mailed one week ahead of the personal interview and'collecte¢-~

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

Vo ~ '
The agency interaction questionnaire contained the following questions:
-Are you familiar with or acquainted with any of the agencies/organ1zations
-7 on_ this list? N : :

~Hypothetica11y spcaking, wh1ch of these would you be nost likely to work <\
“with if you were-- '

a) promoting a senior citizen housing pfoject? - -
b) working on a rura] transportation pfoject?

-

-How well acquainted are you with programs/activit!es of the fOIIOW1ng

C ] groups" )
' -How well acquainted are you with the Director/staff of the follow1ng e
' s groups? ) ) , _
- -Through what channels .do you receive fnformation about each of these
;o . organfzations?
‘ " a) radfo/television _ .
S b) newspaper , ' - . o e
c) phoné contacts :
d) personal neetings/appo1ntments
e) socia] contacts -
~-During the past 12 months "has your organizatqon engaged in a joint
activity with the following groups in any of the following ways -
a) joint meetings
b) shared specific information on programs/activ1t1es
c) joint activities/projects
d) exchanged services with this group-
e) transferred money/resources or spdnsored th®s group °
f) shared jointly staff and/or staff training with this group

g) engaged in joint budgetary comsiderations ‘.

h; Jointly owned or ren facilities with

1) overlapping boards - there any officers or board members of
your group who are officers or board members of the following
groups " ®

. ~During the past year, hay your organ1aetion sent referrals to any of
the following groups? .

-During the past year have-you received referta]s from any of the
fo1Jow1ng groups?
~ -Assuming that the mid -point dh .this scale.represents an average levej
of cooperation existing between ‘agencies; on a scale of 1.to 5, how
. would you rate the overall level of coopera%ion between your organizatlon
. and -the f0110w1ng grOUps? BT .

A

. s
. :
3 ° . - . ' . .
. . - [ T
B . s e -,
" - : . . - L AL .
* et . fo. B . !
- - -
.
* D
£ .

&
3



. * ’
-10- .
» W )
. T s
.
'S . :
L]

The research plan spec1f1ed an 1nterv1ew with each agéncy’director or

..

the highest ranking adm1nistrator 1n the organization and an 1nterv1ew with

ope other staff member andfor board meMber for the group. Of the thirty

groups included in the %ample, only *\i ,provided n0n1nformation The

' administrator for‘the private, n0n-pro 1t‘hosp1ta1 safd he had no time for .

sqph studies and neither dtd his staff . The Youth Bureau did not part1cipate

primari]y because the'chfef administratbr was out of town during the time o

‘ .

thesinterviews were being conducted and none ‘of his staff'was w1111ng to answer.

_questions without first obtaining the director's permission

~grbﬂhs.

Y

Overall, complete interview data were received from 28 of the thirty
agenc{es; There were 57 respdndents‘in total with five of these nat compieting
the mailed questionnaire. Sigce the 1nformat10n was co]letted in Jnly and
August 1977, 1t is not surprising that some data were missing due, to agency’
personnel Yacat1on schedules. In:some cases, supplementcry informntion was -
gleaned from agency annua] reports contributed by,the'interv1ewees.

. Pescription of Respondents and Agencies SN
- Interview Schedule -
' ) A :

L)

Respondents < - .
Of the 57'respondents in the sample, fifty three percent were males and
fdrty~seven percent females. Well nver a third were directors 1n_the1r :

- » ’ . . '
organizations (39%) with fifty percent more serving as professional staff.

- The remaining e]éventpercbnt'represented board .members for their respective

s . - SR
. . \

P




Agency xpologx . > _ ) ,

¢
0f the. thlrty agencies in the samp]e, 17 can be c1a551f1ed pub11c,

ten private, non-profit and three pryvate. Fiqure two Tists the organlzat1on
names . ) . . | B S ;

‘Goals - . U - T : _
. N . - . r -'j .
‘H@n asked what the1r prumary purpose’ or 3051 was, many respondents -

f0und it dlfflcult to-glve 2 spec1f1c-nesponse. The most frequent answer
+-

(287) 1nc1uded educatien, planning and rcferral. The second highest re;ponae

(25%) 1nc1uded 1nformat1on referral, advocacy and-outreach’. One fifth of
the interviewees ment1oned benefits of some kind to low 1ncome families. ‘QThe
respondents from the private sector (12%) seemed more sure of goals and’
‘u5ually ]ioited thoir answers to product‘promotion and manufacturing. The

' respondents who saw %Jemselves structly involved with health rclated services

formed nine percent of the sample, and & mere five percent said, ' |nformat10n
_ , .

L4

dissemination and coordination.” Fioure thiee gives a graphic picture of how
{

A
14

respondents class1f1ed their primary functions. : o oo

In a somewhat different way, ‘the question of qoals was asked aqaxq,

'FHhat specific outcomes does your organization expect”?r l]ts efforts?" Only
two percent responded with "agéncy cooperation.” FﬂGu;e foJr shows -that the
remaining answers inc]udea ’ g - “ 1
-r ferral§ 47, \ - .
-interventjon/advocacy- 7%
-a product of some klnd 9 |
—comblnat\on of education, advocacy, 1ndependence. out of poverty 243

:—c1tizens good use Gf. available services 26%

-~out of’ povertx, independonce for cllents 28%
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Association of Retarded Children : Private, Non-profit
Catholic Charitjes - : - Private, Non-profit.
- " Champlain Valley Physicians Hospital Private, Non-profit.
, City of Plattsburgh Housing ‘Authority B Public
w - + " Clinton Community College : Public
‘ Clinton County Cooperative Extension . Public
Clinton County Youth Bureau . Public
Clinton, Essex, Franklin Library System . “ Public ‘
. Community Development Centers ' Private, Non-profit
- Council of Community Services - Private, Non-profit
" County Health Department _ - Public
. County Merftal Health Services = . .. Public
> _ Department of Labor : Public
: Department of Social Services Public
Department of Transportation e Public
Downtown Merchants Association R Private
. Farmers Home Administration - ) a Public ,
RE " Joint Council for £conomic Opportunity Private, Non-profit
Y .Lake George-Lake Champlain Planning Board - Public
- Mental Health Association ) . ' Private, Non- prof1t
Office for the Aging - ~ -Public
Planned Parenthood - - Private, Non-profit
Plattsburgh Air Force Base ' _ ) Public
Pyramid Mall Association . e / . ' Private -
Retired Senior Volunteer Program ' Public
’ Salvation Army ! | Private, Non-profit
Senior Citizens Council - - Private, Non-profit
- Sheridan-Harris Corporation . - Private
Socia curity Administration ' . Public
State Uni ers1ty of er York at Plattsburgh ’ Public
' |
A\
<".
“ 3
. ) : @
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QRGANIZATIONS/AGENCIES IN: THE SAMPLE
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PRIMARY PURPOSE OR GOAL OF “ORGANIZATION/AGENCY
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Interagency col]aborqtion'jn the delivery of goods and servtces rarely was

L4

o 'A seen as either an orggnization goql or outcome'for these groups.

Age and Serv1ce Area ~ - ; s o

‘A majority-Qf the' agenc1es (75%) have been in exlstence in the C]ln;on
' County area for eleven. years or }onger. Only 51x groups were flve years | S "
'-“old or younger A majority of’the aqenc1es (70%) serve on]y the geograph1ca1 B
boundary of Clintdn County and the Clty of Plattsburgh, and the rema1n1ng ' |

thirty percent prov1de serv1ces~to the county plus a; Targer terrltory as wel]

&

‘o e.q., multi-county districts. 7 . . .4

. . T :
. Personnel . ’ ‘ . ' o .
»

. : Staff1nq 1nc1uded full time employees, part tlme emp]oyees and volunteers |
¥

St with some hav1ng a combination of the three. Forty percent of the groups .-

,.bperatedfwith’five or fewer full time paid personnel and the remaining agencies
reported anywhere from eleven to OVér one'hundred.paid employeeé._ With a '

‘-siZeab]e number of relatively small.-agenciges operating, it did not seem

. surpr1s1nq that twenty»percent reperted no avallable ‘chart deplcting organlzatlonal

pCEN

syructureg Yet, only twelve people (21%) said their performance was never formally’

valuated by a sypervisor. Others described year]y. twice a yéLr, or guarterly

Y

job performance evaluation procedures aS‘beigg in effeot in their respective
’-ﬁ
agencigs Some sort of personnel performance accountab111ty seems to be taking
_ place in most of these organ?7atwons whether }arge or small. A large ma jority
* 0

......

‘response 15 not unusual glven that C11nton COunty is d hlgh unemployment area
WIth a 1arge pool. of new college graduates 1nd facu%ty and Atr Force Spou5es , ' : '\
i . struggling for professnonél staff por1t|on$, part1cularly at the Bhtry level in

'the human serv1res s . T JREAY ot
, | _ P

Fooe : . 21 »
w, . . ) . oo . , )
. A o




while a quarter of the group operated with $25¢000 orsless and six of these

ABud_e o . | | . V. : .‘;
Annual budge‘h“pr the organizations varied w1de1y Over £1fty percent .-\'

of the respondents in the sample reported budgets of.over $100,000 a year N

managed—on less than $10 000 annual]y As might be expected seventy percent

-

““answered that at Ieast half (53% said a]l) the1r money came from pub11c : e

- funds. Twenty three percent of the 1nterv1ewees noted receiving at’ least

" rqpartial funding from the United Way. Private.fundsfmade,up all or some of

the_operating-expenses for the agencies'represented_by only 151percent,of;*

) . .
——_Tbhe interviewees.

C]ienteie. ; . ) ' /a£§q (/}}

Agency personnel for the most'part found~1t difftcult to describe in- ~ A
. . ’ ‘

datail their c]tentele Some groups were mandated to serve'only low“dncome

! fam111es and others only youth retarded, or elderly. They were also not

.very specific about how clients found out about thevr.seruices. For the
most part they seem to think that other organizations'referred clients

to them or'that clients referred themselves to most services, butiwere
frequently not sure. Stmiiarly: agency personnel Were'not certain yhat
happens to clients after they have received particular services. Half the

Fgroup (those usua]ly providing direct services such as Department of Labor,

; ?~3f3Emp10yment Servige) speculated that thejr clients needed no follow up or

addi tional serviceS"that'they reached an 1ndependent status. Over half

(65%) of the groups said they provide actual servwces for at least fifty

'percent of” their cllents and only 18 percent responded that they regularly

f"refer fifty percent or more of their c11ents tovother agencieSrin the community

' 'about referrals or that referrals are not done 1n a systematic wal

v 0

. for- services,, Lp%appears that agency personnel seldom talk with each other

f AT
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A
jgeC1s1on Mak1n§?‘“ . o
~ Decisdons about po]1cy ‘and budqet were seen as h1gh1y centra]ized for

' %
the most part, w1th a few ‘peoplié at the tdp making them Staff said they 4

were 1nc1uded more often, however. in daily program. dec1sions especially T
in such areas as h1r1nq staff, adopting programs, and hand11ng pub]rc o
relat1ons Nhen asied who speChflcally 1S respons1ble for new programs and
lact1v1t1es in the organizations, about‘half ca1d the executive diHbctor in
consu]tat1on with the bpard’ of dlréCtOPS A f1fth of the sample reported _:°
that new programs were determ1ned by lTocal, state, and federal mandates and
that staff worked only to fulfill the g1ven_d1rect1ves.__Seventy percent of
the respondents reported rectprocal'work‘flow patterns.in their ogencies whi]e"

*

R “only twehty percent %aid the work assignments were from the top down in
. ) ' : )
pyramid style. -

U
b

Interagency Collaboration = - B | -

In ferms dt:%eet1ngs outside the agency, two thirds of the respondents
said they regu]arly attended three Or more meetings a month with members of

other organ1zat1ons Yet, nearly seventy percent also said that they spent

A

Yess. than a quarter of their time in coordpnat1on and p]ann1nq w1th people
from other organizations. Nearly all respondents reported that someone from

their group specifically represents their agency to other organ1zat1ons in the

A ¥
_Cmeunity A]most half (47%) noted.that their agency was required by statute

to estab11sh I1nkages (work1ng connections) with certain other. organ1zat1ons

’

JAnd 64 percent said their group was bound by prdgramggu1de11nes to estab]ish

L 4

'%._11nkages 'J T o - '_ | 42.

when asked. if they operate any programs/act1v1t1es Jo1nt1y, 53 percent

said yes-in terms of sharing expenses for Ccooperative ventyres, 62 percent

NC ) e >
ERIC. - ., - “3
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in -
said |

in terms of sharing responsib111ty for combined efforts, and 70 perce

terms of sharing staff time. - Almost half bf the 1nterviewees (47

there were other- organ1zat1ons in the county prov1d1ng-serv1ces'and programs

similar to the1rs, and that they had to compete with,sg them for funds,

. N clients and programs
I

N In sunnmry, even though a]l agenc1es 1n the samp]e presumably have

'

o

some 1ntere$t in the problem of. rural transportat1on in C11nton County-, NY,
; they obvious]y are not a. homogeneous group.- The agencies vary w1de1y 1n
T'; terms of goals, c11ente1e, age, number of employees, size of budgets and
1nterna1 gtructure and decision making This var1ety contributes both to'.
the d1ff1cu1ty and reality of analyz1ng human Service agency co]laborat1on
'1n a glven.area Even S0, three quarters of the respondents reported that
b/pveralr bhere was moderate to ‘high cooperatlon among the organ1zat1ons in
this area. S
v s
Agency Interaction

b - R -Mailed Questionnaire-

2]

The Agency Interaction Questlonnaire involved all thirty of the gro,ps _
Yn the sample mak1ng Judgments about each other on 22/d;;ferent questions.
When asked who.shouiﬁﬂbEPinvolved in work1ng on a rural transportation project e
" from this list of thirty, the agencieslwho were most frequently mentioned
were, for the most part, the same‘ones who had attended-an.earlien pub]ic':
‘“w'c _meeting. about .the p0551b111t1es for- implementing a rura] transportation network.

As predicted posit1ve responses ‘for the acquaintance questions were
\{; , "‘

act1v1t1es for 1nd1vidua1 agenc1es ;eceived the second highest set pf answers,

' highest for fam11far1ty with each other, knowledge about prbgrams and

V.. h«-) . . " . v
ERIC . T /o : S L




the respective groups

research by Perrucci and Pi]isuk

1

-19-.

.third; radio/television fourth; and §oc1a1 contacts fifth.

w1th the third highest gfuen to aoquaintance w1th the director/staff of

-

. Whenasked how the respondents acquired information'

.about each otheq'plocal newspapers, received the highest frequency ‘of yes .

" answers; phone contacts vere second; personal meetings and appointments

Based on earlier

the authors have assumed that*"social ~

' actua]ly appeared to be the case in this study

' contacts" wou]d provide more 1nformat10n~about each other [3 actiVities than

In terms oOf levels of joint activities, the sharinggof information about.

programs and activities was most often done, with joint meetings 0ccurring

second most frequenfly, and aqﬁual]y being

o prOJects third.

i vo]ved in JOint activities and -
An even’ higher level of 1ntjraction question asked in what v .~

ways Joint act1v1t1es might-have been- ontered ‘into and ‘the responses were

-~

~exchange services with this group

-4

-shgred jointly staff and/or staff training.

-over}apping officers or board members

-the fo]]ow1ng with the greatest frequence of activity first

-transferred mpney or resources; sponsoring this group

~-engaged in joint budgetary considerations

~jointly own or rent faci]ities.

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

groups in the sample than they received;jLThe last question asked each

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

coooeration between themse]ves and the other agencies.

that assuming the mid-p01nt represented an average level of c00perat10n,

‘-

1

-

1040-1057.

Robert Perrugc1 and Marc Pilisuk,

The question said .

i

"Leaders -and Ruiing ‘tlites:

The Inter-

Y

organizational Bases of Community Power,“ American Sociglpgica] Review. vo] 35,

December 1970, p

25

L
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;‘:' tion would 1n fact help 1dent1fY'groups high on 1nteraction

.2 Statement on th1s quest1onna1re, a further degree of soph1st1cat1on in

- -20-

-7“.

o
¢

"Rate the overall level of cooperat1on bet&een your organ1zat1on and\the other ef

- 29 in the semple on a scale of 1toh w1th 5 hlgh " ReSpenses ranged from a

low of 1. 6 to a h1gh of 3. 8 with the»medﬂan score be1ng 3.0. An effort was

then made to see, if strong pos1t1ve peer peroeptions about 1nteragency coopera«_

o 3
: B s . S, L RS
| Analysi . e TN
After the in1t1al examination of. the margina]»frequenc1es for each - ;-";

' 'lanaly51s was obta1ned by the construction of a Guttman scale composed of

Six of the items. The Guttman scale was constructed by dichotdmizing agency

: responses to the quest1ons acCord1ng to the. percentage of positive responses v

| Th1s Scale of Agency Interaction demonstrated the unidiménsionality of th1s

particular data set. F1gure 5 d1sp1ays the 1tems The threshold statement

with 87 percent agreement states generally agency personnel are familiar

_ w1th or acqualnted with each other The statement at the top of the Scale

with the least amount of acceptance (17%) asked 1f agencies had exchanged

services w1th each o\ber. The Scale was acceptable in terms of 'scalability -
.85 - and reproducibility -297. | | |
The 1tems compds1ng the Scale of Agency Interaction are consistent with

now

-~ Moe' ]2 pattern of levels of colﬂaborat1on He class1f1ed awareness,

acqua1ntance, and unplanned kinds of 1nteract1on as low levels of . collaborat1on,

-planned ‘participation, exchanges, and 1nteract1ons as middle level, and joint

s -

ptanning, developmedi and sharing of resources as high level collaborat1on
Items one and two on the Scale of Agency Interact1on fall into Moe’ s Tow level

of collaborat1on while ftéms tﬁree, four, f1ve and 51; can be class1f1ed S

 Vyoe, op. cit.. '’ . L .
’v . v ee é6 . ,r“ . Lo
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Moe{suggesxed that counting, measurtng,‘and sca11NQ speciflc,

mlddle level

i

act1v1t1es, 1nteractlon cooperation or collaboratlontprovide a: basis for
Y ' ).
detemgmng levels of cooperation among organizatwns,

e " This Scale of Agency Interactwon, 1n a beglnning way. repllcates the

e

13-

In 1969

L
. T

. Interorga izat10nal Relations Scale prepared earliefaby F?nley«

coul be measured and with whlch he could dist1nguish low .mlddle ]evel or "g

high level cooperat1on He'found the 1tems “to. ‘be $eaiable, using Guttman

-

N
callng techniques.- Even though the- Flnley scale contains more, 1tems, the

' B complex1ty of the 1tems in both scales displays ihcreased interagency 1nter- e,

.l o
~ - - v

action at the top of the sca]e. : ‘”3‘1 o / C e .
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, gfgz_ S e e Gummulative . f
. T O R . Percentages

.' T ey ooy e of sample.

St NG n Item ‘ o included

LS

6. | Have,you exchanged services with this ! 7% 'f"J
) group? Co , .

S 5 1 | : Have you: engaged in Joint activities/ \ i : ) 1
+ . , projects with- this group? : ‘

- 4. .. '.. « .Have you had joint meetings with this | | 43%
S e group? b s
*03 © . " Have you had personal meetings/appoint- . ."_ 53%_ , e
' .meuts with this group? ' o _ . .

e ’ di."z R ' Have you 1earned about this group through o 73% h ";"
. | ©. v . the newspaper° St

- ‘1 _”? AR you familiar with or acquainted with T 8T%
" S S this group? . T “

)

- L Coefficient of Scalability - 85 )
A Coefficient of Reproducibility - .97 .

) . / . e Y
‘ ’ ) . ,
FIGURE . FIVE '
- GUTTMAN SCALE OF AGENCY INTERACTION . - oyt
¥ _ )
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Table One shows how the thirty groups in the sample ranked on the -
: .-’q_: . . , . - ’.(‘ i . -, ' o
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Scale of-Agency Interaction., -~ ~. .- 7 . ~ . T Jh L

. s -
r. L N t ~ ® e
. . . . . . .
. . . o | . e *
| SN A . L) 4 L
. . b, ., - . .- R
L Table d T
S A O \
S - lablet oot : e
f < 1 ) Lol ¢ e . - e A
. - E ’ N _
r
.

* RANKS OF GROUPS ON THE AGENCY INTERACTION SCALE®
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\Health Related Grqﬂps (4) | :]} Sy S 2 1¢ | '-‘A_]‘ = ,
Educational Groups (3) ., .- Loyl .,‘ R

o Federal/State Groups, (6)-'" Yo o N a :“.& A:f';
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.. lglt is interesting-fo note that all groups appearing on the His} of. high
interacting -agencies f6r this Scale voluntarily attended the public meetings
about a proposed cotnty-wide rural transportation groject. St
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'i As might be predicted from the names. agencies with coordinating.functions, i €.,
County OffiCe for the A41ng, Retired senior Voluntéer Program. Community

Development Centers. Catholic Charities, Counci] ofoCommunity Services. Senior

T

o

Citizens Council Cooperative E&tension. ranked among those in the high group.-

/ ,Similar to the—findings from the Rogers study, innovative kinds ofrgroups

" with broad service re,ponSibilities;were found to be more interactive it |

d

seems too that agencies with less autonomy in funding and programming exhibit |

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

\

and those with product or manufacturing orientations xh

1_.

Tn an effoit.to find out, how the agencies ranking high on the Interactibni\
Scale differed from the other groups,.the gamma statistic was ‘used to determine |
- a measure of assoc1ation between orders of ranks on the Agency Interaction .
Scalé and orders of ranks on other seleCted variab]es ]6* The following

variables were Significantly related to- those agencies with higher interactlon

.scores on the Guttman Sca]e

-agency purpose bging education. referral planning, infbrmation; S
.dissemination, advocacy, outreach as opposed to direct services,
product promotion. manufacturing* ’

S
e

-agency age of“ten years or younger. older groups were - less
_intenact1Ve** _ : & .

-agency reqmre&_by statute to establish linkages WIth ‘other grOups**
«rgency has chart depicting organizational structure** - )

—professiona]s attend 3 or more month]y meetings outPide the agency
with people from other organizations**

d. .

15

LY

Rogers, op. cit. .,

M ]
L 5 ’ 2
‘e - ~ * ! 4"' o oy,

]6Hilliam Mendenhaii Lyman‘Ott and Richard Larson, Statistics A Too]

" for the Social Sciences. North_SCituate, Mass.: Duxbury Press, 1974, p. 362.
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S ‘“-authbrity ‘to' make daiiy Program decisions inside the agency is SR TR AR
e highly deqentraiized* - o S o ~‘..~'g'1- N

f.' . -‘ ;." \_‘_. \ A
[

aoo U -agency personnel rating other. agency personnel in sample high on
o cooperation (pper perceptions)?* . BN :

F—

4
’”
. P‘-n

Other variabies which showed no significant association with high ranking |

v o

’_ on the Inferaction Scate were e ;" ”.’ LT L R

e

\.gu~required only by program guidelines to establish linkages-with other’~ A
: groups - . ) .

J't;.,' - —number of paid personne] - ﬁ[ __jy R

3

A.-expreSSed feeling of competing with other groups for. funds, clients,'f
~ or.programs - I : . . _
. .
'-percent ofytime spent in Coordination qnd planning with peop]e from
other’ organizations N .

h-work flow chart exhibits reciprocal mannéer. among members in agency _'f'
not one where work flows from top down in pyramid style T -

':'-number of regular monthly meetings within the ageg;y
~3~size of budget . e ST _ S S
| —provide funds for. sponsor/other group(s) | | .

~opinion, about overall 1nterorganizational ‘cooperation in this area

v -~ ' - . e : . Y - ) e

Jt has been interesting to observe that eighteen months after the first
discussions about a rural transportation system began as‘a basis for this™®
/research the voluntary task force is continuing to work diligently on
- soiutions for such a transportation network. Proposals have been . ‘ .'
submitted to the New York State Department of Transportation and funding
appears forthcdming As a measure of validation for this study, six of
the thirteen groups who.scored high on the Guttman Scale ‘of Agcncy Inter- N ‘1n'

actioneand who attended the eariy task force meetings are the same

<

. ' \._-\ \;

= * significant atl .05 | 31
;o ** significant at).01: -
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organizations who have followed through with work on the development of thei -

17¥*§5;'1' f“"dlﬂg DrOposals in order to make the transportatioq system a reality in .
Sy Clinton County New York | !“: ' - .
- DISCUSSIQN | R ) oL .

FEA

~ The analysis of interorganizational relationships among agenc1es which
should be interested in the problem of rural transportation in Clinton "
e N¢'County. NY, indicated. that high 1nteraction is more likely-among organizations
..exhibitihg the following characteristics A v

'~0rganizational charts are available, the agency is required by statute

‘{:’f"' ... to establish linkages with other groups; and standardized internal

e . procedures seem to .enhance: collaboration with others (measurewof
— formalization) . | fT | j._. ¢
i . -There appears to be multiple authority’ within the agency structure; ,
- highly decentralized interna] program decision making within the o ;o
group: (measure of low autonony in terms of authority? C ’

. -A variety of services and programs are of fered - by the agency; high
degree of program innovation as opposed to a smaller number of
programs and services or single services (measure of spec1fir and !
varied program goals) . B

' -Agencies are relative]y young, established W1thin last ten years
(measure of age). . _

. ~ -Agency personnel's perceptions about other grOups overall interagency

) cooperation 'was récorded. Groups who received high peer evaluations
‘on interagency cooperation also received high scores on the actual
Agency Interaction Scale (meaSure of prestige). .

. . -
[ ' U

Size of udge + humber of paid persdnnel expressed feelings of threa and

competition with other agenC1es, and general overall attitudes about 1nter-

| "orgghizational cooperation in the area .did not relate in a significant manner |

5

to agency interaction

Like thlS study, Rogers work also found that agency;formalization. Tow

A
o

”autonomy in decision making.-prestige, and clearly defingd goals described
highly interactive groups. Finley's research found budget to be an important

variable too, ‘but age not significant Size of budget and‘number of paid
/ L
perSOnnel in this research did not relate in a significant way to agency S
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' CDMPARISON OF FINDINGS ON.INTERAGENCY INTERACTION IN THREE ORGANIZATIONAL STUDIES

-Characteristics of Interactive Agencies "

b e

&)

-p - -

)

| S f, | | B ;‘ - f . '|_Finley Rogers Gore/Nelson ;

variety of services l K R B I B TR

age’ (young) - x o  b e e T
hasvd#9?01zat19nﬁlfcharf RN | o |+ f1it’ N
d;centfélized ﬂnternai L | P_*', EE : o IR -'.jA  o .

.~ deci§ion=making | - N A I T A

" siie of budget -- o ;..3 - ) L :.- ~
"c]early defined goels.*'.'w | ", T ; o+ J | f i
nunber- of patd personngl \J.,  0. s S

. >
. prestige (reputation) =~ . % . ‘_ + P S B (//i k

o
TR

not fé'port\ed .

[{ B

not found td be significant

+
n

_ found. to be significant

«  * =icurvilinear

- IMPLICATIONS -." RO L 'f=; N o
» ¢
I"teraction among agenc1es in a communfty are not predetermined, but

S

:z/ . v}.wemerge out of the1r relat1onships with each other Various problems 1n the -

'community can- be addressed by organizations relating to each other in more -

deliberate ways to atta1n specifit objectives. ‘A11 too often when agenciqs
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17 ~ .interagency cooperative approaches for soiving 1oca1 problems, |
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they cannot do it aTone, they find themselves unprepared or poorly prepared

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

’

1 -Determine topics for community Tevel WorkshOps to investigate

-Provide clues heipfui in-ideftifying groups most 1ikeiy to

participate in interagency projects. and - _ .

,-Suggest agency internai structures which’ might encourage more
interaction with other groups : ‘ _ . _

LN .

. . Ce. _ |
do finally Jointiy tackie a big and important problem because they khow . Ef‘v

W'ﬁResults of this interagency coilaboration study heip to: R

FaN ‘1



“Moe, EQWard b,; "Agéncy Gollaboration in‘P1anning and Service;

... ‘Center for Agricultural and Rural Development, 1977.
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