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ABSTRACT

AN EXPLORATORY STUDY OF CHARACTERISTICS

ASSOCIATED WITH PERFORMANCE EFFECTIVE-

NESS IN NEIGHBORHOOD

ORGANIZATIONS

BY

Forestina Warren

This study was conducted to identify and test a

set of organizational arrangements, primarily administra-

tive practices and procedures of neighborhood organiza-

tions, which can be used to predict effectiveness of

such organizations in meeting community needs and thus

be useful to funding agencies in selecting organizations

to be funded.

Concepts of the goal model, system resource model

and evaluation methods for determining effectiveness were

used to identify organizational arrangements for effective-

ness.

The first phase of the study employed a version

of the Delphi procedure using a series of two question-

naires and a panel of nineteen experts to agree upon

organizational arrangements necessary for effective per-

formance of neighborhood organization. The second phase

of the study tested the actual relationship of the
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organizational arrangements to effective performance.

Organizations were chosen from a total of one-hundred and

ten organizations. Thirty met the criteria for study

selection. A total of twenty-eight organizations partici-

pated in the study.

Measurements on forty—nine organizational arrange-

ments selected from expert consensus served as measure—

ments on twelve clusters of administrative practices for

goal attainment, resource utilization, and daily opera-

tions. The twenty-eight organizations were assessed for-

their scores on the possession of these arrangements.

Nineteen result measures from the delivery of a service

served to define effectiveness. An analysis of the twelve

clusters of administrative practices was conducted to

determine whether the organizations use of administrative

practices correlated with the organizations results in

performance. A second purpose of this study was to deter-

mine whether administrative practices could distinguish

levels of performance on a combined index for effective-

ness. An analysis of the administrative practices was

conducted to determine whether high and low performing

organizations showed any difference in the use of adminis-

trative practices. Multivariate statistical procedures

were used for analysis of data.

The study found that the administrative practices

agreed upon by experts can predict the performance of
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neighborhood organizations in the delivery of a service.

Significant relationships were found with varying subsets

of the clusters of administrative practices and nine of

the nineteen performance measures. Three clusters of

the administrative practices, inter-organizational rela-

tionships, political relationships, and Operational con-

trols, were found to best characterize overall effective-

ness in neighborhood organizations.
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CHAPTER I

IDENTIFYING THE PROBLEM

Organizations play major roles in society. It is

through organizations that goods and services are provided

which contribute to the economic, social and political

lives of the citizens. In part, how well organizations

carry out their tasks determine the well-being of society.

Consequently, the quality of life depends upon effective

performance from organizations. The local citizen-based

organization as provider of services is presently receiving

attention from society. These organizations are seen by

many as appropriate and necessary vehicles for the delivery

of some social services to localities. In general, how well

these organizations perform can affect the quality of life

in communities. The study of the performance of these orga-

nizations could have far reaching implications in building

and shaping the life in communities.

More immediately, it was believed that the study

of the performance of local citizen-based organizations

could be of assistance to social planners and policy-makers

when they are involved in the allocation of resources to

these organizations. With limited funds available it is

1



desirable to select for support those organizations which

are most likely to be effective, that is, those organiza-

tions which are most likely to achieve objectives within

the constraints of limited resources. While the local

citizen-based organizations as providers of services to the

locality have received some support for their existence and

contributions to society, the rapid and continuous growth

of such organizations has resulted in most of these organi-

zations competing for financial support for their survival.

Historically, many of these organizations have their

origins in the social action activities of the 19605; others

represent continuation or revival of neighborhood organizing

activities of settlements and welfare councils of the social

reform activities of earlier decades. These movements

attempted to develop direct relationships between service

agencies and the people that they were designed to serve.

Typically, the efforts stressed participatory democracy and

the educational process through which people in a local com-

munity situation seek or are helped to improve their capac-

ity for problem-solving. These efforts were to bring about

relevant programs and services in the locality. Here the

benchmark of effectiveness was participation of the locality

in problem-solving.

Today there has emerged a multiplicity of local

organizations based upon these principles and aspiring to

meet the needs of the locality. Social planners and policy-

makers advocate self-help and maximum citizen-participation



if organizations are to effectively create and provide

services to improve localities. Yet, these do not serve

as distinctive features of local organizations in determining

the relevance of the organization in performance. The

notion that an organization is relevant because it has

citizen—participation, it is engaging in self-help activ-

ities, and it seeks solutions to problems of the locality

continues to leave the crucial question of determinants of

effectiveness and selective criteria unanswered. While

relevancy to the locality and oftentimes value issues are

basic to an understanding of local organizations, they do}

not exclude the possibility of applying rational analysis

to the task of defining and assessing effectiveness in a

neighborhood organization. The problem in identifying effec-

tive neighborhood groups was well stated by Arnold Gurin

(1973, p. 1330), whose concern is for selective criteria

for tracing out the groups that may be involved in relevant

community action. "No coherent body of concepts exists as

yet, nor does a satisfactory methodology for pursuing such

an analysis."

Purpose

This study inquired into the relationship between

administrative practices and procedures used by neighbor-

hood organizations and the performance these organizations

demonstrated in the delivery of a service. It tested some

hypotheses about the relationship between the organizations'



practices and procedures for goal attainment, use of

resources and daily operations as they related to perform-

ance effectiveness.

Rationale of the Study
 

Local organizations have been forming as a means

of dealing with community problems. As such organizations

have proliferated increased attention has been focused on

selection of those organizations which can best meet the

needs of the people in the locality. Selection of local

organizations for financial awards to meet the needs of the

locality has been accomplished in a variety of ways: value

judgements made by funders; demonstration of social action

strategies by the organization, protest, political processes,

and citizen participation. While useful in their own right,

these strategies are limited as measures of organizational

performance and guides to choices among organizations com-

peting for always limited financial assistance.

Lipsky (1969) in studying protest as a political

resource examined the efforts of a local organization in

the Harlem rent strike of 1963 and 1964. The rent strike

was an effort of a local organization led by a dynamic

leader who had been agitating about slum housing for more

than fifteen years. The local group used protest strategies

with a combination of appeal and threat in their movement

to improve the tenants' conditions in the community. While

the rent strike aroused the public and city housing



officials, the group's efforts were not successful in achiev-

ing their fundamental goal; general programs to repair slum

housing. Lipsky contends that, in part, failures of this

kind result when the protest leader gives higher priority

to publicity and arousing support than to administrative

detail. Administrative tasks are necessary to operate and

maintain organizational viability. Failures of this kind

focus attention on the need to examine not only the strate-

gies of an organization for protest but the strategies of

administrative practices and procedures used to achieve

ends as indicators of potential successes or failures.

Thus far the literature has provided little guidance

for the selection of local organizations to be supported

based upon a comparative analysis of administrative prac-

tices and procedures that would lead to expectations of

successfully meeting the needs of the locality. Unless

greater effort is made to understand some basic character-

istics of local organizations which are appropriate to meet-

ing the problems of the locality there is little hope for

them ever to achieve the purpose of helping the locality

become richer and more stimulating. In fact, unless this

is done and the overall viability of the operations of local

organizations become strengthened the funding to local orga-

nizations as providers of services may be a serious waste

of funds.

Though many people are concerned for effective local

organizational performance, there is not a consensus among



those people about what ought to be done for effectiveness.

Some people focus on political processes, some focus on com-

munity participation, and others focus on community self—

determination as indicators of a local organization’s poten-

tial for effective performance. There is a need for

approaches to measuring effectiveness that can simultaneously

promote freedom from the limitations represented by social

action strategies and value judgements as criteria for

selection, for often these criteria can only be useful after

demonstrated performance. Information about a local organi-

zation's administrative procedures for goal attainment, use

of resources in the environment, and daily operations, which

is objective and can be known before selection, coupled with

existing knowledge of social action strategies will add

another element and can greatly enhance the decision-making

process.

One needs to be only casually aware of current

events in American society to know that local development

and stability is a major concern among social scientists

and policy-makers. Adult educators and community developers

are as concerned and involved as other professional groups

in attempting to provide relevant and meaningful community

education to develop viable communities and effective local

organizations. This study is a link in attempting to answer

some questions that will aid in further development of the

needed conceptual framework in bringing about more effective

local citizen-based organizations, and in providing guidance



to funding agencies forced to make decisions about which

of many competing organizations are most likely to use

limited funds effectively.

Theoretical Justification
 

The process of community development requires some

kind of conceptual framework. The character, structure,

and method of operation of an organization established by

members of a community to deal with community problems are

of first importance since the organization becomes the main

channel through which the community development process

moves. The degree to which the objectives and the unique

advantages imputed to community organizations are realized

is consequently dependent on the way the organization func-

tions (Ross, 1967, p. 158). If the fulfillment of organiza-

tional objectives and the process of community development

are dependent upon the character, structure, and operations

of the organization, then a comparative analysis of organi-

zations examining these dimensions may identify differing

organizational procedures which explain differences in per-

formance.

Importance of the Study
 

This research is important specifically to the

field of social welfare and generally to the field of adult

education and other fields which assist in the organization

and development of people and their communities. There are

several reasons why such a study of organizational



performance among local organizations is important among

professional fields.

First, the study explores an area in which little,

if any, systematic research has been done. Many studies

have been made of organizational effectiveness, but they

have been primarily of large scale organizations and profit-

making organizations. Studies on small scale organizations

and voluntary organizations, in particular, have not exam-

ined organizations from a means-ends point of View on a

comparative basis to account for differences in performance.

Secondly, with the growing number of such organiza-

tions, often competing for scarce financial resources, knowl-

edge and understanding or organizational procedures which

facilitate successful performance is needed to aid in maxi-

mizing yield from investment in local efforts.

Thirdly, the findings of this study can provide a

model for future assessment and analysis of local organiza-

tions.

Fourthly, professional disciplines working in com-

munity development, community organization, and adult edu-

cation are currently confronted with the task of helping

people within localities to use local organizations to seek

solutions to their problems. Thus, effective organizational

means must be discovered and tested with regard to the prac-

tical implementation for the organization of the concepts

of self-help and local autonomy.



It is hoped that this study will contribute to such

knowledge and understanding regarding these important matters.

It is also hoped the identification and explanation of those

organizational procedures that account for effective per—

formance among local organizations will be better understood.

Such understanding can be used to assist citizens in develop-

ing and maintaining a viable organizational base which will

enhance their community development endeavors.

Research Questions
 

The purpose of this study was to identify and test

a set of organizational arrangements, primarily administra-

tive practices and procedures, of neighborhood organizations

which can be used to predict effectiveness of such organiza-

tions in meeting community needs and thus be useful to fund-

ing agencies in selecting organizations to be funded. The

organizational arrangements were considered as means for

effective performance and were used to describe effective

neighborhood organizations.

To achieve the purpose of the study answers to the

following questions were sought.

Question 1. What organizational arrangements are judged
 

to be important for an effective neighborhood orga-

nization?

Question 2. Is there a relationship between the organi-
 

zational arrangements judged as important and per-

formance results?
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Question 3. Can the assessment of organizational
 

arrangements judged to be important be effectively

used to predict levels of performance?

General Hypothesis
 

Organizational performance can be predicted from

a set of organizational arrangements known before perform-

ance.

Assumptions
 

There were two main assumptions which guided this

study. The first assumption was that organizational per-

formance is dependent upon organizational means. The second

was that a fit exists between an organization's performance

on a selected program during the summer and its performance

all during the year.

Limitations
 

There are two limitations of the study. Both limi-

tations are a result of and reason for the exploratory

nature of the study. First, the sample is limited, thus

the findings are not necessarily widely generalizable.

Second, the study used investigator-developed instruments

designed specifically for the study. At this point they

can be relied upon only as exploratory tools.

Definitions
 

Neighborhood organizations are defined in this study

as local citizen-based organizations which are autonomous
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groups operating in local neighborhoods, controlled pre-

dominantly by citizens of the area, and whose prime objec-

tive is to improve the general welfare of the locality.

Organizational effectiveness for purposes of this

study is defined as the extent to which an organization

achieves its objectives within the constraints of limited

resources (Gibson, Ivancevich and Donnely, Jr., 1973, p.

20).

Overview

In this chapter a research problem was stated and.

a rationale for engaging in the study was presented. The

guiding research questions were also identified.

Literature reporting studies that are relevant to

this study will be reviewed in Chapter II. These studies

focus on approaches to the measurement of organizational

effectiveness. These studies help give some background into

research that has focused on the major variables of this

study.

Chapter III contains a description of the research

methodology. The research methodology is presented in two

phases. For each phase the sample of subjects and the

research instruments are discussed in detail. Field pro-

cedures and data collection procedures are discussed, con-

cluding with a description of the kinds of statistical pro-

cedures used to analyze the data for each phase. The
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rationale for the use of the selected statistical procedures

is also presented.

In Chapter IV the findings of the first phase of

they study are presented. The purpose and procedures for

developing criteria in the first phase are restated.

Results of the criteria for assessment are reported along

with some descriptive statistics which indicate their

degree of agreed importance.

In Chapter V the findings of the second phase of

the study are presented. The research hypotheses are

restated along with the statistical hypotheses. Results

of the tests of the hypotheses are reported along with

their statistical significance.

Conclusions and implications are the major focus

of Chapter VI. The findings are interpreted and suggestions

are made for practice in social welfare and adult education

as well as for further research.

Overall the study looks at the prediction of organi-

zational effectiveness among small scale citizen-based

organizations. It is therefore important to understand

what is known about the assessment of organizational effec-

tiveness and how procedures in the organization influence

effectiveness. These issues are examined in the following

chapter as a foundation is set for the study.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The purpose of this study was to explore those

organizational arrangements in local citizen-based organi-

zations which are considered to be characteristic of effec-

tive performance. In this chapter literature is reviewed

which contributed to the development of criteria and the

general approach used for studying organizational effec-

tiveness among neighborhood organizations.

The literature related to this exploration deals

mostly with the development of frames of reference for

determining organizational effectiveness and to a lesser

extent with hypothesis testing. Most studies have looked

at performance of large-scale organizations and small profit-

making organizations. Few studies have looked at perform-

ance of small-scale voluntary organizations. Far fewer

studies have employed the concepts of organizational effec-

tiveness with respect to small-scale voluntary organiza-

tions.

At present, organizational theory concerning effec-

tiveness deals mainly with general propositions which apply

equally well but also equally badly to all organizations.

13
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This was indicated two decades ago by Etzioni (1960): "The

differences among various organizational types are great;

therefore any theory of organizations in general must be

highly abstract. It can serve as an important frame for

specification, that is, for the development of special

theories for various organizational types, but it cannot

substitute for such theories by servicing in itself as a

model, to be applied directly to the analysis of concrete

organizations."

The main thrusts of the literature have developed

from two different views of the nature of organizations ‘

which determine the conceptual definition of effectiveness.

In one view, an organization is seen as a rational set of

arrangements oriented toward achieving certain goals. From

this position, effectiveness is defined in terms of goal

attainment and it is a functional concept. The other view

takes an open-system approach to organizations and defines

effectiveness as the degree to which the organization can

preserve the integration of its parts. In this view the

means-ends dimensions which permit organizational adaptation

and survival become measures of organizational effectiveness

and it is a structural concept. Literature on organiza-

tional effectiveness using both the goal approach model and

the system model are reviewed in this chapter as well as

applied approaches.
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Goal Approach Model
 

Studies using the Goal approach model for determin-

ing organizational effectiveness use criteria which measure

the extent to which an organization realizes its goals.

The basic effort is in defining and measuring what the

organization calls goal, purpose, mission or aims. The

works of the following persons have contributed to the devel-

opment of this approach in determining organizational effec-

tiveness: Etzioni, 1960; Perrow, 1961; Zald, 1963; Simon,

1964; Warriner, 1965; Warner, 1967; Price, 1968.

The work of Etzioni (1960) gives the most impetus

for developing studies of effectiveness using the goal

approach. He views goals as the defining characteristic

of modern organizations and refers to goals as a source

for standards by which members of an organization and out-

siders can assess the success of the organization. Goals

are considered as starting points to measure the organiza-

tion's performance. The model is considered an objective

and reliable analytical tool because it omits the values

of the explorer and applies the values of the subject under

study as the criteria of judgement.

Perrow (1961) presents a more specific framework

for understanding the performance of organizations by analy-

sis of the organizations' Operative goals rather than the

official goals or the stated purposes of the organization

as put forth in the charter, annual reports, public state-

ments by key executives and authoritative pronouncements.
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The operative goals are the ends sought through the actual

operating policies and practices of the organization. The

operative goals tell what the organization actually is try-

ing to do, regardless of what the official goals say are

the aims.

Zald (1963) studied organizational goals and their

consequences in examining the variations in the structure

and operations of large-scale organizations. He conducted

a comparative analysis of goals among four correctional

institutions having as their goal rehabilitation. In measur-

ing the extent to which each of the institutions had treat—

ment and custodial goals he used indicators of official

statements, executive perspectives and perceptions of lower

level staff. Use of these measures provided an understanding

of how official mandates are translated into organizational

practice. Once the institution was identified by treatment

or custodial goals, he was able to demonstrate three effects

of institutional goals on organizational structure. He

showed that goals affect organizational norms, departmental

structure and power balance.

Simon (1964) recommends that the term organizational

goal be used to refer to constraints imposed by the organi-

zational role. In this way the concept of goal can be

introduced in an entirely operational manner. This View

of the nature of organization goals provides an operational

way of showing, by describing the structure of the organi-

zational decision-making mechanism, how and to what extent
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overall goals help to determine the actual courses of action

that are taken. The index of organizational performance

then becomes a measure of how well the resources of internal

and external systems are used to achieve the goal, for the

organization must operate within sets of constraints. These

constraints can be identified as profits, costs, work force,

production, etc.

Warriner (1965) focused upon the problems of data

and method for identifying organizational purpose among

voluntary associations typified by bridge clubs, service

clubs, fraternities or study clubs. According to Warriner,

"statements of purpose must be treated as fictions produced

by an organization to account for, explain, or rationalize

its existence to particular audiences rather than as valid

and reliable indicators of purpose." To define the purpose

of an organization he suggests that the assumed functions

or consequences of the organizational activities be examined,

then the values inherent in the activities be identified.

He identified four value functions among voluntary associ-

ations. The performance pleasure function, the sociability

function, the symbolic function, and the productive function.

He proposes that the concept of assumed value function

(A.V.F.) of activities be the operational definition of

organizational purpose. If activities are defined in terms

of their assumed value function, then weighted by the pro-

portion of member time devoted to each activity, then you

have a measure of the relative influence of each value
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function in the organization. It is these measures which

can be used to define the purpose of the organization.

Warner (1967) discusses two general sources of prob-

lems in measuring goal attainment in voluntary organiza-

tions. One source is the nature of goals with the attri-

butes of intangibility, change, number, continuousness and

remoteness; the problem is one of implementation of measure-

ments. The second is the kinds of decisions made by the

researcher in identifying the goals and measuring attain-

ment. He discusses the problems by referring to the

measurement of goal attainment by a criteria pyramid and.

a means-ends pyramid. The criteria pyramid maps the com-

ponents of the goal itself; the means-ends pyramid charts

the means and subgoals needed to reach the goal. He points

out the difficulties in using the two approaches as they

relate to temporal decisions--"movement toward goals does

not necessarily occur in regular increments which are uni-

formly distributed over all time periods" and absolute and

relative standards for measurements--"there are problems

of finding truly comparable cases, organizations with

similar goals and subgoals, constraints, environments,

resources, and the like." While he offers no definitive

solution to the problems, he suggests that each of the five

attributes of organizational goals be considered in the

design of research on the goal attainment of voluntary orga-

nizations, and that the combination or configuration of

these attributes be considered in the research methodology.
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Price (1968) produced an inventory of propositions

specifying determinants of organizational effectiveness.

Defining effectiveness as the degree of goal achievement,

he conducted an analysis of fifty studies. Each study

chosen for investigation contained information pertinent

to the effectiveness of the organization or information

about productivity, morale, conformity, adaptiveness and

institutionalization. The studies focused on organizations

with "specific purposes" that were administrative organiza-

tions, that is, organizations composed primarily of full-

time members. The organizations included government

agencies, business firms, universities, trade associations,

hospitals, prisons, professional societies, and trade unions.

He summarized the determinants of the effectiveness of orga-

nizations in four categories: the economic system, the

political system, the control system, and population-

ecology. For each of these categories core variables which

influence effectiveness were specified. He identified

thirty-one core variables. The core variables ranged from

such things as the division of labor in the economic system

to size and spatial mobility in the population-ecology sys-

tem. A review of his work gives an indication of the wide

range of elements which can be considered in examining orga-

nizational effectiveness.
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Discussion of the Goal Approach Model

The literature reviewed above was selected for

review because it dealt with the relationship of organiza-

tional goals to organizational performance as criteria for

measuring organizational effectiveness, which is a major

interest of the present study. The works reviewed looked

at methods for defining and methods for measuring organiza-

tional goals. It was pointed out that in order to define

an organization's real goals different members in different

statuses within the organization should be contacted and

the operations of the organization should be observed. ‘This

is because organizations are social systems and as such are

systems of coordinated activities of more than one actor.

Consequently, to define an organization solely in terms of

its official or stated goals and therefore to judge its

effectiveness in terms of its degree of success in obtain-

ing those goals is to limit the investigation of organiza-

tional effectiveness. Etzioni comments on this perspective.

All social units, including organizations, are

multifunctional units. Therefore, while devoting

part of their means directly to goal activities,

social units have to devote another part to other

functions, such as the creation or recruitment of

further means to the goal and the maintenance of

units performing goal activities and service activ-

ities (Etzioni, 1960, p. 259).

Literature on the goal approach model showed the

necessity of identifying an organization's goals in order

to assess its effectiveness, for it is through the attain-

ment of goals that an organization is considered effective.
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The literature presented the difficulty posed in identify-

ing goals which is necessary if assessment is to occur.

Etzioni, Perrow, and Zald propose reviewing written state-

ments provided by the organization, i.e., goal statements

or operating policies. Simon proposes examining constraints

imposed upon the decisions made within the organization,

production targets, expected profits, etc. Warriner pro-

poses examining organizational activities among the members

of the organization, the amount of time devoted to activ-

ities. Warner identified the problem of studying organiza-

tional effectiveness as due to differences among organiza-

tions on key attributes which prevent comparative analysis.

This present study included organizations with

similar goals, constraints, environments and resources.

This was achieved by selecting for study of performance orga-

nizations which had a common goal--the provision of a com-

parable service to the neighborhood. Variability existed

in how they went about in achieving those goals. This per-

mitted an observation of the varying operations of the orga-

nizations. As suggested by Etzioni this study examined

means for goal activity as well as means for maintenance

and service by looking at the organizations' administrative

practices. Organizational statements of goals, operating

policies, activities of members, along with other practices

were examined as means for effective performance.
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System Approach Model
 

Conceptualization of the system model and studies

using this model for determining organizational effective-

ness are based upon developing a rationale and indices for

measuring certain elements of the organization as a system

which are considered to account for organizational effec-

tiveness. Contributions by the following persons have aided

in understanding the system model for determining organiza-

tional effectiveness: Georgopoulos and Tannebaum, 1957;

Seashore, 1965; Katz and Kahn, 1966; Bennis, 1966; Yuchtman

and Seashore, 1967; Seashore and Yuchtman, 1967; Friedlander

and Pickle, 1968; Mott, 1972.

The strongest finding which shows that a system

model can be formulated and meaningfully applied is a study

by Georgopoulos and Tannebaum (1957). They defined organi-

zational effectiveness as the extent to which an organiza-

tion as a social system, given certain resources and means,

fulfills its objectives without incapacitating its means

and resources and without placing undue strain upon its

members.

In their study of an industrial service organiza-

tion specializing in the delivery of retail merchandise

they examined the means-ends dimension of the organization

to determine organizational effectiveness. This was

achieved by developing operational criteria to measure

three basic elements of the system; organizational flexi-

bility, productivity and strain. They then evaluated these
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criteria and operations in terms of their organizational

character and found that the criteria were representative

of an organizational phenomenon, they were reliable, and

they were in agreement with independent expert judgement.

Seashore (1965) proposed a framework for conceptual-

izing organizational performance by outlining a way of view-

ing the relationships among numerous criteria that might

be considered in the evaluation of the performance of an

organization.

He distinguished between five kinds of criteria and

their uses: (1) Ends vs. means; (2) Time reference; (3) Long

vs. short run; (4) Hard vs. soft; (5) Values. A full account-

ing for the performance of an organization requires conside-

ration for the use of all five kinds of criteria in which

the network of criteria of performance is viewed as a pyra-

mid shaped hierarchy. At the top is the "ultimate criterion."

It is some conception of the net performance of the organi-

zation over a long span of time in achieving its formal

objectives, with optimum use of the organization's environ-

mental resources and opportunities. The ultimate criterion

is never measured-~except possibly by historians. In the

middle are the penultimate criteria. These are shorter run

performance factors or dimensions comprised by the ultimate

criterion. They are output or results criteria. Typical

variables in this class for business organizations are:

sales volume, productive efficiency, growth rate, profit

rate. Some soft variables may be employee satisfaction or
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customer satisfaction. In the case of some nonbusiness

organizations, these penultimate criteria might be predomi-

nantly of the behavioral kind, as in the case of a school

whose output is judged in terms of learning rates, propor-

tion of students reaching some standard of personal growth

or development. At the bottom of the hierarchy of assess-

ment criteria are measures of the current organizational

functioning according to some theory or some empirical sys-

tem concerning the conditions associated with high achieve-

ment on each of the penultimate criteria. These variables

include those descriptive of the organization as a system

and also those representing subgoals or means associated

with penultimate criteria. Among the hard criteria at this

level, for business organizations, might be such as scrap-

page, short run profits, productivity against standard,

meeting of production schedules, machine downtime, ratio

of overtime to regular time. Among the soft criteria at

this level may be such as: employee morale, credit rating,

communication effectiveness, absenteeism, turnover, group

cohesiveness.

Katz and Kahn (1966) propose that open-system theory

supplies the elements of a model of effectiveness for human

organizations. They elaborated on this theory to fit phe-

nomena of large-scale human organizations. They defined

organizations as open systems dependent on outside agencies

in the environment for making available required energic

inputs (labor, materials, and others) and for absorbing the
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organizational product. For them the meaning of organiza-

tional effectiveness is the maximization of return to the

organization, by economic and technical means, and by

political means. Organizational effectiveness id determined

by a combination of efficiency of the organization as a sys-

tem and its success in obtaining on advantageous terms the

input it requires.

Bennis (1966) referring to organizations as open-

systems postulates that the methodological rules by which

the organization approaches its task and exchanges with its

environments are the critical determinants of organizational

effectiveness. His major concern is that when organizations

are considered as open-systems, adaptive structures coping

with various environments, the most significant character-

istic for understanding effectiveness is organizational com-

petence or mastery in problem-solving. He believes that

it is the dynamic processes by which the organization

searches for, adapts to, and solves its changing goals that

provide the critical dimensions of organizational effective-

ness.

In 1967 Seashore together with Yuchtman, using Sea-

shore's (1965) pyramid of criteria framework derived from

the system model of organizations, presented a conceptual

framework for assessing the performance of like and unlike

organizations. The organization's success over a period

of time in its competition for resources, its bargaining

position in a given environment, is regarded as an expression
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of its overall effectiveness. Since resources are of vari-

ous kinds, competitive relationships are multiple, and there

is interchangeability among classes or resources, the assess-

ment of organizational effectiveness must be in terms not

of any single criterion but of an Open-ended multidimensional

set of criteria. From the competition of organizations for

scarce and valued resources emerge a universal hierarchical

differentiation among social organizations. Such a hier-

archy becomes a yardstick against which to assess organiza-

tional effectiveness. It is by focusing on the ability of

the organization to exploit its environment in the acquisi-

tion of resources that the performance of both like and

unlike organizations can be assessed and evaluated compara-

tively.

Seashore and Yuchtman (1967) published an empirical

investigation of their conceptualization of a system

approach to determining organizational effectiveness. They

examined the annual performance of seventy-five insurance

sales agencies over an eleven year period. Using factorial

analysis methods for discovering the factorial elements

they characterized the behavior of small business organiza-

tions.

From a set of seventy-six selected performance indi-

cators they discovered ten major factors which explained

most of the variation in organizational performance. These

ten factors and their indicator variables are given in

Table 1. They suggest that the factors represent the
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continuing processes of resource acquisition which are char-

acteristics of adaptive Open systems. Though the elements

described in Table 1 deals with insurance company affairs

they are fruitful as a general model in developing the ele-

ments considered in this research.

Seashore and Yuchtman propose that the conventional

concepts of goals and goal attainment are not applicable

to organizations and that organizational performance can

be assessed and described better in terms of generalized

resource-getting capabilities under conditions Of competi-

tion for scarce and valued resources. Their objective in

the formulation was to seek order and simplicity in the

numerous and miscellaneous variables used by managers,

researchers, and the general public in defining and evalu-

ating the performance of an organization. They recognized

that the ten major factors for the sales organizations did

not constitute a universal set of such factors applicable

to all kinds of organizations. But they did think it pos-

sible that several Of them are universal while others may

be unique to sales and similar organizations.

Friedlander and Pickle (1968) surveyed ninety-seven

small business organizations, represented by retail service,

wholesale, manufacturers, and mineral extraction businesses.

The purpose of their study was to explore the concept of

total organizational effectiveness by studying the relation-

ships between internal and external system effectiveness.

Internal system components were those within the formal
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boundaries of the organization: the owner, the employee.

Societal components with which the organization transacts

by exporting and importing energy were considered part of

the larger environment in which the organization is located:

the customer, the suppliers, the creditors, the community,

and the government. Effectiveness was viewed as the degree

to which the needs of system components were fulfilled or

satisfied in their transactions with the organization.

Findings of their study indicate that there are only

a moderate number of relationships between the degree to

which the organization concurrently fulfills the needs of

its internal system components and the components of its

larger society. Concurrent fulfillment of the needs of the

five societal components was also of a rather low magnitude.

They concluded from their analysis that it is difficult for

organizations to achieve a balanced relationship among the

component elements examined.

Mott (1972) conducted research to determine some

of the characteristics of organizations that influence their

effectiveness. He defined effectiveness as the ability of

an organization to mobilize its centers of power for action,

production, and adaptation. His key theoretical question

was how should the centers of power be organized for produc-

tion, adaptability, and flexibility. He developed and tested

the hypothesis that overall organizational effectiveness

is directly related to productivity, adaptability, and flex-

ibility. He measured each factor using data from



31

questionnaires administered to workers in hospitals and

federal agencies. He found that all three survival pro-

cesses can be structured to varying degrees, and the degree

affects the organizational characteristics associated with

them. No single prescription for effectiveness was found,

but rather several ways of organizing that will yield about

the same level of effectiveness.

Discussion of the System-Resource Model
 

The literature reviewed above seems to indicate that

certain elements in an organization's structure as a system

can influence its performance. It appears that there is

no single factor to account for this but rather a combina-

tion of factors. It was also indicated that the extent or

degree to which these factors should be manifested for effec-

tive organizational performance varies. Georgopoulos and

Tannebaum measured organizational flexibility, productivity,

and strain for determining effectiveness. Seashore and

Yuchtman measured results criteria. Katz and Kahn looked

at an organization's ability to get from its environment

energic inputs. Bennis stresses the importance Of an orga-

nization's adaptation to its environment. Friedlander and

Pickle stress the importance of internal and external rela-

tionships. Mott concentrates on the ways in which the

centers of power are organized.

The present study incorporated from the system

resource literature a way of looking at organizational
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effectiveness among the organizations presently under study.

Based on a review of the systems model two major aspects

emerged to be incorporated into the present study. First,

the area of adaptation to the environment through use of

resources available. Second, results criteria as measures

of performance. Operational criteria to examine effective

use of resources by energic inputs, i.e., people, money,

other agencies, external relationships, were developed for

the present study (Georgopoulos and Tannebaum, 1957; Katz

and Kahn, 1966; Friedlander and Pickle, 1968). Also devel-

oped were results criteria applicable to the performance

of small-scale nonprofit voluntary service organizations,

i.e., volume of service, costs, perceptions of service (Sea-

shore and Yuchtman, 1967). Adapted from the framework pre-

sented by Mott (1972) this study examined how an organiza-

tion's administrative practices should be arranged for goal

attainment, resource utilization and daily operations.

Since goal statements, operating policies and organizational

activities, and adaptation to the environment through

judicious use of resources have been the major areas pre-

sented in the literature, this study examined these three

dimensions as basic areas for organizational effectiveness.

Evaluation Approach
 

There is much written in social welfare literature

about organizational effectiveness. But most of it in rela-

tion to effectiveness deals with acknowledging the need to
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develop and apply better measures of effectiveness in social

welfare for consequences of social welfare programs have

been only partially evaluated (Levinson, 1966).

In a report to the National Association of Social

Workers, Stein (1962) discussed organizational effective-

ness relating it to social work administration and community

welfare organization. He considers both the goal model and

the system model for analysis in social agencies. He sug-

gests that the goal model has considerable merit in the

present stage of social work development:

Despite shortcomings in evaluations based on the

goal model, it is at this stage necessary to encourage

the analysis of both stated and implicit goals in social

agencies in order to permit and encourage a more real-

istic and hard-headed examination Of agency objectives,

and to provide the basis for comparative studies of

social welfare organizations in terms of goals.

The system approach to organizational effectiveness is

viewed by Stein as having relevance to the analysis of social

agencies, specifically as presented by Georgopoulos and

Tannebaum in their three basic criteria of productivity,

flexibility or adaptation and absence of tension. Yet, he

recognized that there is no generally conceded Operational

definition of productivity; "the development Of standards

of productivity related to different types of social agen-

cies remains an important requirement for research if the

systems model of Georgopoulos and Tannebaum is to have

value."

Levinson (1966) combines the goal-oriented model

and the system-oriented model to provide a framework for
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evaluating organizational effectiveness in social welfare

programs. The goal-oriented model facilitates the measure-

ment of inputs, outputs, and outcomes in relation to formal

agency goals in terms of effectiveness and efficiency cri-

teria. The system-oriented model focuses on interconnections

among simultaneously operating programs as well as other

organizational factors. Within the context of these two

models he identifies several clusters of variables and their

interrelationships: outcomes, program services, staff, char-

acteristics of new and potential clients. It is these vari-

ables which should be subjected tO measurement in order to

evaluate the effectiveness of various program components.

Stein, Hougham, and Zalba (1968) presented a con-

ceptual framework for assessing social agency effectiveness

using a goal model approach. The model evaluates the agency

as a delivery system by comparing its actual service output

with its formal output goals. They recommend that in order

to evaluate the agency's effectiveness in relation to the

stated goals the following kinds of data concerning the

agency's actual operation should be sought and summarized:

1. Quantity goals--compilation and analysis of rele-

vant statistics on agency service (e.g., number of

cases processed, interviews conducted, etc.);

2. Quality goals--classification Of cases and outcomes

(success/failure) by risk or problem categories;

3. Coverage goals--definition and size of target popu-

lation. Of this entire population, how many are

being served by the agency? How many are being

served elsewhere? What proportion of the agency

caseload actually meets the criteria stated in

coverage goals?
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Zald (1966) focused on analysis of community organi-

zations that takes the total organization as its object.

He presents a conceptual framework for the analysis of com-

munity organizations as miniature polities with the follow-

ing four interrelated concepts forming the core of the

analysis: (1) organizations have constitutions, (2) consti-

tutions are linked to the constituency and resource base

of the organization, (3) community organizations wish to

affect target populations, organizations, or decision

centers, (4) community organizations exist among a welter

of other agencies; they have foreign or external relations

that can facilitate, impede, or be neutral to the accomplish-

ment of their goals. Zald suggests that empirical studies

which analyze community organizations along these lines will

permit an examination of problems of mobilizing support and

community consensus, and an analytic and differential basis

will be developed by which to assess community organizations

and evaluate practice roles.

Vanecko, Orden and Hollander (1970) have one of the

few studies in this area that includes a component relating

organizational analysis to social change. In an applied

study they examined process and outcomes of community organi-

zation efforts and institutional change. The purpose of

the study was to evaluate those characteristics of community

action agencies that determine how effective they are in

influencing other institutions to be more responsive to the

needs and demands of the poor. Using survey research methods,
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they selected fifty cities to obtain information on the

attributes of community action agencies; to learn about the

activities, goals, and organization of community action

agencies; to gain knowledge about the characteristics of

the cities and of the neighborhoods expected to be important

factors in the changes being studied; and to actually uncover

changes. They found that the degree to which the community

action agency's board of directors and executive director

state that community organization goals are the goals of

the community action agency strongly predicts the extent

to which other institutions serving the poor will change.

Other variables which influenced institutional change were

identified as the characteristics of the city in which com-

munity action agency operates, characteristics of the target

neighborhood in which the community action agency operates,

i.e., poverty level; and characteristics of the community

action agency itself, i.e., goal orientation, involvement

in militant activities.

More recently, Rothman (1974) has provided action

guidelines that offer strategies and tools for social change

in grassroots organizations and in human service planning

organizations. He systematically reviewed social science

research studies over a six year period, codified them, and

gave them an applied formulation. While the guidelines are

useful in providing a better direction for affecting practice

outcomes they are limited in their existing formulation

because they have not been directly tested scientifically.
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Generalizations which are pertinent to understanding organi-

zational performance are provided in the area of contextual

factors of organizational behavior in which the environ-

ment, goals and size of an organization are focused upon.

While he provides many effectiveness indicators the follow-

ing are of particular interest to this study:

. Diverse resource bases for funds.

Joint programs with similar organizations.

. Goals directed toward satisfaction of community

needs.

Programs determined by citizens.

Short range projects with quick payoffs.

Issues voted on by group members.

Recruitment Of primary group.

Recruitment Of memberships with occupational and

friendship ties to the community.

Verbal and written contacts with political repre—

sentatives.
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Patillo (1975) views a social agency as a dynamic

system operating in interaction with its environment. He

provides a format to systematically review any social agency

for potential performance. His design for assessing the

capabilities of social agencies is an examination of selected

aspects of the agency's management and administration. He

views the social agency as an organization having purposes,

goals, objectives and programs; having structure; and inter-

acting with its environment. To analyze and evaluate the

organization's capabilities he focuses on ten major areas:

(1) structure and formal organization, (2) board operations,

(3) purposes, goals, Objectives and programs, (4) organiza-

tional control, (5) fiscal administration, (6) personnel

administration, (7) communications, participation and
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coordination, (8) leadership and direction, (9) staff and

facilities, (10) community relations. For each of these

areas he provides a list of statements which details optimum

conditions to insure effective performance. While the state-

ments are not exhaustive they can be seen, not only as start-

ing points for detailed analysis and review of a social

agency, but also as a basis for an initial exploration of

what conditions and situations ought to exist for a local

citizen-based organization to be effective.

Discussion of Evaluation Methods
 

In applying empirical methods to the assessment of

organizational effectiveness there seems to be consistent

agreement on the need to develop and apply methods which

will take into account the goal approach and the system

approach. The present study attempted to link the goal

approach model and the system model in developing a strategy

for identifying the characteristics of effective local

citizen-based organizations. From evaluation methods, pro-

cesses and procedures of organizations under study was opera—

tionalized for measurement. As Zald (1966) discussed,

external relations of the organizations was examined for

their influence on goal accomplishment. Effectiveness indi-

cators of Rothman (1974) and Patillo (1975), were adapted

and explored for their pertinence to neighborhood organiza-

tions. These indicators were consistent with what Levinson

(1966) referred to as organizational factors, i.e.,
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characteristics of manpower and operations. These organiza-

tional factors were examined for their interconnection with

each organization's Operating program for service delivery,

Levinson (1966), Stein, Hougham, and Zalba (1968).

Other Studies
 

A plethora of literature related to the study of

effectiveness has emerged during the 19705. This has

resulted because of the increased interest in seeking out

those organizations, programs, and services which work

effectively to diminish or resolve social problems confront-

ing society. This literature dealing with effectiveness

is Often described under the terms accountability and evalu-

ation. Conspicuous failures of some programs to fulfill

public expectations and concern for the soaring costs of

services have added greatly to interest in careful program

evaluation. NO effort was made to explore all of the litera-

ture in these areas but a cursory review indicated that many

of these works include the examination or consideration of

measuring the effects of public services and programs in

a variety of areas such as: Human Services and Social Work

(Weschler, Reinherz, and Dobbin, 1976; Sze and Hopps, eds.,

1978); Social Programs (Caro, ed., 1977; Rossi and Williams,

eds., 1972); Social Action (Weiss, 1972); Mental Health

(Neigher, Hammer and Landsberg, eds., 1977); American Educa-

tion (Martin and Overholt, 1976); Higher Education (Dressel,

1976). These works were not systematically explored because



40

it was felt better to explore the general types of frameworks

as was done above and to seek out some of the specific

attempts to measure effectiveness which could be applicable

to neighborhood organizations.

Summary

In this chapter conceptual frameworks, research

studies and applied investigations were reviewed concerning

the determination of effectiveness in organizations, using

the goal approach model and the system model.

The literature concerning the goal approach model

assumes that each organization has a goal or set of goals,

that these goals can be defined and understood, and that

it is possible to plan the best strategies for attaining

them. With this orientation the way to assess organizational

effectiveness is to develop criterion measures to assess

how well the goals are being achieved.

The literature concerning the system model assumes

that organizational effectiveness is a multidimensional

concept, that demands placed on an organization are dynamic

and complex, and that therefore, it is not possible to

define a finite number of organizational goals in any mean-

ingful way; rather, the organization adopts the overall goal

of maintaining its viability or existence through time with-

out depleting its environment. With this orientation the

way to assess organizational effectiveness is to develop

criterion measures to assess if an organization is internally
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consistent, and if its resources are being judiciously dis-

tributed over a wide variety of coping mechanisms.

The most complete approach for predicting or explain-

ing organizational effectiveness seems to require a combina-

tion of the goal approach model and the system model. When

seeking to explain or predict an organization's degree of

success in meeting its goals the system variables should

be investigated.

No necessary and inclusive Operational definition

applicable to all organizations has been found for deter-

mining organizational effectiveness.

The model explored in this study for determining

organizational effectiveness was exploratory and was an

attempt to converge concepts of the goal approach model and

the system model. The focus of this research was to deter-

mine the best strategies for predicting organizational effec-

tiveness among neighborhood organizations. Drawing from

the literature reviewed organizational effectiveness was

investigated by looking at results criteria in performance.

Predictors of performance were administrative practices and

procedures used by organizations for goal achievement, use

of resources, and daily operations.



CHAPTER III

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

In this chapter the research methodology of the

study is presented. The research design, including vari-

ables and research hypotheses, is described. The charac-

teristics of the universe of organizations, the research

instruments used in data collection, and the methods used

to analyze the data are also described.

Description of Methodology
 

This was a descriptive study which explored whether

certain performance elements of local citizen-based organi-

zations could be predicted by a selected set of organiza-

tional arrangements. The study was developed in two phases.

First, the Delphi technique employing a panel Of experts

was used to identify organizational arrangements of local

citizen-based organizations believed to be crucial for their

successful performance in the delivery of a service. In

the second phase of the study, a group of local citizen-

based organizations were selected and data on the organiza-

tional arrangements identified by experts were gathered from

each organization. Subsequently, the performance of each

42
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organization was observed in the delivery of a service. In

design terms the study examined the predictability of an

organization's performance based upon its rating on a set

of measures describing organizational arrangements identi-

fied by experts. The study also examined the discriminating

value of the expert-identified arrangements in identifying

a developed overall index of high and low effective perform-

ing organizations.

This study was heuristic and because Of the limited

sample was in some respects similar to case studies. A

description of the methodology for each phase Of the study

follows.

Phase 1. Development of a Yardstick Against

Which to Assess Organizational Arrange-

ments for Effective Performance

The Delphi technique for decision-making was used

for this part of the study. Since the technique is com-

paratively new, there is little that can be said about it

that would generate complete agreement among current prac—

titioners. The Delphi procedure used in this study was

adapted from a review of the Delphi procedures developed

and used by Dalkey and Helmer (1963), Turoff (1970, and

Van de Ven and Delbecq (1974).

The Delphi technique is a method for the systematic

solicitation and collation of informed judgments on a partic-

ular topic. Its purpose is to seek out information which

may generate a consensus of judgment on the part of the
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respondent group. While considerable variance exists in

administering the Delphi process, the basic approach employs

only two iterations of questionnaires and feedback reports.

First, a questionnaire designed to obtain information on

a topic or problem is distributed by mail to a group of

respondents who are anonymous to one another. The respon-

dents independently generate their ideas in answering the

questionnaire, which is then returned. The responses are

then summarized into a feedback report and sent back to the

respondent group along with a second questionnaire that is

designed to probe more deeply into the ideas generated by

respondents in the first questionnaire. On receiving the

feedback report respondents independently evaluate it and

respond to the second set of questions. Typically, respon-

dents are requested to vote independently on priority ideas

included in the feedback report and to return their second

responses, again by mail. Generally, a final summary and

feedback report is then developed and mailed to the respon-

dent group (Van de Ven and Delbecq, 1974, pp. 606-607).

Designs Of the Delphi technique covering the same

basic subject area may vary considerably. Also, the design

of the summary and feedback procedures of an actual exercise

may be influenced by the objectives or combination Of Objec-

tives of the use of the procedure (Turoff, 1970, p. 149).

Not only are there variations in the design of Delphis cover-

ing the same basic subject area, but also, in the number

of informed respondents needed for participation. Dalkey
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and Norman (1963) used five respondents in their procedure;

Turoff (1970) suggests the use of as many as ten to fifty

respondents; Van de Ven and Delbecq (1974) used seven

respondents. While there is no general rule for the

number of respondents needed to participate in the pro-

cedure, Turoff (1970) indicated that there is agreement on

two separate groups of individuals needed to participate;

the user body and the respondent group. The user body would

be the individual or individuals expecting some sort of pro-

duct from the exercise which is useful to their purposes.

The respondent group is the group chosen to respond to the

questionnaires. This may sometimes be the user body or the

respondent group may contain a subset of the user body. The

respondent group for this study included persons from the

user body and persons outside the user body.

The present study used a series of two questionnaires

and a panel of nineteen informed respondents. Persons of

the user body--persons employed by a funding agency--were

used in the procedure for questionnaire construction and

selection of the informed respondents for participation.

Delphi Instruments

The first questionnaire was developed by the

researcher in consultation with two persons, one a repre-

sentative of the user group, an agency program consultant

with a social planning and allocating agency, Edward G.

Marsh, MSW; and the other a person representative of the
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respondent group, a professor of social work at a higher

education institution, Jack Rothman, Ph.D.

The first questionnaire contained items adapted

from evaluative and self-study information about the admin—

istration and management of social agencies (Rothman, 1974;

Patillo, 1975) and ideas suggested by the researcher and

consultants. The initial questionnaire was pre-tested

using three staff persons from a social planning and allo-

cating agency who were not part of the reSpondent group.

At pre-test seventy-six items on organizational arrange-

ments were included in the questionnaire. After pre-

testing sixty-two items were considered usable.

The sixty-two items pertained to the subject areas

of goal achievement, resources and operations. Of the sixty-

two items on the first-round questionnaire fourteen were

in the subject area of goal achievement. Six of these goal

achievement items pertained to purposes-goals—objectives;

and eight pertained to programs.

Thirty-two of the items were in the subject area

of resources. Seventeen of these resource items pertained

to the manpower of organizations, seven of which related

to the board or steering group, four related to the leader

and six related to staff and volunteers. Ten of the thirty-

two resource items pertained to organizational relationships,

three of which related to relationships within the commun-

ity, six related to inter-organizational relationships and



47

one related to political relations. Five of the thirty-

two resource items pertained to funding.

The remaining sixteen of the sixty-two items were

in the subject area of operations. Twelve of the operations

items pertained to controls and four pertained to activ-

ities.

Any item mentioned by at least one respondent on

the first questionnaire was added on the second round ques-

tionnaire. A total of thirty-seven new items were added

to the second questionnaire by the respondent group for

rating. Eighteen of these items were in the subject area

of goal achievement, fifteen were in the subject area Of

resources, and four were in the subject area of Operations.

Of the eighteen items pertaining to goal achievement,

fourteen related to purposes-goals-objectives, and four

related to programs. Seven of the fifteen resource items

pertained to manpower, one relating to the board, two relat-

ing to the leader, and four relating to staff and volunteers.

Four of the fifteen resource items pertained to organiza-

tional relationships, one of which related to inter-

organizational relationships and three to political relation-

ships. The remaining four resource items pertained to fund-

ing. All four of the operations items pertained to organi-

zational controls. The questionnaires used for the first

and second round of the Delphi procedure are provided in

Appendix A.
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The Delphi Participants

Since the study was interested in organizational

effectiveness of local citizen-based organizations the panel

of experts selected for participation consisted of persons

with expertise in citizen-based organizations and/or organi-

zational effectiveness theory. The persons selected for

participation were either recommended for participation by

a representative of the user body, S. S. Newhouse, Execu-

tive Research Associate for a social planning and allocating

agency or were chosen by the researcher for their contribu-

tions to the literature in developing theoretical frameworks

for the study of organizational effectiveness. The respon-

dents were past or present executives or program personnel

in social agencies which provide assistance to citizen-based

organizations and professors from universities who had pub-

lished articles pertinent to the subject matter. Twenty-

two persons were asked to participate. Nineteen of the

twenty-two participated in the procedure. They are listed

in Appendix B.

Delphi Procedure and Data Collection

The procedure was developed and conducted during

May through September of 1977. The first round of question-

naires was mailed June 2, 1977. All respondents returned

their questionnaires by June 27, 1977 after some follow-up

calls. The second round questionnaires were mailed July 27,
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1977. All second round questionnaires were returned by

September 14, 1977 after some follow-up telephone calls.

The first mailing to each respondent contained the

following materials:

1. A letter asking for participation, an explanation

of the policy issue being addressed, and factual

information about the organizations under examina-

tion.

2. A general information and instruction summary of

the Delphi procedure and specific instructions

for participation.

3. A general summary of the content areas included in

the questionnaire.

4. Description of the evaluation scale to be used.

5. Two copies of the questionnaire so the respondent

could retain a copy of his/her answers.

As described above, the Delphi procedure began with

sixty-two items for consideration. The sixty-two items were

divided into three separate sections: Goal Achievement;

Resources; and Operations. The respondents were asked to

rate the relative importance of each item for an organiza-

tion's success. In addition, two free form questions asked

for respondents' recommendations on attributes of successful

neighborhood organizations, and information about neighbor-

hood organizations that can be deceptive in assessing their

potentials, that is, information which could be misleading.

The second mailing to each respondent contained the

following materials:

1. A cover letter thanking respondents for partici-

pation, summarizing the results, and giving the

percent of returned questionnaires.
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2. A summary table giving the ratings of the sixty-

two items by subject area, the items repeated for

consensus, and the new items added by respondents.

3. A copy of the first-round questionnaire with ratings

by the respondent group for each item.

4. A summary listing of the items generated by the two

free form questions.

5. A reiteration of the organizations under examina-

tion, and description of the rating scale to be

used.

6. Two copies of the second-round questionnaire con-

taining the thirty-seven items generated by

respondents for rating, and three items for a

revote.

7. Specific instructions for questionnaire returns.

Table 3.1 displays for each round of questioning

the number of questionnaires sent, the number of question-

naires returned, the percentage of questionnaires returned,

and the percentage of the original group contacted of twenty-~

two who returned questionnaires.

Table 3.1.--Summary of Questionnaire Returns.

 

 

. _ Total Total Percent Percent Returned

Quizgign Number Number Returned Of Original

Sent Returned Each Round Group Contacted

I 22 19 86.4 86.4

II 19 19 100.0 86.4

 

The outcome of the Delphi procedure provided a

fifty item checklist of organizational arrangements con-

sidered by experts as necessary for the effective perform-

ance of a neighborhood organization. The fifty items were
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grouped under twelve clusters representing the major cate-

gories of organizational arrangements for goal achievement,

use of resources, and daily operations. For each item on

the checklist, indicators on an interview questionnaire

were developed to examine whether an organization did or

did not possess the organizational items. Only items

selected as very important and important were used. Arbi-

trary weights of 2 and l were used for determining scores.

Each arrangement with a consensus rating of "very important"

was weighted 2. Each arrangement with a consensus rating

of "important" was weighted 1. Where more than one indicator

was developed on the questionnaire to provide information

in determining if an organization possessed the arrangement

the weight given each indicator was distributed in propor-

tion to the value of the organizational arrangement.

The fifty items provided seventy-one possible points

that an organization could receive, since twenty-one of the

items were rated as very important and twenty-nine were

rated as important; thus, (21 x 2) + (29 x l) = 71. How-

ever, of the fifty items selected by experts, only forty-

nine were employed in this study. The one item not system—

atically examined was "programs with quality outputs."

This item was eliminated because the purpose of the study

was to examine organizational arrangements observable at

any point in time by a review of organizational records,

files, and statements before outcomes were achieved. This

item did not lend itself to such examination, because
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"outputs" come after, or as a result of, the organizational

arrangements. This item had received an importance rating

of 2. Since it was eliminated the total possible points

for this study was 69.

This study was interested in identifying the orga—

nizational arrangements which best predicted performance

among local citizen-based organizations. Therefore, the

organizational arrangements selected by experts were explored

further by applying the Delphi findings to organizations,

observing the organization's performance, and determining

what performance was predicted by the organizational arrange-

ments selected by experts. The methodology used for this

procedure is presented in Phase 2 of this chapter.

Phase 2. Application of Delphi Findings

to Organizations and Observation

of Performance

 

 

This part of the study sought to apply the organi-

zational arrangements identified by experts through the

Delphi procedure to citizen-based organizations. For this

purpose a group of local citizen-based organizations was

selected. The head of each organization was interviewed,

and later invited to complete a questionnaire in order to

obtain information on organizational arrangements for each

of them. At the time of the interviews organizational

arrangements selected from the second round Delphi survey

were not completed. Rather than delay the interviews until

the Delphi process could be completed, it was considered
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important to interview organizations' representatives prior

to the start of their summer service to youth to prevent

intervention and possible biasing of program operations once

the program started. Thus, to take full advantage of the

finalized Delphi process a mail questionnaire was later

developed and distributed specifically to obtain information

on organizational arrangements not ascertained in the

original interview.

Organizations Studied

Twenty-eight citizen-based organizations were exam-

ined. The organizations were representative of small-scale

citizen operated organizations, locally autonomous and not

identified with a national parent organization. These orga-

nizations had no endowment for funds but were constantly

dependent on themselves and others for operating funds.

They were funded by a private social planning and allocat-

ing agency to provide a service to youth during the summer

of 1977. They were chosen from a total of 110 organizations

who were funded under the same program. They met the follow-

ing criteria:

1. Were independent voluntary organizations.

2. Had federal tax exempt status or state incorpora-

tion status.

3. Had specified target populations and geographical

boundaries.

4. Operated all year.

Of the 110 organizations funded for providing 1977

summer programs to youth, eighty organizations did not meet

these criteria and were eliminated from consideration.
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They were: sixty-seven organizations affiliated with a pub-

lic or private sponsoring organization or church; two social

agencies serving large metropolitan areas; eleven not state

incorporated and not operating all year.

Of the thirty organizations remaining all met the

criteria for study selection. Each of the thirty organiza-

tions was contacted by the researcher and asked to partici-

pate in the study. Two groups decided not to participate.

Thus, a total of twenty-eight organizations participated.

A list of the organizations participating in the study is

given in Appendix C.

Research Instruments

Two instruments were employed to gather required

data. A questionnaire was designed specifically for the

collection of data through an interview procedure. The

questionnaire was comprehensive and included questions from

the initial Delphi survey dealing with organizational

arrangements, and other questions seeking general informa-

tion. An additional mail survey was later conducted to

Obtain information selected by experts in the Delphi pro-

cedure which was not included in the original research

instrument. The research instruments used for data collec-

tion in this part of the study are included in Appendix D.

The questionnaire for the interview covered six

major descriptive areas about organizations: background and

development, goals, resources, operations, constituency,
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and leadership. The principal purpose of the questionnaire

was to solicit information to determine whether the organi-

zations possessed the organizational arrangements identified

through the Delphi procedure.

The first section was used to obtain information

on the historical background of the organization: its age,

initiation, affiliations, and location of target population.

The second section was to obtain information on the

goals and programs of the organization. Goal statements,

types of programs, changes in goals and programs, role of

the organization in the community, and program determina-

tion were examined.

In the third section the resources were examined.

Structural aspects such as board members, staff and volun-

teers by occupation, residence, and length of service with

the organization, organizational relationships with the

community and other organizations were examined, as well

as the organization's financial resources.

The fourth section sought information on the Opera-

tion of the organization: controls on bookkeeping, policy

determination, committees, and records of services. Activ-

ities in the facility of the organization were ascertained

as well as facility ownership, daily hours, and use by

residents.

The fifth section was used to obtain general infor-

mation on the organization's members and recipients of

services: number of members; and number, sex, age groupings,
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race and residence of persons served and fees charged for

services.

The sixth section of the questionnaire contained

questions to elicit biographical information on the leader

of the organization.

Data Collection

During late June and early July of 1977 personal

interviews ranging from 1% to 2 hours were held with top

officials of the twenty-eight organizations or their desig-

nated representatives. The interviews were conducted by

the researcher. A follow-up mail survey was conducted

during March of 1978 to gather information recommended on

the second round Delphi survey procedure and not obtained

at the time of the interviews.

The information from the interviews and follow-up

mail survey was used to provide a discrete application of

the organizational arrangements from the Delphi findings

to each organization in the study to later examine the

clusters of organizational arrangements in relation to orga-

nizational performance. Appendix E gives the format used

in assessing an organization for each of the organizational

items.

Observation of Performance

During the summer of 1977 performance data were com-

piled on the summer programs provided by the twenty-eight

organizations included in this study. The planning and
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implementation of each of the programs were the responsi-

bility of each of the funded organizations. The programs

provided by these organizations served youth between six

and fifteen years of age. The activities provided in the

programs included arts and crafts, cultural enrichment,

sports, games and field trips.

Data for computing the performance measures were

taken from administrative records required and maintained

by the funding agent for each organization--applications,

budgets, and staffing, from daily attendance sheets completed

by each participating organization, from a success rating

form completed by the director of each participating organi-

zation and from a duplicate success rating form completed

by the funding agent's monitor on each organization. Copies

of the forms are provided in Appendix F.

Using data from the above sources performance scores

were computed for each organization. Five organizations

did not submit daily attendance records. For these five

organizations the monitors' site visit reports were used

to estimate youth participation. Table 3.2 lists the units

employed for measuring performance from observation of pro-

gram operation.

Design of the Study

The research design of this study integrates the

data generated in Phase 1 and 2 of the study to develop a

prediction model for local citizen-based organizations
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regarding their performance in providing a service to their

locality. Specifically, the design uses the clusters of

organizational arrangements generated by experts through

the Delphi procedure and applied to the group of organiza-

tions as predictor variables, or independent variables.

The performance measures serve as criterion variables, or

dependent variables. Each criterion measure is then corre-

lated with the Delphi data clusters.

The model seeks to determine the following: (1) If

any of the criterion variables, in this case the perform-

ance measures, can be predicted by the clusters of organi-

zational arrangements selected by experts. (2) Which per-

formance measures are predicted best by the clusters of

organizational arrangements.

If the organizational arrangements selected by

experts can to some extent and in some combination explain

one or more of the performance measures, then the criteria

identified by experts can be applied to neighborhood organi-

zations in the future and their ranking on the clusters of

arrangements can be used to predict prOpensity for perform-

ance. If a discriminating ability can be found in the

experts' criteria, then that criteria would be useful in

describing the unique characteristics of effective neighbor-

hood organizations.
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Statistical Analysis
 

First, multiple regression, a multivariate statis-

tical procedure, is used to analyze the data. Multiple

regression is used because the study is interested in iden-

tifying the relationship between an outcome variable and

a set of predictors, i.e., a criterion variable and the

clusters of organizational arrangements selected by experts

respectively. In order to obtain a predictor of rank on

the performance measures, the clusters of organizational

arrangements are correlated with each performance measure.

The regression model

x . + ...., + B x . + e., i = 1....,28

y1 = BO + B 11 p p1 11

is used to develop equations which can predict each dependent

variable, performance measures, from a set of independent

variables, clusters of organizational arrangements. The

effectiveness or strength of the selected clusters of organi-

zational arrangements as predictors of performance is mea-

sured by the multiple correlation coefficient.

Having nineteen performance measures for analysis

and predictor measurements on twelve clusters of organiza-

tional arrangements, nineteen regression equations were

developed. Each equation selected from the twelve clusters

of organizational arrangements those clusters which best

predicted each performance measure. For each equation the

sample consisted of a set of twenty-eight observations
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(yl, X1,l""' X12,l)°°°°'(y28' xl,28"'°' x12'28).

The results selected from experts through a version

of the Delphi procedure indicated that the organizational

arrangements could predict performance. Since no empirical

studies were available to support this, and since the order

of importance of the organizational arrangements in predict-

ing the performance was not known, the Biomedical Computer

Program (BMD) for stepwise regression was used. The step-

wise regression procedure was an additional technique used

in identifying significant clusters of predictors in each

of the nineteen equations.

Stepwise regression selected a best subset of the

independent variables as predictors according to the follow-

ing procedure. The first step selected the single variable,

from the organizational clusters, which best predicted Y,

in this case a performance measure. The second step found

the variable which best predicted Y given the first variable

entered. In the steps that followed either (a) a variable

was entered which best improved the prediction of Y given

all the variables entered from previous steps; or (b) a

variable was removed from the set of predictors if its pre-

dictive ability fell below a given level of .05. The pro-

cess was terminated when no further variable improved the

prediction of Y (Afifi and Azen, 1972, pp. 107-135). This

procedure was repeated for each of the nineteen performance

measures .
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Secondly, discriminate analysis was used to identify

a set of the clusters of organizational arrangements which

best discriminated between high effective and low effective

performing groups. Group designation was determined by rank

ordering organizations on selected performance measures.

The median was used to separate mid-rank. These performance

measures were: rating of success by monitor of the funding

agency, cost per youth, and percent of manpower paid by other

sources. These measures were used because they were con—

sidered as the measures which were most objective and most

attributable to the evaluation of success.

The discriminate analysis procedure considered two

populations, K = l, K = 2. Organizations (W) in each popu-

lation were grouped as W1 and W2 as a result of the above

mentioned predetermined performance measures. If assignment

to a group is based on measurements xi where i = (1,...,P)

for p characteristics then in vector form x = (xi,....,xp)'.

Assuming a normal multivariant distribution for each popu-

lation group, the expression becomes

W N(ulPXI, ZIPXP) and
1

N(u2le. 22
PXP)

where u population mean vector

2

If A2 is the measure of the "distance" between populations

covariance matrix

groups, W1 and W2, and oi are coefficients which when
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maximizing A2 would yield a discriminant score called 2 in

the expression:

X+GX +...+(1X

l 2 p p2

Then for characteristics (X) to be in Group Wk

the mean of 5 II

I
‘
M Q

variance II M

I
'
M Q 0

II

I
-
‘

O H Nwhere k

It was believed that high performing organizations

would show high scores on organizational arrangements of

inter-organizational and political relationships and opera-

tional controls. Therefore, these clusters of organizational

arrangements would best distinguish high from low effective

performers. Since I was not sure if this was true the F-

test based on a one way analysis of variance was used to

choose the organizational variables that were significant.

The Biomedical Computer Program P-Series (BMDP) was employed

for this procedure. The procedure first identified the

independent variable for which the mean values in the two

groups were "most different." For each variable this dif-

ference was measured by a one-way analysis of variance F-

statistic, and the variable with the largest F was chosen.

In successive steps, the conditional distribution of each

variable not entered was considered, given the variab1e(s)
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entered. Of the variables not entered, the variable for

which the mean values of the conditional distribution in

the two groups were "most different" were identified. This

difference was also measured by a one-way analysis of vari-

ance F-statistic. The stepwise process was terminated when

no additional variables significantly contributed to the

discrimination between the two groups (Afifi and Azen, 1972,

p. 253).

Research Hypotheses
 

The general hypotheses guiding this study are stated

here.

1. The clusters of organizational arrangements as

predictor variables will explain each performance

measure and the extent of each relationship,

expressed as a correlation coefficient, will be

significantly greater than zero.

2. The means for one or more of the clusters or organi-

zational arrangements will distinguish, at a statis-

tically significant level of .05, between high

effective and low effective performance.

Limitations
 

There are limitations of this study which affect

its generalizability. The sample of organizations for the

study was a total sample of available organizations but was

not randomly selected from the general universe of neighbor-

hood organizations. Rather were included for study because

they were selected for the provision of a common service.

Since they had been selected to provide the service these

organizations were likely to be high performers. Thus, the



65

findings cannot be generalized to the universe of neighbor-

hood organizations.

For the kinds of analysis used, the sample of twenty-

eight was adequate for an exploratory study to show tendenc-

ies but too small for high confidence in findings or wide-

spread generalizations. However, the results can be

generalized with some caution. Before generalizations are

made the characteristics described in the organizations

studied section of the study should be checked for similar-

ities (Cornfield and Tukey, 1956).

Also, the organizational elements selected in this

study for analysis represent a limited view of organiza-

tional means for performance. The means for effective per-

formance may lie in elements not looked at in this study.

This study is exploratory in nature. It is a begin-

ning step in identifying the characteristics of effective

neighborhood organizations and the relationship between the

characteristics and performance. Though its findings cannot

be widely generalized, the findings can be suggestive of

what characteristics are associated with performance and

what relationships would provide fruitful grounds for

further study.

Summary

This chapter has identified the research methodology

of the study. The research procedures and instruments were

described and discussed. The research design and



66

statistical analyses identifying the study's independent

and dependent variables were discussed. The research

hypotheses were stated and limitations of the study were

set forth.



CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS FROM THE DELPHI PROCEDURE:

ORGANIZATIONAL ARRANGEMENTS HAVING

IMPORTANCE FOR EFFECTIVE

PERFORMANCE

In this chapter the data collected through the_

Delphi procedure for decision-making are reported and anal-

yzed. The organizational arrangements rated as having

importance for effective performance are reviewed and

reported.

Selection of Statements on

Organizational Arrangements

 

 

This part of the study was devoted to developing a

set of statements which were believed to describe necessary

organizational arrangements for effective performance of

citizen-based organizations and which received widespread

agreement of persons professionally acquainted with such

organizations.

The statements were divided into three main subject

areas: Goal Achievement; Resources; and Operations. Each

subject area was divided into subparts. The goal achieve-

ment subject area was divided into two subparts: one

67
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concerned with purposes-goals-objectives, and the second

concerned with programs. The resources subject area was

divided into three subparts: manpower, organizational rela—

tionships and funding. Manpower resources included board,

leader, staff, and volunteers. Organizational relationships

as resources included community, inter-organizational, and

political relations. The operations subject area was sub-

divided into controls and activities. Statements within

each of these areas were selected to describe organizational

arrangements. These statements were used for analysis.

Table 4.1 gives the subject areas investigated.

Table 4.1.--Dimensions of Organizations for Analysis.

 

I. GOAL ACHIEVEMENT

A. Purposes-goals-objectives

B. Programs

II. RESOURCES

A. Manpower

1. board

2. leader

3. staff

4. volunteers

B. Organizational relationships

1. community

2. inter-organizational

3. political

C. Funding

III. OPERATIONS

A. Controls

B. Activities
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Two Delphi questionnaires with statements on orga-

nizational arrangements pertaining to these dimensions for

analysis were submitted to a group of experts. The group

of experts was instructed to rank each statement as to its

importance to a neighborhood organization's success accord-

ing to the following scale:

4. Very Important

3. Important

2. Slightly Important

1. Unimportant

In order to be selected as an organizational arrangement

having importance for an organization's success experts had

to agree the statement was important or very important and

there had to be widespread agreement on the importance of

the statement among the expert group.

To make the determination the mean and the variance

was used. The spread of agreement was analyzed by rank

ordering the statements by the calculated variance within

the category to which the statement applied. Then the mean

response was examined to determine the importance rating.

Since the study seeks those statements on organizational

arrangements which best describe effectiveness a statement

was selected as very important when the mean response was

between 3.50 and 4.00 and the variance for that statement

was low. Statements with a mean response between 3.49 and

3.00 were selected as important when the variance was low.

Statements with a mean of 2.99 and lower and a high
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variance were considered unimportant and were eliminated

from investigation. Also, statements with a wide variance

were considered non-consensus and were eliminated. Where

statements received a mean of 3.00 or above and a wide vari-

ance with written responses giving opposing views or ques-

tions of clarification, the statements were repeated for

reconsideration. Items were selected with the highest mean

and the least variance when rank ordered by the variance

within each category.

Results of the first round questionnaire were tabu-

lated with nineteen or 86.4 percent returns. Where a con-

sensus was obtained on a statement as important or very

important it was selected for the organization analysis form

and was dropped from further Delphi rating. Also, dropped

from further exploration were those statements which by con-

sensus were rated as not important or received non-consensus.

Table 4.2 gives a numerical summary of ratings of importance

of the sixty-two statements included on the first round

questionnaire.

Findings from the First Round

Delphi Questionnaire

 

 

Of the sixty-two original statements included on

the first questionnaire, thirty-three were selected as

having importance. Of the thirty-three selected, thirteen

were rated as very important and twenty were rated as

important. Of the thirty-three statements selected, seven
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related to arrangements necessary for the achievement of

goals, sixteen related to organizational resources neces-

sary for effective performance, and ten related to effec-

tive operations.

Of the seven statements selected in the area of

goal achievement, two were organizational arrangements

necessary for purposes-goals-Objectives to be achieved;

and five were organizational arrangements necessary for

programs to be achieved. These statements are given in

Table 4.3 with their importance rating, mean score and

variance.

Of the sixteen statements selected in the area of

resources, nine pertained to manpower resources, four of

which referred to the board, one referred to the leader of

the organization, two referred to staff, and two referred

to volunteers. Five of the sixteen statements on resources

pertained to organizational relationships, three of which

referred to community relations and two referred to inter-

organizational relationships. The remaining two resources

statements pertained to funding. Table 4.4 gives these

organizational arrangements with their importance ratings,

mean score and variance.

Of the ten operations statements selected on the

first round questionnaire, six related to operational con-

trols and four related to organizational activities.

Table 4.5 gives these organizational arrangements by

importance ratings, mean score and variance.
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Table 4.3.--Organizational Goal Achievement Arrangements

of Importance for Effectiveness from First

Round Delphi by Mean Score and Variance.

 

Statement X
I Importance

Rating

 

1.

1.

Purposes-Goals-Objectives:

Evidence that purposes,

goals—objectives are

congruent with community

needs.

Evidence of a periodic

review of organization's

objectives with adjust-

ments and modifications

as required.

Programs:

Objectives manifested

in the programs of

the organization.

Programs determined

by residents.

Programs with quality

outputs.

Short-range projects.

Programs which provide

immediate assistance

to residents.

3.50

3.44

3.61

3.42

0.35

0.39

0.39

Very Important

Important

Very Important

Important

Very Important

Important

Important
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Table 4.4.--Organizational Resources Arrangements of Impor-

tance for Effectiveness from First Round Delphi

by Mean Score and Variance.

 

Statement
Importance

Rating

 

A. Manpower:

(Board Members)

1. Include representation

of persons from the

neighborhood.

2. Include representation

of persons with knowl-

edge of the programs

provided by the organi-

zation.

3. Elected to office by

the membership.

4. Include representation

of persons from the

membership of the

organization.

(Leader-president or

chairman)

1. Knowledge of the

organization's impact

in the neighborhood.

(Staff)

1. Educational and experi-

ence background adequate

to carry out the programs

of the organization.

2. Representative of per-

sons served by the

organization.

3.41

3.47

3.41

Very Important

Important

Very Important

Important

Important

Important

Important
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Table 4.4.--Continued.

 

Statement X 5

Importance

Rating

 

(Volunteers)

1. Volunteers from the

neighborhood. 3.35 0.38

Professional volunteers

from a variety of back-

grounds (accountants,

lawyers, educators,

social workers). 3.41 0.50

Organizational

Relationships:

(Community)

1.

3.

Interpretation of the

organization's purposes,

programs and achieve-

ments to neighborhood

residents. 3.56 0.23

Publication of the

organization's purposes,

programs, and achieve-

ments to neighborhood

residents. 3.21 0.28

Meetings open to

neighborhood residents. 3.38 0.53

(Inter-organizational)

1. Working relationships

with other neighborhood

organizations similar

in program emphasis. 3.42 0.50

Participation in com-

munity associations

or councils. 3.26 0.56

Important

Important

Very Important

Important

Important

Important

Important
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Table 4.4.--Continued.

 

 

Statement R 82 Importance
Rat1ng

C. Funding:

1. Neighborhood based

fund—raising activ-

ities. 3.26 0.56 Important

2. Grants from foundations,

government, community

councils. 3.29 0.63 Important
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Table 4.5.--Organizational Operations Arrangements of

Importance for Effectiveness from First

Round Delphi by Mean Score and Variance.

 

 

- 2 Importance

Statement X 5 Rating

A. Controls:

1. Policies and issues voted

on by group members. 3.68 0.22 Very Important

2. Evidence of adequate

bookkeeping. 3.79 0.28 Very Important

3. Well defined statements

of policies. 3.42 0.50 Important

4. Records of services pro-

vided. 3.53 0.61 Very Important

5. Records of persons

served. 3.47 0.61 Important

6. Reports which portray

the operating results

of the organization. 3.58 0.61 Very Important

B. Activities:

1. Assessment of community

needs. 3.79 0.17 Very Important

2. Information source for

residents on matters

which affect the

neighborhood. 3.72 0.24 Very Important

3. Facility open for use

by the community. 3.56 0.24 Very Important

4. Evidence of active

recruitment of members. 3.37 0.44 Important
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Twenty-six of the sixty-two statements included on

the first round questionnaire were deleted from considera-

tion from a consensus by experts of not-important. Three

statements received written comments suggesting either dif-

ference of views or uncertainty of meaning and were repeated

on the second questionnaire.

The two free form questions included on the first

questionnaire asking for opinions about key attributes of

neighborhood organizations and information which could be

deceptive whether intended or unintended in assessing a

neighborhood organization's potentials generated 112 State-

ments. Seventy-three of the statements were pertinent to

key attributes and thirty-nine were pertinent to deceptions.

This information was compiled separately and is provided

in Appendix G.

Findings of the Second Round

Delphi Questionnaire

 

 

The second Delphi questionnaire began with forty

statements for rating. Thirty-seven of the statements were

derived from those written by the expert respondent group

on the first questionnaire. Three of the forty statements

were revisions of original statement included on the first

questionnaire for which comments indicated lack of agree-

ment or uncertainty of meaning.

Of the thirty-seven new statements generated by

experts, seventeen were selected as having importance. Of

the seventeen selected, eight were rated as very important
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and nine were rated as important. Table 4.6 gives a

numerical summary of ratings of importance on statements

on the second questionnaire.

Of the seventeen statements selected, nine related

to arrangements necessary for the achievement of goals,

seven related to organizational resources necessary for

effective performance, and one related to effective opera-

tions arrangements.

Of the nine statements selected in the area of goal

achievement, seven were organizational arrangements neces-

sary for purposes-goals-objectives to be achieved; and two

were organizational arrangements necessary for programs to

be achieved. These statements are given in Table 4.7 with

their importance rating, mean score and variance.

Of the seven statements selected in the area of

resources, three pertained to manpower resources, two of

which pertained to the leader of the organization and one

to staff. Two pertained to political relationships and two

pertained to funding as resources. Table 4.8 gives these

statements with their importance rating, mean score and vari-

ance.

One of the seventeen statements of importance

selected on the second round questionnaire was in the area

of operations and pertained to evaluations, a necessary con-

trol in operations for effectiveness. This statement is

given in Table 4.9 with its importance rating, mean score

and variance.
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Table 4.7.--Organizational Goal Achievement Arrangements

of Importance for Effectiveness from Second

Round Delphi by Mean Score and Variance.

 

Statement >
<
| Importance

Rating

 

A. Purposes-Goals-Objectives:

1. Communication of the

organization's purposes

and objectives to volun-

teers who assist the

organization.

Communication of the

organization's pur—

poses and objectives

to paid staff.

Established milestones

or time periods for

reaching goals and

objectives.

Visible goals that can

attract support.

Statements of goals and

objectives, well-defined,

but flexible enough to

accommodate unantici-

pated action to be pro-

tective and reactive to

community issues as they

arise.

Specificity of objectives

even though difficult to

quantify, i.e., objec-

tives of community cohe-

sion, community morale.

Flexibility in long-range

planning to accommodate

unanticipated projects or

programs.

Very Important

Very Important

Important

Important

Very Important

Important

Important
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Table 4.7.--Continued.

 

X
I

0
)

Statement

Importance

Rating

 

B. Programs:

1. Qualitative and quanti-

tative programs that

satisfy those who are

to benefit. 3.60 0.36

Programs by and for

the community that meet

self-defined needs rather

than needs defined by

others. 3.50 0.37

Very Important

Very Important
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Table 4.8.--Organizational Resources Arrangements of

Importance for Effectiveness from Second

Round Delphi by Mean Score and Variance.

 

Statement X

Importance

Rating

 

Manpower:

(Leader-president or

chairman)

l. A president or chairman

willing and able to learn

with commitment to the

organization and its

programs. 3.79

2. A president or chairman

with knowledge of the

organization and its

programs with chair

type skills. 3.65

(Staff)

1. Staff able to relate to

persons served. 3.80

Organizational

Relationships:

(Political)

1. Contacts with agencies

handling revenue sharing

funds, other financial

grants, or sources of

funds. 3.37

2. Contacts with mayor's

office, city council,

neighborhood city halls,

police precincts. 3.45

0.18

0.36

Very Important

Very Important

Very Important

Important

Important
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Table 4.8.--Continued.

 

Statement R 52
Importance

Rating

 

C. Funding:

1. Donations from individ-

uals and groups committed

to the organization's

interest without strings

attached. 3.20 0.38

Broader community based

fund-raising activities

which do not result in

loss of local autonomy. 3.35 0.45

Important

Important

 



87

Table 4.9.--Organizational Operations Arrangements of

Importance for Effectiveness from Second

Round Delphi by Mean Score and Variance.

 

 

Statement E 32 Importance

Rat1ng

A. Controls:

1. Semi-annual and/or

annual evaluations. 3.45 0.37 Important

 

The following three statements were restated and

repeated on the second round questionnaire for a revote.

1. Identification of the organization with a specific

geographic area (service area and/or functional

area).

2. The board includes representation of persons from

the business and corporate community whether resi-

dents of the community or outside the community.

3. Joint programs with similar organizations.

Each of the statements were analyzed separately. Neither

of the statements received consensus among the experts that

they were important and were therefore deleted from organi-

zational analysis.

Summary

In this chapter the results of the Delphi technique

for decision-making on characteristics of importance for

effective performance of neighborhood organizations were

presented.

The information generated in each step of the pro-

cedure was presented and analyzed to test agreement among
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the expert panel on the significance of the information for

assessing a neighborhood organization's potential.

An examination of the variance was used to deter-

mine the level of agreement of each statement. The mean

was used to determine the level of importance.

A total of ninety-nine statements relating to an

organization's internal arrangements for effective perform-

ance were reviewed and rated by a panel Of nineteen experts

for importance. Of the ninety-nine statements, fifty were

considered as having importance. Of the fifty selected,

twenty-one received a first priority rating and were con-

sidered very important. Twenty-nine were considered as

second priority arrangements and were rated important. Of

the fifty statements selected a total of sixteen pertained

to arrangements necessary for goal achievement, twenty-three

pertained to effective arrangements of resources and eleven

pertained to operational arrangements. The complete list

of the fifty statements selected is given in Appendix H.

Forty-nine statements were deleted from consideration due

to lack of agreement on importance or agreement of not

important for effective performance.



CHAPTER V

FINDINGS: ANALYSES AND RESULTS

In this chapter the statistical analysis of the data

collected is reported and analyzed. Statistical hypotheses

intended to help answer the research questions have been

tested and the results are reported. Finally, the major

findings are summarized.

The research methodology Of this study focuses on

identifying the characteristics of effective neighborhood

organizations. The research conducted thus far has shown

that there are certain organizational arrangements of a

neighborhood organization which can be identified before

performance is observed. Such characteristics can be used

to evaluate the organization's potential for effective per-

formance. These organizational arrangements have received

consensual validity from experts as to their importance for

a neighborhood organization's effective performance. These

organizational arrangements will be analyzed further for

their actual validity in explaining performance as defined

by this study. First, clusters of the organizational

arrangements were analyzed as factors known before perform-

ance with post performance measures to see if the post

89
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performance measures could be explained by the clusters of

organizational arrangements or some set of the clusters.

Secondly, the pre-performance cluster variables were anal-

yzed with a combined measure of effectiveness for post per-

formance to see if the clusters of organizational arrange-

ments could distinguish between high and low effectiveness.

Appendix I includes correlation matrices for all variables

analyzed in this chapter.

A review of the correlation matrix between the

organizational clusters and the performance measures showed

   

the following significant simple correlations, r 05 = .317.

Significant

Performance Measures Organizational Clusters r

(Y1)Rating by internal (X4)Leader .338

agent

(Y )Rating by external (X )Staff .354
2 5

Agent

(Y4)Program hours (X1)Purposes-goals- -.360

objectives

(Y5)Number served (X3)Board .335

(Y10)Cost per youth (X )Community -.452

(X6)Volunteers -.424

(X9)Political -.356

(X3)Board -.349

(Y12)Cost per youth (X6)Volunteers -.434

per day (X7)Community -.427

(Yl3)Cost per hour (X7)Community -.342

of service

(Yl4)Percent of grant (X1)Purposes-goals-

for salaries objectives .389

(X9)Political
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Significant

Performance Measures Organizational Clusters r

(Y15)Percent of service (X1)Purposes-goals-

cost for salaries objectives .510

(X4)Leader -.332

(X9)Political -.321

(Yl6)Percent of manpower (X12)Activities .450

paid by funder (Xl )Purposes-goals-

objectives .371

(Yl7)Percent of manpower (X1)Purposes-goals-

paid by others objectives -.44l

(X9)Political .423

(X8)Inter-organizational .409

(Y18)Percent of manpower (X1)Purposes-goals-

voluntary objectives .429

(X9)Political -.396

(X11)Controls -.349

The above analysis shows the single organizational

cluster variables which best explain the indicated perform-

ance measures, the extent of the relationship between the

individual variables and performance measures, and the

direction of each relationship.

Since this study was interested in reducing error

in predicting a neighborhood organization's potential for

successful performance multiple regression was used to see

if the explanation of the performance measures could be

improved by using all of the organizational variables or

some multiple set of the organizational variables to

explain the performance measures over using individual vari-

ables for explanation.
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ResearchQQuestion l
 

Is there a linear relationship between the organi-

zational variables as a set or some subset of the variables

and the performance measures of this study?

The statistical hypotheses were tested using nine-

teen separate multiple regression procedures. The F ratios

were computed to test significance, i.e., prediction of the

set of twelve clusters of organizational arrangements for

each of the nineteen dependent variables. The nineteen null

hypotheses are that the independent variables, the twelve

clusters of organizational arrangements, do not signifi-

cantly predict each of the nineteen performance measures.

The associated alternative hypotheses are that some subset

of the twelve clusters of organizational arrangements will

significantly predict each of the nineteen performance

measures.

The multiple correlation coefficient is used to show

the extent of magnitude of linear dependence of a perform-

ance measure on some set of the predictor variables. The

square of the multiple correlation coefficient is used to

show the proportion of variance of a performance measure

explained by the regression of the performance measure on

the selected cluster(s) of organizational arrangements,

which was used as a measure of goodness of fit. Figure 5.1

graphically presents the multiple regression design with

resulting equations showing the direction of the correla-

tions.
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The sections that follow will examine each of the

performance measures in terms of their relationship to the

predictor variables. Because of the multiple regression

procedure used, the presence or absence of an individual

correlation may or may not yield a multiple correlation

that will satisfy the requirements of the null hypothesis.

Rating of Success by Program Director

Null Hypothesis: The twelve organizational variables:

purposes-goals-objectives, programs, board, leader,

staff, volunteers, community, inter-organizational,

political, funding, controls, and activities nor any

subset of these variables will not be significantly

related to the dependent variable "Rating of Success

by Program Director."

A stepwise regression analysis was conducted. The multiple

regression equation including a subset of the organizational

variables of purposes-goals-objectives, board, staff, volun-

teers, community, inter-organizational, political, funding,

controls and activities gave a multiple correlation coef-

ficient of .56 with a F-ratio of 0.78. This was not signifi-

cant at a = .05(F = 2.45, df 10,17). The null hypothesis

of no significant relationship was not rejected. "Rating

of Success by Program Director" cannot be predicted by any

set of the organizational variables.

Rating of Success by Funding Agent's Monitor

Null Hypothesis: The twelve organizational variables:

purposes-goals-objectives, programs, board, leader,

staff, volunteers, community, inter-organizational,

political, funding, controls, and activities nor any

subset of these variables will not be significantly

related to the dependent variable "Rating of Success

by Funding Agent's Monitor."
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A stepwise multiple regression analysis was conducted. The

multiple regression equation including a subset of the

organizational variables of purposes-goals-objectives, pro-

grams, board, staff, community, inter-organizational and

activities gave a multiple correlation coefficient of .70

with a F-ratio of 2.68. This was significant at a = .05

(F = 2.51, df 7,20). The null hypothesis on no significant

relationship was rejected.

The results of the analysis are displayed in

Table 5.1. As shown, the correlation between the criterion,

Rating of success externally, and the selected subset of
 

organizational variables is 0.696 with a goodness of fit

of 0.484.

Within the selected predictor set the organizational

variables staff, activities, community, programs, and board

correlated positively; inter—organizational and purposes-

goals—objectives correlated negatively. Organizations rank-

ing high on the possession of organizational arrangements

which provided a neighborhood oriented ppgff, involvement

of residents in operational activities, open communication
 

with the community: community oriented and defined programs,
 

and an informed community based ppgpg were rated better on

the success of the summer program than organizations with

low rankings on these variables. Organizations ranking low

on the possession of organizational arrangements which had

inter-organizational relationships with other neighborhood
 

organizations and associations, and well defined and
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and manageable purposesjgoals-objectives were rated better

on the success of the summer program than organizations

with high rankings on these variables.

Program Days

Null Hypothesis: The twelve organizational variables:

purposes-goals-objectives, programs, board, leader,

staff, volunteers, community, inter-organizational,

political, funding, controls, and activities nor any

subset of these variables will not be significantly

related to the dependent variable "Program Days."

A stepwise regression analysis was conducted. The multiple

regression equation including a subset of the organizational

variables of programs, board, leader, staff, volunteers,

community, inter-organizational, political, funding, controls

and activities gave a multiple correlation coefficient of

.62 with a F-ratio of 0.91. This was not significant at

a = .05(F = 2.45, df 11,16). The null hypothesis of no

significant relationship was not rejected. "Program Days"

cannot be predicted by any set of the organizational vari-

ables.

Program Hours

Null Hypothesis: The twelve organizational variables:

purposes-goals-objectives, programs, board, leader,

staff, volunteers, community, inter-organizational,

political, funding, controls, and activities nor any

subset of these variables will not be significantly

related to the dependent variable "Program Hours."

A stepwise regression analysis was conducted. The multiple

regression equation including a subset of the organizational

variables of purposes-goals-objectives, programs, board,

leader, staff, volunteers, inter—organizational, political,



98

controls and activities gave a multiple correlation coef-

ficient of .65 with a F-ratio of 1.22. This was not sig-

nificant at a = .05(F = 2.45, df 10,17). The null hypothesis

of no significant relationship was not rejected. "Program

Hours" cannot be predicted by any set of the organizational

variables.

Number Served

Null Hypothesis: The twelve organizational variables:

purposes-goals-objectives, programs, board, leader,

staff, volunteers, community, inter-organizational,

political, funding, controls, and activities nor any

subset of these variables will not be significantly

related to the dependent variable "Number Served."

A stepwise regression analysis was conducted. The multiple

regression equation including a subset of the organizational

variables of purposes-goals-objectives, board, leader, staff,

volunteers, community, inter-organizational, political,

funding, and activities gave a multiple correlation coef-

ficient of .52 with a F-ratio of 0.64. This was not sig-

nificant at a = .05(F = 2.45, df 10,17). The null hypoth-

esis of no significant relationship was not rejected.

"Number Served" cannot be predicted by any set of the

organizational variables.

Total Attendance

Null Hypothesis: The twelve organizational variables:

purposes—goals-objectives, programs, board, leader,

staff, volunteers, community, inter-organizational,

political, funding, controls, and activities nor any

subset of these variables will not be significantly

related to the dependent variable "Total Attendance."
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A stepwise regression analysis was conducted. The multiple

regression equation including a subset of the organizational

variables of purposes-goals-objectives, programs, board,

leader, staff, volunteers, community, inter-organizational,

political, funding, controls and activities gave a multiple

correlation coefficient of .41 with a F-ratio of 0.26. This

was not significant at a = .05(F = 2.48, df 12,15). The

null hypothesis of no significant relationship was not

rejected. "Total Attendance" cannot be predicted by any

set of the organizational variables.

Average Daily Attendance

Null Hypothesis: The twelve organizational variables:

purposes-goals-objectives, programs, board, leader,

staff, volunteers, community, inter-organizational,

political, funding, controls, and activities nor any

subset of these variables will not be significantly

related to the dependent variable "Average Daily

Attendance."

A stepwise regression analysis was conducted. The multiple

regression equation including the organizational variables

of purposes-goals-objectives, programs, board, leader,

staff, volunteers, community, inter-organizational, political,

funding, controls and activities gave a multiple correlation

coefficient of .41 with a F-ratio of 0.25. This was not

significant at a = .05(F = 2.48, df 12,15). The null

hypothesis of no significant relationship was not rejected.

"Average Daily Attendance" cannot be predicted by any set

of the organizational variables.
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Average Participation of Youth

Null Hypothesis: The twelve organizational variables:

purposes-goals-objectives, programs, board, leader,

staff, volunteers, community, inter-organizational,

political, funding, controls, and activities nor any

subset of these variables will not be significantly

related to the dependent variable "Average Participa-

tion of Youth."

A stepwise regression analysis was conducted. The multiple

regression equation including a subset of the organizational

variables of purposes-goals-objectives, programs, board,

leader, staff, volunteers, community, inter-organizational,

controls and activities gave a multiple correlation of .42

with a F-ratio of 0.37. This was not significant at o =

.05(F = 2.45, df 10,17). The null hypothesis of no signifi-

cant relationship was not rejected. "Average Participation

of Youth" cannot be predicted by any set of the organiza-

tional variables.

Percent Utilization of Program

Null Hypothesis: The twelve organizational variables:

purposes-goals-objectives, programs, board, leader,

staff, volunteers, community, inter-organizational,

political, funding, controls, and activities nor any

subset of these variables will not be significantly

related to the dependent variable "Percent Utilization

of Program."

A stepwise regression analysis was conducted. The multiple

regression equation including a subset of the organizational

variables of purposes-goals-objectives, programs, board,

leader, staff, volunteers, inter-organizational, political,

funding and controls gave a multiple correlation coefficient

of .36 with a F-ratio of 0.25. This was not significant
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at a = .05(F = 2.45, df 10,17). The null hypothesis of no

significant relationship was not rejected. "Percent Utili-

zation of Program" cannot be predicted by any set of the

organizational variables.

Cost per Youth

Null Hypothesis: The twelve organizational variables:

purposes-goals-objectives, programs, board, leader,

staff, volunteers, community, inter-organizational,

political, funding, controls, and activities nor any

subset of these variables will not be significantly

related to the dependent variable "Cost per Youth."

A stepwise regression analysis was conducted. The multiple

regression equation including a subset of the organizational

variables of purposes-goals-objectives, programs, board,

leader, staff, volunteers, community, inter-organizational,

funding, and activities gave a multiple correlation coef-

ficient of .79 with a F-ratio of 2.79. This was significant

at a = .05(F = 2.45, df 10,17). The null hypothesis of no

significant relationship was rejected.

The results of the analysis are displayed in

Table 5.2. As shown, the correlation between the criterion,

Cost per youth, and the selected subset of the organizational

variables is 0.788 with a goodness of fit of 0.621.

Within the selected subset the organizational vari-

ables purposes-goals-objectives, leader, and funding corre-

lated positively; community, board, volunteers, programs,

staff, activities, and inter-organizational correlated nega-

tively. Organizations ranking high on the possession of

organizational arrangements which provided well defined and
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manageable purposes-goals-objectives, a skillful and com-

mitted leader, and use a variety of means for funding had

higher unit costs for service to each youth than organiza-

tions with low rankings on these factors. Organizations

ranking high on the possession of organizational arrange-

ments which provided open communication with the communipy,
 

an informed community based board, had residents and non—

residents with a variety of professional backgrounds as

volunteers, had community oriented and defined programs,

had a neighborhood oriented staff, involved residents in

the operational activities, and had inter-organizational
 

relationships with other neighborhood organizations and

associations had lower unitosts for service to each youth

than organizations which ranked low on these variables.

Cost per Day

Null Hypothesis: The twelve organizational variables:

purposes-goals-objectives, programs, board, leader,

staff, volunteers, community, inter-organizational,

political, funding, controls, and activities nor any

subset of these variables will not be significantly

related to the dependent variable "Cost per Day."

A stepwise regression analysis was conducted. The multiple

regression equation including a subset of the organizational

variables of programs, board, leader, and funding gave a

multiple correlation coefficient of .58 with a F-ratio of

2.99. This was significant at a = .05(F = 2.80, df 4,23).

The null hypothesis of no significant relationship was

rejected.
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The results of the analysis are displayed in

Table 5.3. As shown, the correlation between the criterion,

Costpper day, and the selected subset of organizational
 

variables is 0.585 with a goodness of fit of 0.342.

Table 5.3.--Stepwise Regression of a Subset of Four Organi-

zational Arrangement Predictor Variables for

Cost per Day.

 

 

Predictor .
Variables Mult1ple R R Square R Square Change

Funding .313 .098 .098

Leader .408 .166 .069

Board .504 .254 .088

Programs .585 .342 .088

Total R = .585 R Square = .342 p < .05

 

Within the selected subset the organizational vari-

ables funding, leader, and board correlated positively;

programs correlated negatively. Organizations ranking high

on the possession of organizational arrangements which used

a variety of means to Obtain funding, had a skillful and

committed leader, and an informed community based board

showed higher unit costs for each day of service than organi-

zations with low rankings on these variables. Organizations

ranking high on the possession of organizational arrangements

which provided for community oriented and defined programs
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showed lower unit costs for each day of service provided

than organizations ranking low on this variable.

Cost_per Youth per Day

Null Hypothesis: The twelve organizational variables:

purposes-goals-objectives, programs, board, leader,

staff, volunteers, community, inter-organizational,

political, funding, controls, and activities nor any

subset of these variables will not be significantly

related to the dependent variable "Cost per Youth per

day."

A stepwise regression analysis was conducted. The multiple

regression equation including a subset of the organizational

variables of purposes-goals-objectives, programs, board,

leader, staff, volunteers, community, political, funding,

and activities gave a multiple correlation coefficient of

.77 with a F-ratio of 2.53. This was significant at a =

.05(F = 2.45, df 10,17). The null hypothesis of no signifi-

cant relationship was rejected.

The results of the analysis are displayed in

Table 5.4. As shown, the correlation between the criterion,

Cost perpyouth per day, and the selected subset of organi-

zational variables is 0.774 with a goodness of fit of 0.598.

Within the selected predictor set the organizational

variables activities, purposes-goals-objectives, leader,

and funding correlated positively; volunteers, board, com-

munity, programs, staff, and political correlated negatively.

Organizations ranking high on the possession of organiza-

tional arrangements which involved residents in Operational

activities, provided well defined and manageable
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pupposes-goals-objectives, had skillful and committed

leaders, and used a variety of means for funding showed

higher unit costs for each youth served each day service

was provided than organizations with low ranking on these

variables. Organizations ranking high on the possession of

organizational arrangements which used residents and non-

residents with a variety of professional backgrounds as

volunteers, had an informed community based board, provided

Open communication with the community, had community oriented
 

and defined programs, had neighborhood oriented staff, and

had political contacts with a variety of public officials
 

and funding agencies showed lower unit costs to serve each

youth each day service was provided than organizations which

ranked low on these variables.

Cost per Hour of Service

Null Hypothesis: The twelve organizational variables:

purposes-goals-objectives, programs, board, leader,

staff, volunteers, community, inter-organizational,

political, funding, controls, and activities nor any

subset of these variables will not be significantly

related to the dependent variable "Cost per Hour of

Service."

A stepwise regression analysis was conducted. The multiple

regression equation including the organizational variables

of purposes-goals-objectives, programs, board, leader, staff,

volunteers, community, inter-organizational, political,

funding, controls and activities gave a multiple correla-

tion coefficient of .60 with a F-ratio of 0.69. This was

not significant at a = .05(F = 2.48, df 12,15). The null
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hypothesis of no significant relationship was not rejected.

"Cost per Hour of Service" cannot be predicted by any sub-

set of the organizational variables.

Percent of Grant for Salaries

Null Hypothesis: The twelve organizational variables:

purposes-goals-objectives, programs, board, leader,

staff, volunteers, community, inter-organizational,

political, funding, controls, and activities nor any

subset of these variables will not be significantly

related to the dependent variable "Percent of Grant

for Salaries."

A stepwise regression analysis was conducted. The multiple

regression equation including a subset of the organizational

variables of purposes-goals-Objectives, board, leader, staff,

community, political, funding, and activities gave a multi-

ple correlation coefficient of .72 with a F-ratio of 2.62.

This was significant at a = .05(F = 2.48, df 8,19). The

null hypothesis of no significant relationship was rejected.

The results of the analysis are displayed in

Table 5.5. As shown, the correlation between the criterion,

Percent of grant for salaries, and the selected subset of

organizational variables is 0.724 with a goodness of fit

of 0.525.

Within the selected predictor set the organizational

variables purposes-goals-objectives, community, leader,

activities and staff correlated positively; board, political,

and funding correlated negatively. Organizations ranking

high on the possession of organizational arrangements which

provided well defined and manageable
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purposes-goals-objectives, open communication with the
 

community, skillful and committed leaders, involvement of
 

residents in operational activities, and neighborhood ori-
 

ented staff showed a higher proportion of grant funds used

for salaries than organizations ranking low on these vari—

ables. Organizations ranking high on the possession of

organizational arrangements which provided an informed com-

munity based board, had political contacts with a variety
 

of public officials and funding agencies, and used a variety

of means for funding showed lower proportions of grant funds

used for salaries than organizations ranking low on these

variables.

Percent of Service Cost for Salaries

Null Hypothesis: The twelve organizational variables:

purposes-goals-objectives, programs, board, leader,

staff, volunteers, community, inter-organizational,

political, funding, controls, and activities nor any

subset of these variables will not be significantly

related to the dependent variable "Percent of Service

Cost for Salaries."

A stepwise regression analysis was conducted. The multiple

regression equation including a subset of the organizational

variables of purposes-goals-objectives, leader, staff,

volunteers, community, inter-organizational, political,

funding, controls, and activities gave a multiple correlation

coefficient of .78 with a F-ratio of 2.61. This was signifi-

cant at a = .05(F = 2.45, df 10,17). The null hypothesis of

no significant relationship was rejected.
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The results of the analysis are displayed in

Table 5.6. As shown, the correlation between the criterion,

Percent of service cost for salaries, and the selected sub-
 

set of organizational variables is 0.778 with a goodness of

fit of 0.606.

Within the selected predictor set the organizational

variables purposes-goals-objectives, controls, community,

inter-organizational, volunteers, and activities correlated

positively; leader, political, staff, and funding corre-

lated negatively. Organizations ranking high on the pos-

session of organizational arrangements which provided well

defined and manageable purposes-goals-objectives, Opera-
 

tional controls through documentation, evaluation, and dis-

semination of services and policies, had open communication

with the community, had inter-organizational relationships
  

with other neighborhood organizations and associations, used

resident and nonresidents with a variety of professional

backgrounds as volunteers, and involved residents in the
 

operational activities of the organization showed a higher
 

proportion of the cost for the summer program spent for

salaries than organizations ranking low on these variables.

Organizations ranking high on the possession of organiza-

tional arrangements which provided skillful and committed

leaders, political contacts with a variety of public offici-
 

als and funding agencies, had neighborhood oriented staff,

and used a variety of means for funding showed lower propor—

tions of the costs for the service spent for salaries.
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Percent of Manpower Paid by Funder

Null Hypothesis: The twelve organizational variables:

purposes-goals-objectives, prOgrams, board, leader,

staff, volunteers, community, inter-organizational,

political, funding, controls, and activities nor any

subset of these variables will not be significantly

related to the dependent variable "Percent of Manpower

Paid by Funder."

A stepwise regression analysis was conducted. The multiple

regression equation including a subset of the organizational

variables of purposes-goals-objectives, board, leader,

volunteers, community, inter-organizational, controls, and

activities gave a multiple correlation coefficient of .72

with a F-ratio of 2.51. This was significant at a = .05

(F = 2.48, df 8,19). The null hypothesis of no significant

relationship was rejected.

The results of the analysis are displayed in

Table 5.7. As shown, the correlation between the criterion,

Percent of manpgwer paid by funder, and the selected subset

of organizational variables is 0.717 with a goodness of fit

of 0.514.

Within the selected predictor set the organizational

variables activities, purposes-goals-objectives, leader,

volunteers, and controls correlated positively; inter-

organizational, board, and community correlated negatively.

Organizations ranking high on the possession of organiza-

tional arrangements which provided well defined and

manageable purposes-goals-objectives, skillful and committed
 

leaders, used residents and nonresidents from a variety of

professional backgrounds as volunteers, and had operational
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controls on services and policies through documentation

and evaluation showed a higher proportion of the manpower

used in provision of the summer service to be paid by the

funding grant for the summer program. Organizations ranking

high on organizational arrangements which provided inter-

opganizational relationships with other neighborhood organi-

zations and associations, an informed community based ppgpd,

and open communication with the community showed lower pro-
 

portions of the manpower paid by the funding grant for the

summer program.

Percent Manpower Paid by Other Sources

Null Hypothesis: The twelve organizational variables:

purposes-goals-Objectives, programs, board, leader,

staff, volunteers, community, inter-organizational,

political, funding, controls, and activities nor any

subset of these variables will not be significantly

related to the dependent variable "Percent of Manpower

Paid by Other Sources."

A stepwise regression analysis was conducted. The multiple

regression equation including a subset of the organizational

variables of purposes-goals-objectives, programs, leader,

staff, volunteers, inter-organizational, political, funding,

controls, and activities gave a multiple correlation coef-

ficient of .80 with a F-ratio of 2.98. This was significant

at a = .05(F = 2.45, df 10,17). The null hypothesis of no

significant relationship was rejected.

The results of the analysis are displayed in

Table 5.8. As shown the correlation between the criterion,

Percent of manpower paid by other sources, and the selected
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subset of the organizational variables is 0.798 with a

goodness of fit of 0.636.

Within the selected predictor set the organizational

variables inter-organizational, political, controls and

funding correlated positively; purposes-goals-objectives,

leader, volunteers, activities, staff, and programs corre-

lated negatively. Organizations with high rankings on the

possession of organizational arrangements which provided

inter-orggnizational relationships with other neighborhood
 

organizations and associations, political contacts with a
 

variety of public officials and funding agencies, uSed

operational controls through documentation, evaluation and

dissemination of services and policies, and used a variety

of means for funding showed a higher proportion of their

manpower paid by other sources than organizations with low

rankings on these variables. Organizations with high rank-

ings on the possession of organizational arrangements which

provided well defined and manageable purposes-goals-
 

objectives, skillful and committed leaders, use of residents
 

and nonresidents from a variety of professional backgrounds

as volunteers, involve residents in operational activities,
 

have neighborhood oriented staff, and community oriented

and defined programs showed a lower proportion of their

manpower paid by other sources than organizations with low

ranking on these variables.
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Percent of Manpower Voluntary

Null Hypothesis: The twelve organizational variables:

purposes-goals-objectives, programs, board, leader,

staff, volunteers, community, inter-organizational,

political, funding, controls, and activities nor any

subset of these variables will not be significantly

related to the dependent variable "Percent of Manpower

Voluntary."

A stepwise regression analysis was conducted. The multiple

regression equation including a subset of the organizational

variables of purposes-goals-objectives, programs, board,

staff, community, inter-organizational, political, controls,

and activities gave a multiple correlation coefficient of

.76 with a F—ratio of 2.72. This was significant at.a =

.05(F = 2.46, df 9,18). The null hypothesis of no signifi-

cant relationship was rejected.

The results of the analysis are displayed in

Table 5.9. As shown the correlation between the criterion,

Percent of manpower voluntary, and the selected subset of

organizational variables is 0.759 with a goodness of fit of

0.576.

Within the selected predictor set the organizational

variables purposes-goals-objectives, activities, programs,

staff, board, and community correlated positively; inter-

organizational, controls, and political correlated nega—

tively. Organizations ranking high on the possession of

organizational arrangements which provided well defined

and manageable purposes:goals-objectives, involvement of
 

residents in operational activities, community defined and
 

oriented programs, neighborhood oriented staff, an informed
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community based ppggg, and open communication with the

community showed a higher proportion of voluntary manpower

than organizations ranking low on these variables. Organi-

zations with high ranking on the possession of organizational

arrangements which provided inter-organizational relation-

ships with other neighborhood organizations and associ-

ations, use of operational controls by documenting, evalu-

ating, and disseminating information on services and policies,

and had political contacts with a variety of public officials

and funding agencies showed a lower proportion of voluntary

manpower than organizations ranking high on these variables.

Ratio Youth to Worker

Null Hypothesis: The twelve organizational variables:

purposes-goals—Objectives, programs, board, leader,

staff, volunteers, community, inter-organizational,

political, funding, controls, and activities nor any

subset of these variables will not be significantly

related to the dependent variable "Ratio of Youth to

Worker."

A stepwise regression analysis was conducted. The multiple

regression equation including the organizational variables

of purposes-goals-objectives, programs, board, leader, staff,

volunteers, community, inter-organizational, political, fund-

ing, controls, and activities gave a multiple correlation

coefficient of .70 with a F-ratio of 1.23. This was not

significant at a = .05(F = 2.48, df 12,15). The null hypoth-

esis of no significant relationship was not rejected.

"Ratio of Youth to Worker" cannot be predicted by any set

of the organizational variables.
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Researcthuestion 2
 

The second research question focused on the dis-

tinguishing characteristics of effective neighborhood organi-

zations. The performance measures Rating of success by
 

external agent, Costpper youth, and Percent of manpowergpaid
   

py other sources were used to determine a rank of effective-
 

ness for organizations. These three measures were used

for determining effectiveness because within the six sectors

of performance under study these three measures were best

explained by the organizational variables. Also, Rating by
 

external agent was considered an unbiased estimate Of suc-
 

cess since it was provided by an outside observer, the

higher the rating of success the more effective; Cost per

ypgph was considered an objective measure and provided a

measure of judicious use of resources in efforts to serve

neighborhood youth, the lower the cost per youth the more

youth could be served the more effective in reaching the

target population; Percent of manpower paid by other sources

was an objective measure and provided an indication of

organizations success in acquiring multiple resources, the

higher the percent of manpower paid by other sources the more

effective. Effective neighborhood organizations were con-

sidered as those organizations with the total highest ranked

values resulting from the sum of their ranked position on

the above mentioned performance measures. Based upon their

rank from high to low the twenty-eight organizations were
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divided into two groups, high in effectiveness and low in

effectiveness.

A stepwise discriminate analysis procedure was used

because it looked for the set of variables accounting for

the most differences between the two groups. The F sta-

tistic based on a one-way analysis of variance test was used

to choose variables which significantly contributed to the

discrimination between the two groups with appropriate

degrees of freedom.

To test the null hypothesis, the means for the twelve

variables were computed for both groups; low performers and

high performers. The test determined if the means were all

the same or significantly different.

Null Hypothesis: There will be no differences in the

twelve organizational variables: purposes-goals-

objectives, programs, board, leader, staff, community,

inter-organizational, political, funding, controls, and

activities among the two levels of performance.

A stepwise discriminate analysis was conducted. The vari-

ables political, controls, and inter-organizational as a

subset gave an F-value of 4.40. This was significant at

a = .025(F = 3.72, df 3,24). The null hypothesis of no dif-

ference in any of the organizational variables among the

two levels of performance was rejected. The results of the

analysis are displayed in Table 5.10. The results of the

analysis show that the three variables, political, controls,

and inter-organizational as a subset of the twelve variables

significantly contribute to the discrimination between the

two levels of performance as well as using all twelve of
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the variables for discrimination. On each of the three vari-

ables the means of the high performing group were higher

than the means of the low performing group. Organizations

with high rankings on the possession of organizational

arrangements which show political contacts with a variety
 

of public officials and funding agencies, controls on

services and policies through documentation, evaluation

and dissemination of such information, and have inter-

organizational relationships with other neighborhood organi-
 

zations and associations will be more effective than organi-

zations with low rating on these variables.

Summary

In this chapter the results of the study were pre-

sented and analyzed to test hypotheses related to the

research questions. Multivariate statistical procedures

were used to test the statistical hypotheses.

Multiple regression was used to test nineteen sta-

tistical hypotheses. Significance was determined by using

the F ratio at .05 with appropriate degrees of freedom.

Six sectors of post-performance representing nineteen

measures were tested for correlation with twelve pre—

performance measurements.

Discriminate analysis was used to test for differ-

ences in the twelve pre-performance variables on a combined

ranking of selected post-performance measures which divided

the organizations into high and low in effectiveness.
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Summary of the Relationship

Between the Organizational

Arrangements and Perform-

ance Measures

 

 

 

 

Perceived Success of Service.--A subset of the orga-
 

nizational variables was found to correlate significantly

with one of the two performance measures pertaining to pro-

gram perceived success. Rating of success by external aggnt
 

was found to significantly correlate positively with pro-

grams, board, staff, community, and activities; and nega-

tively with purposes-goals-objectives and inter-

organizational. The multiple correlation between these

variables as predictors and Rating of success by external

agent as the criterion was R = .70. No set of the pre-

dictor variables was found to correlate significantly with

the performance measure Rating of success by internal agent.

However, a simple correlation was found between rating of
 

success by internal agent and leader, r = .34.
 

Quantity of Service Provided.-—No significant corre-
 

lations were found between any set of the organizational

variables and the two performance measures pertaining to

program service. A significant simple correlation was

found between ppogram hours and purposes-goals-objectives,
  

r = -.36.

Quantity of Service Received.—-No significant corre-
 

lations were found between any set of the organizational

variables and the five performance measures pertaining to
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to quantity of service received by youth. A significant

simple correlation was found between number served and
 

board, r = .34.

Cost of Service.--Subsets of the organizational
 

variables were found to significantly correlate with five

of the performance measures pertaining to service cost.

Cost per youth was found to significantly correlate posi-
 

tively with purposes-goals-objectives, leader, and funding;

and negatively with programs, board, staff, volunteers,

community, inter-organizational and activities. The multi-

ple correlation between these variables as predictors and

cost per youth as the criterion was R = .79. Cost per day
 

was found to significantly correlate positively with board,

leader, and funding; and negatively with programs. The

multiple correlation between these variables as predictors

and cost per day as the criterion was R = .58. Cost per

youth per dgy was found to significantly correlate posi-
 

tively with purposes-goals-objectives, leader, funding, and

activities; and negatively with programs, board, staff,

volunteers, community and political. The multiple correla-

tion between these variables as predictors and cost per

youth per day as the criterion was R = .77. Percent of
 

grant for salaries was found to significantly correlate posi-
 

tively with purposes-goals-objectives, leader, staff, com-

munity, and activities; and negatively with board, political,

and funding. The multiple correlation between these
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variables as predictors and percent of grant for salaries

as the criterion was R = .72. Percent of total service
 

cost for salaries was found to significantly correlate posi-
 

tively with purposes-goals-objectives, volunteers, community,

inter-organizational, controls, and activities; and nega-

tively with leader, staff, political, and funding. The

multiple correlation between these variables as predictors

and percent of total service cost for salaries as the cri-

terion was R = .78.

No significant set of the variables was found to

correlate with the cost per hour of service measure. A

significant simple correlation was found between cost per

hour of service and community, r = .34.
  

Supporters of Service.--Subsets of the organiza-
 

tional variables were found to significantly correlate with

all three of the performance measures pertaining to resource

utilization. Percent manpower paid by funder was found to
 

significantly correlate positively with purposes-goals-

objectives, leader, volunteers, controls, and activities;

and negatively with board, community, and inter-

organizational. The multiple correlation between these

variables as predictors and percent manpower paid by funder

as the criterion was R = .72. Percent of mappower paid by

other sources was found to significantly correlate positively
 

with inter-organizational, political, funding, and controls;

and negatively with purposes-goals-objectives, programs,
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leader, staff, volunteers, and activities. The multiple

correlation between these variables as predictors and per-

cent of manpower paid by other sources as the criterion

was R = .80. Percent of manpower voluntary was found to
 

significantly correlate positively with purposes-goals-

objectives, programs, board, staff, community, and activ—

ities; and negatively with inter-organizational, political,

and controls. The multiple correlation between these vari—

ables as predictors and percent of manpower voluntary as

the criteria was R = .76.

Supervision of Service.--No significant correla-
 

tions were found between any set of the organizational

variables and the one performance measure pertaining to

guidance youth received in the provision of the service.

Summary of the Distinguishing

Characteristics of Effective

Organizations

 

 

 

Discriminate analysis was used to test the statis-

tical hypothesis of differences. Significance was deter-

mined by using the F statistic for one-way analysis of vari-

ance at .05 with appropriate degrees of freedom. Perform-

ance described by high and low ranking on a combined measure

for performance effectiveness was found to be best distin-

guished by the organizational variables political, controls,

and inter-organizational. On each of these three vari-

ables the mean of the high in effectiveness group was higher

than the means of the low in effectiveness group. This
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subset of organizational factors was found to significantly

discriminate between the two groups at a .025 level of con-

fidence.



CHAPTER VI

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In this chapter a summary is given of the research

project. Following the summary, the findings are discussed

and some conclusions are stated. Based on the findings and

conclusions suggestions are made about implications for

practice in social welfare, adult education, and for

further research.

Summary of Project and Procedures
 

Combining the goal model and the system model for

investigating the determinants of organizational effective-

ness this study was conducted to determine what organiza-

tional means are predictive of effective performance of

neighborhood organizations. Effective neighborhood organi-

zations are the local citizen-based organizations which

achieve their goals without undue strain on resources. It

is important to better understand what distinguishes or

identifies effective neighborhood organizations as social

policy strives to involve local organizations in more

participation in the delivery of services. It will be

helpful to know what characteristics are most consistent

with effective performance in service delivery.

130
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A review of the literature revealed that organiza—

tional effectiveness can be studied by the goal approach,

system-resource approach, and an application of the two

approaches through evaluation methods. There is consistent

agreement in more recent literature that organizational

effectiveness is multi-dimensional and as such no single

approach to understanding effectiveness is all inclusive

(Etzioni, 1960; Levinson, 1966; Zald, 1966).

Since this study focused on providing comprehensive

guidelines for assessing a neighborhood organization's

potentials for the successful delivery of a service to the

neighborhood it was considered important to use a compre-

hensive approach drawn from the goal approach, system

resource approach and applied evaluation methods.

Studies were reviewed which looked at organizational

effectiveness by examining organizational goals. It was

found that the more explicit an organization's goals the

more effective the organization performs, for explicit

goals provide clearer roles and consequent behavior for

persons in the social system (Perrow, 1961; Stein, 1962;

Zald, 1963).

Studies were reviewed which looked at organizational

effectiveness from the system resource approach. It was

shown that effective organizations adapt to their environ-

ment and do not deplete or strain resources (Seashore and

Yuchtman, 1965; Katz and Kahn, 1966).
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Studies were reviewed which looked at organizational

effectiveness in social welfare by evaluation methods. The

studies showed that a combination of the goal approach and

system resource approach should be used in identifying and

measuring clusters of variables to evaluate various program

components of an organization (Zald, 1966; Rothman, 1974;

Patillo, 1975).

Using a comprehensive approach to organizational

analysis for effectiveness this study was conducted in two

phases. The first phase developed a set of organizational

arrangements describing administrative practices for effec-

tive neighborhood organizations. Organizational arrange-

ments for goal attainment, resource utilization, and daily

operations were identified and agreed upon by a panel of

experts as antecedent to the successful performance of a

neighborhood organization. The second phase of the study

examined whether the organizational arrangements agreed upon

by experts were, in fact, interdependent with subsequent

performance.

In the first phase of the study a version of the

Delphi technique was used to develop the organizational

arrangements. A panel of nineteen persons with expertise

in the development and growth of neighborhood organizations

participated in the Delphi procedure. Two Delphi surveys

were used. Each survey included statements for rating.

The data were analyzed by use of the mean for level

of importance and the variance for consensus. The results
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of the first phase of the study provided fifty organiza-

tional arrangements considered by experts as necessary for

the successful delivery of a service by neighborhood orga-

nizations. Forty-nine of these arrangements were used as

criteria in the second phase of the study. The one not

used was considered an output measure rather than an input

measure and was not useful for our purposes here.

Phase two of the study inquired into the relation-

ship between the organizational arrangements selected by

experts as necessary for the successful delivery of a ser-

vice and the actual performance of an organization in the

delivery of a service. To this end, the study selected a

group of neighborhood organizations providing a summer

service to youth and evaluated the organizations' perform-

ance in the provision of the service to the community.

The provision of the summer service was a goal for each of

the organizations. How well the organizations adapted to

the environment in use of resources in providing the service

contributed indicators of performance which could be

measured.

To collect the first set of data for the second

phase of the study a total sample of thirty organizations

meeting prescribed criteria was chosen. Twenty-eight

organizations participated. Selecting organizations pro-

viding a similar service was deemed desirable because of

the need to be able to utilize uniform measures of per-

formance.
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A research instrument was designed representative

of the organizational arrangements selected from expert

consensus to have importance for a neighborhood organiza-

tion's success in the provision of a service. Using the

research instrument, interviews were held with the head or

designated representative of the sample of organizations

funded for provision of a summer service to youth. The

interviews asked for responses to questions designed to

determine if the organization possessed the organizational

arrangements under examination. Using the results of the

interviews the criteria selected from expert consensus were

applied to the organizations. Each organization received

values for each of the forty-nine organizational arrange-

ments examined representing the extent to which the criteria

were observed in the organization's practices.

The values on the forty-nine organizational arrange-

ments were classified into twelve clusters for analysis.

The twelve clusters in turn were classified under the major

categories of goal achievement, resources, and Operations.

Goal achievement was represented by subarea measurements on

practices for purposes-goals-objectives and programs.

Resources was represented by subarea measurements on prac-

tices for board, leader, staff, volunteers, community, inter-

organizational, political, and funding. Operations was

represented by subarea measurements on practices for con-

trols and activities.
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Supervision of Service, was represented by one measure:

ratio of youth to worker.

These two sets of data served as the independent

and dependent variables. Organizational arrangements

served as the independent variqbles and were measured by

rating the organization on the items selected from expert

consensus. Performance served as the dependent variables

and were measured by values on service statistics. These

data were analyzed by multivariate statistical procedures.

A series of hypotheses were tested to answer the research

questions.

Hypothesis Testing
 

The first question focused on the correlation

between the experts' selected organizational arrangements

as predictors of effective performance and actual perform-

ance results. Organizational arrangements were analyzed

as twelve clusters known before performance and could be

known before funding, with each of nineteen post perform-

ance measures to see if they were associated with one

another. Multiple regression was used to test the nineteen

statistical hypotheses. Significance was determined by

using the F ratio at .05 with appropriate degrees of free-

dom. Testing the hypotheses enabled answering the first

research question: Can the organizational arrangements

selected by experts predict performance?
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The results of the multiple regression analyses

revealed the following:

1. The clusters or organizational arrangements are

significantly associated with measures of perform-

ance in the sectors of Perceived success of service,

Cost of service, and Supporters of service. The

clusters of organizational arrangements are not

significantly associated with measures of perform-

ance in the sectors of Quantity of service pro-

vided, Quantity of service received, and Supervision

of service.

Some subsets of the clusters of organizational

arrangements are significantly associated with some

of the performance measures, but not all twelve

clusters of the organizational arrangements are

significantly associated with any one of the per-

formance measures.

The clusters of organizational arrangements found

most useful in predicting the performance measures

are purposes-goals-objectives and activities. Both

of these clusters were found to be included in the

multiple regression equations for eight of the nine

performance measures showing significant associ-

ations. The cluster found least useful was controls.

It contributed to predicting only four of the nine

performance measures showing significant associ-

ations.

Where subsets of the clusters of organizational

arrangements were significantly correlated with

measures of performance, it was found that the

subsets included clusters of arrangements repre-

sentative of goal achievement, resources, and

operations with the exception of the measure Cost

per day. Cost per day showed significance only with

clusters of organizational arrangements represent-

ing goal achievement and resources.

The performance measures best associated with the

organizational arrangements relate to costs. Four

of the nine performance measures were found to be

significantly associated with ten of the twelve

clusters of organizational arrangements. The four

performance measures are Cost per youth, Cost per

youth per day, Percent of service cost for salaries,

and Percent of manpower paid by others.
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The second question focused on organizational

arrangements which could distinguish the performance of

neighborhood organizations. Discriminate analysis was used

to look for differences in the organizational variables

between high and low performing neighborhood organizations.

Significance was determined by using the F test for one

way analysis of variance at .05 with appropriate degrees

of freedom. Testing the hypothesis enabled answering the

second research question. Can the organizational arrange-

ments distinguish overall performance? The results of the

analysis revealed the following:

1. Of the twelve clusters of organizational arrange-

ments, the clusters inter—organizational, political,

and controls were found to significantly distin-

guish between high and low overall performance.

Discussion of Findings
 

In Chapter IV of this study fifty organizational

arrangements selected from expert consensus through a

version of the Delphi procedure were presented. These fifty

organizational arrangements received consensual agreement

from experts that they were descriptive of the effective

neighborhood organization. In Chapter V findings were pre-

sented which related clusters of the organizational arrange-

ments to a number of statistical hypotheses to test their

actual validity in explaining the successful delivery of a

service to the community. This section presents a discus-

sion and interpretation of those findings.
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The statistical analyses tested certain key admin-

istrative practices as organizational arrangements identified

by experts that could be known before performance against a

predetermined number of possible post performance result

measures. Then, the administrative practices identified by

the experts were tested for their power to distinguish

between a combined index of high and low effectiveness

among neighborhood organizations.

Administrative Practices as

Relevant Measures for Deter-

mining Organizational Results

in Service Delivery

 

 

 

The results of this study revealed that administra-

tive practices agreed upon by experts have a relationship

to the performance of an organization in the delivery of a

service as defined and measured in this study, and the study

identified performance measures that can be explained by the

administrative practices. By administrative practices we

mean the consistent methods used by neighborhood organiza-

tions in the operation of the organization and its programs,

i.e., the manpower of the organization includes community

residents; program determination is made by residents; the

organization maintains external relationships with other

organizations. Significant relationships were found between

nine of the ten measures in the performance sectors of Per-

ceived success of service, Cost of service, and Supporters

of service. No significant relationships were found between

the experts recommended practices as a set and any of the
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measures in the performance sectors of Quantity of service

provided, Quantity of service received, and Supervision

of service.

A discussion of the ways of looking at performance

and the administrative practices associated with perform-

ance follows.

Perceived success of service.--This performance
 

sector contained two indicators which were to provide an

indication of success as perceived by a subjective

observer, the organization's program director, and an

objective observer, the funding agent's program monitor.

Those organizations where the directors rated the organiza-

tions' services as successful were considered to have a

high service rating for this indicator. Those organiza-

tions where the monitors rated the organizations' services

as successful were also considered to have a high service

rating for this indicator. The measure rating by director

showed no significant correlation with the administrative

practices. The measure rating by monitor showed a signifi-

cant correlation with administrative practices for purposes-

goals-objectives and programs in goal achievement; adminis-

trative practices in use of resources for board and staff,

community relationships and relationships with other

organizations; and administrative practices in activities

for daily operations. This measure was found to be sig-

nificantly dependent upon visible overt practices which
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involve neighborhood people as board and staff members,

participation in organizational activities and program

definition, and less dependent upon covert administrative

practices which provide for organizational relationships

with other neighborhood organizations and written state-

ments on clarity of the organization's purposes. This

indicates that highly visibleppractices which project com-
 

munity involvement in the organization will tend to lead
 

outsiders to judge programs as successful. Administrative
 

practices which are not readily observed are less important

in perceptions of success by outside observers.

Qpantity of service provided.--Program days and
 

program hours provided by the organization were used as the

measure of service Offered and was considered to be indi-

cative of the amount of service available to the community.

Neither of the measures program days nor program hours

showed a significant correlation with the administrative

practices as a set. It was expected that administrative

practices for use of resources and daily operations would

be associated with performance in this sector. This was

based on the idea that program service is influenced by the

organization's resources and Operations. High scores on the

resources and Operations variables would lead organizations

to provide more service to the community. Yet, this was

not found. It would still seem logical that thquuantity
 

of service provided by an organization would be largely
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influenced py an organization's resources and operations,
 

but the elements of program days and hours as used in this

study are inadequate measures of performance to be explained

by the administrative practices examined in this study.

The similarities of the programs provided, and the summer

time constraint did not provide for much variation among

programs on these two measures--they were short-run pro-

grams.

anntity of service received.--This sector was
 

comprised of five measures showing an indication of the

amount of service received by participants. High values

on the measures were relative to a high service perform-

ance for the organization. None of the performance measures

in this sector showed a significant relationship with the

administrative practices as a set. This was not expected.

It was expected that the extent to which organizations

showed a high amount of service received by youth would be

associated with high ratings on organizational arrangements

for goal achievement and use of resources. This was thought

to be because, the performance measures counted the extent

to which youth participated in the program. Specifically,

the measure--percent utilization of program--measured the

amount of youth participation achieved from the amount

expected. Also, it seemed reasonable to assume that

resource organizational arrangements which called for com-

munity participation in the structure of the organization
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would be associated with the quantity of service received

since the more involvement of the community in the planning

and delivery of the service the more widespread would be

the awareness of the program and the relevance for youth

participation. While this study did not show a relation-

ship between organizational arrangements and utilization of

the organization's programs, it may be that the extent to
 

which an organization's prqgram is used by the community

is, in fact, dependent upon appropriate internal arrange-

ments for planning and communitypparticipation in that

planning but not as defined and measured in this study.

Cost of service.--The measures in this sector of
 

performance were indicators of the organization's use of

available resources. Lower unit costs indicated a greater

potential for providing more service to the community with-

out overtaxing its resources. The measures cost per youth,

cost per day, cost per youth per day, percent Of grant for

salaries, and percent of total service cost for salaries

showed significant correlations with sets of the adminis-

trative practices. The measure cost per youth best describe

the relationship between service costs and administrative

practices. Low costs can be expected where community
 

resources for manpower are used for board members, staff,

volunteers, for program definition, and organizational
 

relationships are established with peOple and other organi-

zations in the community. High costs can be expected where



144

explicit and well-defined purposes are important, often pgid

leaders are employed, and where funds are available from
 

multiple sources.
 

The significant correlations in this sector of per-

formance are consistent with the literature when funds avail-

able to the organization are considered as resources. An

organization must adapt its resources to the environment

for effective performance. Resources are used to define

goals and operations, and modified as required for short

terms. Seashore and Yuchtman (1967) showed that maintenance

and production cost aspects of performance have to be adapted

to organizational life in response to environmental demands

and opportunities.

Supporters of service.--This performance sector con-
 

tained three indices which looked at the sources of support

for the manpower involved in service delivery. A high man-

power percent among sources of support indicated a high

potential for success. This was an indication of the extent

to which organizations and people were willing to support

the provision of the program in the community. Each of the

measures showed a significant correlation with administra-

tive practices. The measure percent of manpower paid by

other sources best describe the relationship between sup-

porters of service and the administrative practices.

Organizations with high prOportions of their manpower paid

by other sources tend to show ability to gain multiple
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sources for funds have strong external relationships with

other organizations and political representatives and are

strong in the documentation of their services. Internal
 

practices for community orientation appear to be of lesser
 

importance to the pgocess of obtaining funds.
 

Supervision of service.--This sector contained one
 

indicator, ratio of youth to worker. A low youth to worker

ratio was indicative of a high potential for success.

This measure showed no significant relationship with the

administrative practices. While no significant relation-

ship was found, ratio of youth to worker may be a valid

indicator of performance, but the administrative practices

identified in this study are not suited for explaining such

performance. It may be that this measure is more appropri-
 

ate for explaining outcomes in a qualitative manner.
 

Discriminating Value of

Administrative Practices

 

 

Administrative practices for inter—organizational

and political relationships in use of resources and prac—

tices for controls in daily Operations were found to dis-

tinguish high performing from low performing neighborhood

organizations. The first areas--inter-organizational and

political relationships--are characteristic of the manage-

ment of the organization's resources. Those organizations

which are more "outwardly oriented" are more likely to be

successful in the delivery of a service to its community.
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Outwardly oriented activity consisted of an organization

having relationships with community councils and associa-

tions, other neighborhood organizations, and contacts with

municipal agencies, i.e., mayor's office, city hall, police

precincts, and agencies handling funds and information on

sources of funds. The second area--controls--consists of

characteristics of the management of the organization's

operations. Where organizations use more controls in docu-

menting their operations, i.e., services, financial data,

policies, the more successfully the organization performs.

This is also linked with the organization's open vote by

members on policies, dissemination of organizational

reports and organizational evaluations. This suggests that

overall the distinctive elements of success among neighbor-

hood organizations are external relationships with relevant

organizations and documentation and dissemination of the

organization's policies and services. While the other

administrative practices were not found to be significantly

correlated with measures of success in short-run programs

such as these, they obviously cannot gO unattended in the

long-run for they too are necessary as judged by experts

and each may add a small degree to the probability of

success .

Conclusions
 

As was indicated in the Review of the Literature,

Chapter II, there is evidence to support the convergence
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of the goal model and the system resource model to deter-

mining organizational effectiveness rather than the use of

one model alone. This study concurs with converging con-

cepts from both models. In fact, all of the performance

indices which were found to correlate significantly with

sets of the administrative practices showed a relationship

to one or more of the practices for goal achievement, use

of resources, and daily operations, with the exception of

cost per day in the performance sector cost of service.

This measure only showed significance with administrative

practices for goal achievement and use of resources. Yet,

this is still consistent with the multi-dimensional aspect

to understanding organizational effectiveness, in that no

single approach can be used to explain effectiveness, but

rather, a comprehensive analysis of various aspects Of the

organization must be taken into account. Therefore, it

makes more sense to look at both models for a fuller under-

standing of organizational effectiveness among neighborhood

organizations.

Based upon the findings of the study and the answers

to the research questions the following conclusions can be

drawn.

1. Characteristics of effective neighborhood organi-

zations can be identified and measured.

2. A neighborhood organization's performance is

related to its administrative practices.

3. Administrative practices defined in this study can

explain and can distinguish high and low effective-

ness among neighborhood organizations.
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Based upon the above conclusions some implications can be

suggested for both practice in the fields of social welfare

and adult education and further research.

Implications for practice.--As was stated in
 

Chapter I, the major purposes for considering the charac-

teristics of effective neighborhood organizations were:

(1) To provide information on organizational effectiveness

among small scale citizen-based organizations. (2) To

provide information that will identify the effective

neighborhood organization prior to performance and that can

be used for rational decision-making to assist in the allo-

cation of scarce resources.

Knowing that an association between a neighborhood

organization's administrative practices and performance

exist should lead those who allocate funds for social wel-

fare to select neighborhood organizations for funding not

merely on subjective opinions, protest strategies, community

participation and the like but in conjunction with objec-

tive administrative practices used in the Operations of the

organization.

More importantly, funding agencies should be as

clear as possible of what they want to look at in terms of

effectiveness. As shown in this study, depending upon what

you define as effectiveness you look at differing sets of

administrative practices. Where it is important that a

program is perceived as successful, funders should look for
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organizations which have neighborhood members on their

board, have neighborhood members as staff, involve neighbor-

hood members in the planning, development, and implementa-

tion of organizational activities. Where it is important

to minimize cost and maximize service delivery, funders

should look for organizations that use community resources

for their manpower, i.e., board members, staff and volun-

teers, and have working relationships with other organiza-

tions in the neighborhood. Where it is important that

organizations are able to obtain additional funding, funders

should look for organizations which have external relation-

ships with other neighborhood organizations, municipal

agencies, political representatives, and exercise control

of their organization through documentation of their

policies and services. Where it is important that all three

of the above performances are achieved to some degree funders

should look for organizations with external relationships,

and that document, disseminate, and evaluate their policies

and services.

Likewise adult educators should encourage and

facilitate the development of neighborhood organizations

along lines which will promote their use of the adminis-

trative practices identified.

Implications for further research.--The results of
 

this study revealed that no significant relationship existed

between the complete set of experts assessment of essential
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characteristics and performance as defined and measured in

this study. However, subsets of the characteristics did

show significant relationships with some performance mea-

sures, and discriminating ability among high and low per-

formance. These findings have the following implications

for further research. All of the characteristics may indeed

be representative of effective neighborhood organizations

but have little relationship to some of the performance indi-

cators as defined and measured in this study. Future

research should seek other indices of performance for test-

ing actual validity of the experts organizational arrange-

ments as indicators of effectiveness.

Before the organizational arrangements are tested

against other performance measures it may be necessary to

increase the objectivity in applying the criteria to the

organizations. This may be accomplished by use of a panel

for judgment. This procedure may provide for greater

degrees of variations among organizations in their adminis-

trative arrangements.

The study that was done here deserves replication--

replication--with a larger sample size of organizations

carrying on short-run programs such as these and of organi-

zations conducting longer-run programs similar enough to

each other with regard to services provided so as to make

possible objective comparison of performance in relation

to the organizational arrangements deemed by experts to be

essential.
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Attention should be called to the possibility that

the limited dispersion of the performance data may have

accounted for the failure to show significant relationships

between some of the clusters of organizational arrangements

deemed important to organizational success by experts and

performance measures, arising in part from the necessary

limitation on the programs under study and in part from the

small sample size. Moreover, the techniques used may not

have been sensitive enough to provide a wider spread of data

within the sample used for study. Any replication should,

therefore, involve a larger sample and an increased refine-

ment of the performance measures rather than an outright

elimination of the measures based on the results of this

study.

A review of the significant correlations on pagesSHl—9l

which show the single clusters of organizational arrange-

ments which are the best predictors of performance measures

provide for a series of hypotheses to be presented as a

basis for further research.

1. Personnel of an organization perceive the

organization's programs as successful when the leader of the

organization is knowledgeable and committed to the organi-

zation and the neighborhood which it serves.

2. Personnel of agencies which fund neighborhood

organizations perceive an organization's programs as success-

ful when the staff of the neighborhood organization is

community oriented.
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3. Organizations which focus on being available

long hours for service to the neighborhood focus less on

using organizational resources for goal clarification.

4. Organizations with boards that are capable and

representative of the neighborhood will attract more mem-

bers of the neighborhood to participate in the organiza-

tion's services.

5. Organizations which include representation from

the neighborhood in their operations, have good relation—

ships with the neighborhood, and utilize volunteers will

attract more members of the neighborhood to participate in

the organization's services which results in lower unit

costs of services.

6. Organizations having a single source of funding

have clear and specific purposes.

7. Organizations having multiple sources of fund-

ing have broad and unspecified purposes.

8. Organizations which obtain multiple funding

sources deploy their resources toward outwardly activities,

i.e., building relationships with political representatives

and other organizations and use few resources for inwardly

focusing on goal clarification.

9. Organizations dependent on multiple funding

sources lose self-directness, while organizations with

single funding sources tend to be self-directed and clear

about their goals.
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10. Volunteers serve in organizations which are

clear and explicit about their goals and have few political

contacts.

11. Organizations increase their operational con—

trols by letting volunteers assist in the recording and

documentation of the services provided.

Though there are many aspects of organizational

effectiveness that could not be captured in the current

research instruments and methodology, still the procedures

did show differences in administrative practices and per-

formance among neighborhood organizations. More trial and

refinement of instruments and procedures should make it

possible to identify even more consistent and explicit dif-

ferences in characteristics and performance.
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DELPHI INSTRUMENTS

June 2, 1977

Dear

United Community Services is presently engaged in research

efforts to develop guidelines for assessing the potentials of neighbor-

hood organizations for providing services. The aim of the research

project is to develop a base of information which would serve as likely

indicators of success for neighborhood organizations. If satisfactory

guidelines can be determined, the information will be helpful to UCS in

long-range planning.

You have been recommended as a person with knowledge and

expertise in the area of organizational effectiveness and/or neighbor-

hood organizations. We are asking you to participate in a version of

the Delphi Approach to assist us in this policy analysis.

Our study is to be confined to those organizations which are

legally constituted, autonomous, self-initiated groups or those initi—

ated by a sponsoring organization, serving a neighborhood (beyond a

single block) and engaging in several program areas. We do not wish to

include in the study single-purpose block clubs, important as they may

be to their neighborhoods.

The groups to be looked at are more commonly defined as volun-

tary associations or local neighborhood groups which are task oriented,

who operate in the neighborhood, at grass-roots level, and whose prime

objective is to improve the general welfare of the neighborhood. While

these organizations are not very formalized in operations, they:

(1) are state incorporated, with constitutions and by-laws, (2) possess

a 501(c)3 Federal Tax-exempt status of a non-profit Operation, and

(3) operate in the field of social welfare or human services.
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June 2, 1977

Page 2

We will be submitting to you a series of two questionnaires

to determine through consensus, those elements judged to be crucial

for the success of these organizations. We look forward to your

participation in assisting us in this endeavor.

Thanking you in advance,

Forestina Warren

Research Associate

S. Sidney Newhouse

Associate Executive - Research
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INSTRUCTIONS

The Delphi Approach is cumulative. The first round is largely

exploratory and designed to open up new areas of thought. In the second

round the areas of interest will be narrowed. On both rounds the reason-

ing of participants will be fed back to all respondents for their

appraisal and information.

You may respond to any particular question, sub-question or

alternatives presented in the following manner:

You may choose not to answer a question if you feel your

judgement would be risky, or if you do not feel sufficiently

knowledgeable.

You may choose to rewrite a particular question and answer

your version if you feel the original is misleading.

You may suggest questions you would like to see in the next

questionnaire if you feel they would clarify an issue or raise

a new alternative that the group should consider.

You may express short arguments or comments on any judgement

about which you feel confident.

When a consensus is obtained on an item it will be dropped from

further exploration on the second questionnaire. If a polarization of

views occurs, we will attempt to develop questions to highlight and

hopefully resolve different perspectives and viewpoints.

Specific Instructions:
 

1. You have been provided two copies of the Delphi questionnaire.

Return only one; the other you may keep for reference in respond-

ing to the second questionnaire.

2. Please return your response within three to five days after the

questionnaire reaches you so that tabulations may begin for con-

struction of the second questionnaire.

3. Enclosed is a stamped and addressed envelope for your return.

4. The second round questionnaire and a summary from the first ques-

tionnaire will be provided within a week after all responses from

the first questionnaire have been received.

5. Do not hesitate to call the UCS Research Department if you have any

questions on the instructions or the questionnaire. We may be

reached on the following numbers: Forestina Warren (313) 833-0622,

Ext. 48, and S. Sidney Newhouse, Ext. 49.
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QUESTIONNAIRE

Organizational Characteristics

The attached questionnaire refers to information about the goals,

resources and operations of an organization. Many of the items may or

may not be crucial elements for the success of neighborhood organiza-

tions. We are asking you to respond to each item with an expression of

your judgement as to the applicability of each item in assessing the

potentials of neighborhood organizations.

WHAT WE ARE INTERESTED IN ARE THOSE FEATURES OF THE ORGANIZATION

THAT ARE LIKELY TO GUARANTEE ITS SUCCESS.

 

 

Following is an explanation of the rating scale for judging

each item:

Importance

(For organization's success)

Very Important A most relevant point

First order priority

Has direct bearing on major issues

Is relevant to the issue

Second order priority

Significant impact but not until other

items are treated

Ought to be kept in mind

Important

Less relevant

Third order priority

Has little importance

Not a determining factor to major issue

Slightly Important

No relevance

No priority

No measurable effect

Should be dropped as an item to consider

Unimportant

Return to:

Forestina Warren

Research Department

United Community Services of

Metropolitan Detroit

51 W. Warren Avenue

Detroit, Michigan 48201
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ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Goal Achievement
 

Purposes, goals, objectives:

 

 

l. Well-defined statements of

purposes and objectives.

2. Evidence that purposes and

objectives are congruent

with community needs.

3. Organizational Objectives

stated in quantifiable

terms.

4. Evidence of a periodic

review of organization's

objectives with adjustments

and modifications as

required.

5. Evidence of long-range plans.

6. Identification of the orga-

nization with a specific

geographic area.

7. Other (please specify)

Programs:

1. Objectives manifested in the

programs of the organization.

2. Programs determined by

residents.

3. Programs determined by a

broad constituency.

4. Short-range projects.
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ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Programs (continued):

 

 

5. Programs which provide

immediate assistance to

residents.

6. Programs with high quantity

outputs.

7. Programs which are cost

efficient.

8. Programs with quality

outputs.

9. Other (please specify)

Resources

Manpower:

Board members or steering group:

1. Elected to office by the

membership.

Appointed to office by a

board.

Selected from the "broader"

community.

Include representation of

persons from the membership

of the organization. (The

members would include those

persons who pay dues or

clients.)

Include representation of
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ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Manpower (continued):

Board members or steering group:

6. Include representation of

persons from the business

and corporate community.

7. Include representation of

persons with knowledge of

the programs provided by

the organization.

Leader (president, chairperson,

etc.):

8. Trained in the area of the

organization's program.

9. Educational and experience

background adequate to

carry out the programs of

the organization.

10. Practical knowledge of the

neighborhood in which the

organization operates.

11. Knowledge of the organiza-

tion's impact in the

neighborhood.

Staff and Volunteers:

12. Representative of persons

served by the organization.

13. Trained in the area of the

organization's program.

14. Educational and experience

background adequate to carry

out the programs of the

organization.
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ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Manpower (continued):

15.

16.

17.

18.

Staff and Volunteers:

Volunteers from neighborhood.

Volunteers from the "broader"

community.

Professional volunteers from

a variety of backgrounds

(accountants, lawyers, edu-

cators, social workers,

etc.).

Other (please specify)

 

 

Organizational Relationships:

Community:

Meetings open to neighbor-

hood residents.

Publication of organization's

purposes, programs and

achievements to neighborhood

residents.

Interpretation of organiza-

tion's purposes, programs and

achievements to neighborhood

residents.

Inter-organizational:

Affiliation with a national

organization in the area

of the organization's

program (5) .
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ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Organizational Relationships

(continued):

Inter-organizational:

5. Working relationships with

other neighborhood organi-

zations similar in program

emphasis.

6. Joint programs with similar

operations.

7. Participation in community

associations or councils.

8. Affiliation with another

organization for base level

funding.

9. Association with another

organization for technical

assistance.

Political:

10. Contacts with political

representatives on com-

mittees which relate to

the organization's programs.

11. Other (please specify)

 

 

Funding:

1. Membership fees.

2. Grants from foundations,

government, community

councils, etc.

3. Neighborhood based fund-

raising activities.
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ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Funding (continued):

 

 

 

4. "Broader" community based

fund-raising activities.

5. Donations from individuals

and/or groups.

6. Other (please specify)

Operations

Controls:

1. Evidence of adequate book-

keeping.

2. Evidence of operating on an

annual budget.

3. Audit of financial records.

4. A required number of board

meetings annually.

5. Policies and issues voted

on by group's members.

6. Policies and issues voted

on by small executive

committee.

7. Well defined statements of

policies.

8. The number and type of com-

mittees consistent with the

organization's purposes,

goals, and programs.

9. Records of services provided.
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ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Controls (continued):

10. Records of persons served.

11. Evidence that records kept

are used to modify and

strengthen organization's

program.

12. Reports which portray the

operating results of the

organization and its pro-

grams.

13. Other (please specify)

Activities:

1. Evidence of active recruit-

ment of members.

2. Assessment of community needs.(__)

3. Information source for resi-

dents on matters which affect

the neighborhood.

4. Facility open for use by the

community.

5. Other (please specify)

 

 

 

 

Remarks
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What do you believe are the key attributes of successful neighborhood

organizations?

What information about neighborhood organizations can be deceptive in

assessing their potentials for success?

General Comments:
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July 26, 1977

Dear

Thank you for participating in our Delphi survey on neighbor-

hood organizations. Of the selected respondents we have received a

return of 86%. Tabulations on these returns are now complete.

Where a consensus was obtained on an item as likely to guaran-

tee a neighborhood organization's success it was dropped from further

exploration. Also dropped from exploration were those items which

lacked consensus, or which by consensus was judged unimportant. Three

items are being repeated due to polarization of views. In this instance

we have made attempts to incorporate differing viewpoints. Thirty-seven

new items are being added for exploration.

We are submitting to you at this time the following for your

information only:

1. A summary table of the results from the first-round

survey.

2. A copy of the first round survey designating items

receiving consensus and items deleted for lack of con-

sensus.

3. A listing of the remarks to the two open-ended questions

about neighborhood organizations.

WE ARE ALSO ENCLOSING FOR YOUR RESPONSE A COPY OF THE SECOND

ROUND SURVEY, WHICH IS BLUE.

Two copies of the second round Delphi questionnaire are being

provided to you. Return only one; the other you may keep for

reference.

Please return your response within three to five days after

the questionnaire reaches you so that tabulations may begin for con-

struction of the final report. Enclosed is a stamped and addressed

envelope for your return.

The final report will be provided within two weeks after all

responses from the second round questionnaire have been received.
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July 26, 1977

Page 2

If you have any questions please call the UCS Research Depart-

ment. We may be reached on the following numbers: Forestina Warren

(313) 833-0622, Ext. 48 and S. Sidney Newhouse, Ext. 49.

Thank you for participating in this policy issue with us.

Sincerely yours,

Forestina Warren

Research Associate

S. Sidney Newhouse

Associate Executive - Research

FW:dm

Encl.
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Questionnaire

Organizational Characteristics

(Second Round)

The study is confined to those organizations which are legally

contituted, autonomous, self-initiated groups or those initiated by a

sponsoring organization, serving a neighborhood (beyond a single block)

and engaging in several program areas. We do not wish to include in the

study single-purpose block clubs, important as they may be to their

neighborhoods.

The groups to be looked at are more commonly defined as volun-

tary associations or local neighborhood groups which are task oriented,

who operate in the neighborhood, at grass-roots level, and whose prime

objective is to improve the general welfare of the neighborhood.

While these organizations are not very formalized in operations,

they: (1) are state incorporated, with constitutions, and by-laws,

(2) possess a 501(c)3 Federal Tax-exempt status of a non-profit opera-

tion, and (3) operate in the field of social welfare or human services.

The attached questionnaire represents items added by respondents

to be considered for exploration by the group as crucial elements for

the success of neighborhood organizations.

We are asking you to respond to each item with an expression

of your judgement as to the applicability of each item in assessing the

potentials of neighborhood organizations.

WHAT WE ARE INTERESTED IN ARE THOSE FEATURES OF THE ORGANIZATION

THAT ARE LIKELY TO GUARANTEE ITS SUCCESS.

 

 

Following is an explanation of the rating scale for judging each

item:

Importance

(For organization's success)

Very Important - A most relevant point

First order priority

Has direct bearing on major issues

Important - Is relevant to the issue

Second order priority

Significant impact but not until other

items are treated

Ought to be kept in mind
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Slightly Important - Less relevant

Third order priority

Has little importance

Not a determining factor to major issue

Unimportant - No relevance

No priority

No measurable effect

Should be dropped as an item to consider

Return to: Forestina Warren, Research Department, United Community

Services of Metropolitan Detroit, 51 W. Warren Avenue,

Detroit, Michigan 48201
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ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

(Second Round)

Goal Achievement
 

A. Purposes, goals, objectives:

*6.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Identification of the orga-

nization with a specific geo-

graphic area (service area

and/or functional area).

Communication of the orga-

nization's purposes and

objectives to paid staff.

Communication of the orga-

nization's purposes and

objectives to volunteers

who assist the organization.

Member consensus as to pur-

poses, goals and objectives.

Visible goals that can

attract support.

Reachability of goals.

Established milestones, or

time period, for reaching

goals and objectives.

Ability to be measured.

Specificity of objectives

even though difficult to

quantify, i.e., objectives

of community cohesion,

community morale.

*Items repeated for clarification.
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ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

(Second Round)

A. Purposes, goals, objectives

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

(continued):

Statements of goals and

objectives, well-defined,

but flexible enough to

accommodate unanticipated

action to be protective

and reactive to community

issues as they arise.

Flexibility in long-range

planning to accommodate

unanticipated projects or

programs.

Leadership group which takes

seriously the definition of

the organization's mission

and involves many factors

in decision making.

Leadership group which tries

to differentiate the organi-

zation's role from the role

of other organizations to

which it may relate.

Availability of resources for

the implementation of orga-

nization's goals and Objec-

tives.

Planning with, rather than

for, community residents.

B. Programs:

9.

10.

Qualitative and quantitative

programs that satisfy those

who are to benefit.

Programs vital to community

development.
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ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

(Second Round)

Programs (continued):

11.

12.

Programs by and for the

community that meet welf-

defined needs rather than

needs defined by others.

Programs with physical

(visible) results.

Resources

Manpower:

*6.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

The Board includes repre-

sentation of persons from

the business and corporate

community whether residents

of the community or outside

the community.

Board members who are pro-

fessionals from a variety

of backgrounds who reside

within or outside the com-

munity.

A president or chairperson

with knowledge of the

organization and its programs

with chair-type skills.

A president or chairperson

willing and able to learn,

with commitment to the

organization and its pro-

grams.

Staff with technical com-

petencies.

Staff who identify with

persons served.
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ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

(Second Round)

Manpower (continued):

23. Staff able to relate to

persons served.

24. Professional volunteers as

consultants from a variety

of educational backgrounds.

Organizational Relationships:

*6. Joint programs with similar

organizations.

10. Coordination of programs and

services with other organi-

zations in the area.

Political:

11. Contacts with mayor's office,

city council, neighborhood

city hall, police precincts.

12. Contacts with agencies

handling revenue sharing

funds, other financial

grants, or sources of funds.

13. Awareness of policies and

projections regarding

service trends and emphasis.

Funding:

6. "Broader" community based

fund-raising activities

which do not result in loss

of local autonomy.

Donations from individuals

and groups committed to the

organization's interest

without strings attached.
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ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

(Second Round)

Funding (continued):

 

8. Incorporation into existing

federal, state, or local

projects.

9. Funding from religious

organizations or religious

foundations.

Qperations

Controls:

13. Rotation of board members

(a method for turnover

among board members).

14. Semi-annual and/or annual

evaluations.

15. External audit of financial

records.

16. Independent monitoring of the

organization's programs and

operations by a non-

affiliated group.
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APPENDIX B

DELPHI PARTICIPANTS

Mr. William Hawkins

Director

Professional Skills Alliance

16500 John C. Lodge

Detroit, Michigan 48221

Mr. Paul Hubbard

Director

Self-Determination Groups

New Detroit, Inc.

719 Griswold Room 1010

Detroit, Michigan 48201

Mr. Thomas Stewart

Executive Director

Franklin Wright Settlements, Inc.

3360 Charlevoix

Detroit, Michigan 48207

Geneva Williams

United Community Services -

Detroit Division

51 W. Warren

Detroit, Michigan 48201

Professor John E. Tropman, Ph.D.

School of Social Work

University of Michigan

2545 Frieze Building

Ann Arbor, Michigan 48109

Stanley Seashore, Ph.D.

Institute of Social Research

Room 2240

P.O. Box 1248

Ann Arbor, Michigan 48106

Mr. Charles Eising

Director for Corporate Resources

YMCA of Metro Detroit

2020 Witherell

Detroit, Michigan

Ms. Barbara Mays

Director

Black Applied Resources Center

Suite 616

10 Peterboro

Detroit, Michigan 48201

Mr. William Finn

Executive Director

Family and Neighborhood Services

of Wayne

24365 Van Born Road

Taylor, Michigan 48180

Prof. Richard H. Price, Ph.D.

Department of Psychology

University of Michigan

580 Union

Ann Arbor, Michigan 48109

Mr. James L. Cox

Director

People's Community Services

412 W. Grand Blvd.

Detroit, Michigan 48216

Mr. Walter R. Tarpley

Director

United Community Council

137 E. State Street

Columbus, Ohio 43215
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Mr. Fred Cox, Ph.D.

Director

School of Social Work

Michigan State University

Baker Hall

East Lansing, Michigan 48824

Mr. Kenneth Strazalka

United Community Services -

Wayne Division

24321 Van Born Road

Taylor, Michigan 48180

Mr. William Mills

Director of Professional Development

Education

Office of Continuing Education

University of Detroit

4001 W. McNichols

Detroit, Michigan

Mr. James F. Coughlin

Director

Catholic Youth Organization

305 Michigan Avenue

Detroit, Michigan 48226

Mr. Donald Roberts

Executive Director

Neighborhood Service Organization

51 W. Warren

Detroit, Michigan 48201

Mr. Orian Worden, Ph.D.

Neighborhood Service Organization

51 W. Warren

Detroit, Michigan 48201

 
Co-Director

Institute of Gerontology

University of Michigan

520 E. Liberty

Ann Arbor, Michigan 48109

Professor Harold Johnson ‘
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PARTICIPATING ORGANIZATIONS

Detroit

A Family is Waiting

Operation Getdown

Northwestern/Goldberg Community Improvement Association

Jefferson-Chalmers Adults for Youth Association

Latino Mental Health Outreach Program

Concerned Citizens of Franklin-Wright

Chalfonte Community Council

Dav-Joy-Lin-Dex Community Council

Herman Gardens Community Council

Inner-City Sub Center

Virginia Park Citizens District Council

Project Child

Hubbard Richard Community Council

Cass Corridor Youth Advocates, Inc.

Detroit American Indian Center

Casa Maria

Fountain Court Cooperative - Consumer Housing

Ren Outreach Center

Moore Community Council

Wayne County - Excludigg the City of Detroit
 

Growth Works Inc.

Children's Center for Social Change

Arab Community Center for Economic and Social Services

Malcolm X Cultural Center

Oakland County
 

Community Advisory Council

Positive Options/Alternative Programs, Inc.

Gateway Crisis Center

Jefferson Community Advisory Council

Macomb County
 

Anchor Bay Community Council
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APPENDIX D

RESEARCH INSTRUMENTS FOR INTERVIEW AND FOLLOW-UP SURVEY

Interview Schedule
 

Date of Interview:

Time:
 

Section I: Background Information

Name of Organization:
 

Name of Summer Program:
 

Address:

 

Name of Interviewee:
 

Position of Interviewee:
 

1. When was started ?

(name of organization) (year)

  

2. Was the organization initiated by a group of citizens or another

organization?

Group of citizens

Another organization (specify which one(s))
 

 

3. Are you a branch or division of a larger organization? __No Yes

If yes--When was your branch set up?
 

(year)
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Does the organization have certain geographic areas to operate within

or does it operate throughout the city?

Geographic area (specify boundaries)

North

South

East

West

Other

  
 

 

Throughout the city
 

Is the organization an independent organization, a sub-unit of a

sponsoring organization, or a federation of groups?

Independent
 

Sub-unit of sponsoring organization (specify)
 

 

Federation of groups (specify)
 

 

a. Is the organization a part of any coalition?

 

No

Yes (specify)

Does the organization have a 501(c)3 tax exempt status? __No Yes

When was it obtained?
 

(year)

a. (If no), do you operate under some other organization's 501(C)3?

No Yes (if yes) specify organization?
 

 

How many heads of the organization (i.e., presidents, Chairpersons)

have held office since the organization was started, or within the

last 5 years?

Since the organization started
 

Within the last five years
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What type of organization do you call

A.

 

Clubs/Associations
 

 

 

 

(name of organization)

 

 

 

 

 

1. Block

2. Civic (service)

3. Social

4. Special Interest

(specify interest)

5. Other (specify)

Council

1. Church

2. Community

3. Agencies/Organizations

4. Other
 

Community Center
 

Which years were you funded for the UCS supported summer program?

1.

Other (specify)

w
a

 

Recreation

Social Services

Multi-Service

Other (specify)

 

 

 

 

Church

Self-Help organization/association for community

development and/or improvement

'
0

 

 

 

(Check all that apply)

1965

1966

1967

1968

1969

1970

1971

1972

1973

1974

1975

1976

1977

 



181

Section II: Organizational Goals, Purposes, Objectives, and Programs

9. I would like to ask you about some goals for your organization and

how you see the program of the organization relating to these goals.

Of the goals listed on this card (hand respondent white card),

which is most important to this organization? Check column A below).

Which would be the next important one? Check column B below). The

least important? Check column C below).

A B C All Important
 

Income security and economic opportunity

Provision of basic material needs

Health

Opportunity for the acquisition of

knowledge and skills

Environmental quality

Individual and collective safety

Social functioning

Assurance of the support and effec-

tiveness of services, through

organized action

10. More specifically, how would you state the main purpose of

 

(name of the organization)

Main purpose:

 

 

 

A. Are there other purposes? No Yes (specify)
 

 

 

 

11. What kinds of programs and services have been developed in order

to carry out the purposes of the organization?
 

 

 

 

 

I
.
"



12.

13.

14.

15.

16.
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How are your programs determined?

By residents
 

By broader constituency
  

Other factors (specify)
 

‘
W

 

 

Besides programs and services related to the specific purposes of

the organization, has the organization done anything else during

the past year because of other issues and problems that came up

in the community? ___No ___Yes

What type of things has the organization done, and what was the

reason for doing them?
 

 

 

 

Have there been any major changes in the purposes of the

organization over the years? No Yes (specify)
 

 

 

 

a. What about changes in terms of programs and activities?

 

 

 

 

What type of things have interferred most with the organization

accomplishing its goals and objectives?
 

 

 

a. Generally, is the organization very successful, successful,

moderately successful, or not very successful in accomplishing

its goal(s) and objectives?

very successful moderately successful

successful not very successful

How is your organization's role and services different from

other organizations within this community?
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17. What do you see this organization doing 5 years from now?

Section III: Resources it

A. Manpower

Board or Steering Group:

1. Does the organization have a board of directors, advisory board

or another type of governing body?

Has a governing body

Does not have a governing body

2. How many members does it have?

3. How are they selected? -____QElected by membership

I_____Appointed by a board

_____Other (specify)

4. How many are males?

5. What are the occupations of your board members?

a. Are any of the board members lawyers, accountants, educators,

social workers, corporate executives, bank Officials?

6. How many of your board members would be representative of the

membership of the organization, that is those persons who pay

dues or clients and recipients of your services?

7. How many of your board members have training and experience in the

programs provided by the organization?



10.

11.

12.

13.
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Residence of board members: How many of your board members live:

a. in the neighborhood, that is within the geographic boundaries

of your service area?
 

b. outside the neighborhood but within the city?
 

c. outside the city?
 

How are your board members recruited?

 

 

 

How often does your board meet?

Weekly Semi-annually

2-3 times a month Yearly

Monthly Only on special occasions

Quarterly Other (specify)

About how many attend these meetings? Would you say all, most,

about half, less than half, or only a few?

All (100%) Less than half (16-39%)

Most (70-99%) Only a few (1-15%)

About half (40-69%)

Generally what is the average length of time these board members

have been with the organization? Would you say it's less than a

year, 1-2 years, 3-4 years, 5-6 years, more than 6 years?

Less than a year

1-2 years

3-4 years

5-6 years

More than 6 years

Do you have a method for turnover among board members, such as a

limited number of years in which they may serve?

 

 

 

No Yes (explain)

Staff:

Does the organization have paid staff members? No Yes

Are the paid staff members full-time or part-time?

Full—time Part-time

How many are full-time?
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How many are part-time?
 

How many of the paid staff members are male?
 

Generally in what area(s) do the paid staff have training and

experience?

What is the average length of time the paid staff have been with

the organization?

Less than one year

1-2 years

3-4 years

5—6 years

More than 6 years

What is the experience and training of the Director of your UCS

supported Summer Program?

How many of your paid staff members live:

a. in the neighborhood (within the service area)?

  

 

 

b. outside the neighborhood but within the city?
 

c. outside the city?
 

Volunteers:

Does the organization have volunteers other than board members?

No Yes

How many volunteers does the organization have excluding board

members?
 

How many are males?
 

Generally in what area(s) do the volunteers have training and

experience?
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What is the average length of time the majority of the volunteers

have been with the organization?

Less than 1 year

1-2 years

3-4 years

5-6 years

More than 6 years

In general what do the volunteers do?
 

 

 

 

How many of the volunteers live:

a. in the neighborhood (service area)
 

b. outside the neighborhood but within the city
 

c. outside the city
 

On the average how much time do they contribute to the organization?

Would you say they contribute several hours a day, a couple of days

a week, a couple of days a month, or mostly during special occasions?

Several hours a day

A couple days a week

A couple days a month

Special occasions

Other (specify)
 

In general what would you say the organizational commitment is

among board members, paid staff, and volunteers? Would you say

it is very high, high, could be better, low?

Board members Paid Staff Volunteers
 

  

Very high

High

Could be better

Low
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Organizational Relationships:
 

Community:

Are any of your organizational meetings open to neighborhood

residents? No Yes (specify)
  
 

 

Do you publicize your purposes, programs and achievements to the

neighborhood? No Yes (if yes, how is this done?)

 

 

 

Inter-Organizational:

Are you affiliated with a national organization? No Yes

(specify which one(s))
 

 

Do you work closely with any local neighborhood organizations?

No Yes (specify which ones)
 

 

 

Have you had any joint programs with other organizations?

  

No Yes (specify the organization and the joint program)

Organization Joint Program

a.

b.

c.

d.

Is your organization a participant in any community associations

or community councils? No Yes (specify)
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Have you received any assistance for the development of your

organization or the programs provided by your organization from

any of the following organizations listed on the white card?

Hand respondent white card.

 Professional Skills Alliance (PSA)

Black Applied Resources Center (BARC)

New Detroit, Inc.

Area Service Association

Brightmoor Community Center

Catholic Youth Organization

Family and Neighborhood Services of Wayne County

Franklin-Wright Settlements

International Institute

LASED

Neighborhood Service Organization

People's Community Services

St. Peter Claver Community House

YMCA - Metropolitan Detroit

YWCA - Metropolitan Detroit

 

a. What was the nature of the assistance you received? (record

under the organization identified above.

Political:

Do any board members or staff have contacts with any persons in the

following offices or positions?

Mayor's office

City Council

Neighborhood City Hall

Police Precinct

Political representatives on committees which relate to the

organization's programs

 

 

 

 

 

Funding

Does the organization have any joining or membership fees?

No Yes (specify)
  

(amount) (year)

Does the organization have sources of income other than dues

or membership fees? No Yes
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What are the sources and the type? (Check all that apply)

a. About what percent of the budget do these sources contribute?

Source % Contribute Type,
 

 Public: Federal I
  

State
 

Local
 

Contributions from foundations
 

Fund drives
 

Donations: Individual
 

Group
 

Income from investments
 

Proceeds from sales
 

Neighborhood based fund

raising activities
 

Broader community based

fund raising activities
 

Other (specify)
  

 

  

Have there been any changes in the organization's major source of

funding over the years? No Yes (specify)
 

 

 

Section IV: Operations

A.

1.

Controls:

Who keeps the organization's books (I mean who does the bookkeeping)?

 

 

What are their qualifications? That is what are their preparations

and training?
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Do you plan an annual budget from which you operate? No Yes

Do you have an audit of your financial record? No Yes

How often are your financial records audited?
 

 

Who performs the financial audit? Internal External

(specify who)
 

 

How are the organization's policies determined?

Voted on by a small executive committee
 

Voted on by group members
 

 

Both

Do you have any standing operating committees? No » Yes

(Specify the number and type Of committees): Number

Type

Do you keep a record of services provided to persons or groups?

No Yes

Do you keep a record of persons and groups served? No Yes

Do you evaluate the records of persons and groups served, and

services provided? No Yes

If yes, proceed with next question, if no skip to question 10.

a. For what purpose(s) are the records evaluated?
 

 

 

b. How often are the records evaluated?

 

Daily Semi-Annually

Weekly Annually

Monthly On special occasions
 

Quarterly Other

 



10.

191

Do you prepare an annual report of the organization's operations?

No Yes

(If yes) a. Who is the report distributed to?
 

 

 

 

Activities

Do you have a permanent facility? No Yes

If no, ask the next questions, if yes skip to question 2.

a. At what location(s) do you have your meetings?
 

 

 

b. At what location do you receive your correspondence?

 

 

What is the address of your facility?
 

 

What type of facility is it?

Office Space

Building

Other

 

 

 

Do you own, rent, lease the facility or is the space donated?

Own

Rent

Lease

Donated by

Other

 

 

 

 

 

What hours is the facility open?
 

 

 

Is the facility Open for use by neighborhood residents? __No Yes

a. If yes, for what purposes?
 

 

 

 

Do you see your organization as an information source for residents

on matters which affect the neighborhood or your particular con-

stituency? No Yes
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Section V: Constituency of Organization (Memberships and Recipients of

Services)

Now I would like to ask you some questions about the organization's con-

stituency. By constituency I mean organizational members or recipients

of the organization's services.

1. Does the organization have memberships? No Yes

(a. If answer is yes proceed with question 3. If answer is no

skip to question 12.)

2. How many individual members or group members belong to the

organization?

Members Number

a. Individual

b. Group

 

 

3. Are the membership fees the same (if any) for individual and group

members? No Yes

a. What are the membership fees annually?

Individual members $
 

Group members $
 

4. Are the members mostly males, mostly females, or equally mixed?

Mostly males

Mostly females

Equally mixed

 

 

 

5. Generally, what are the age groups of members? Are most of them

under 25, between 26-35, 36-45, over 45, or all ages?

  

  

 

Under 25 Over 45

26-35 yrs. All ages

36-45 yrs.

6. Are the members composed of mostly one race? No Yes

a. If yes specify race and percent.
 

(race) (%)

b. If not 100% of one race ask question 7.



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.
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What would be the races of the other members and about what percent

would they comprise? (Enter % next to those specified.)

  

 

 

  

 

Black White

Spanish Americans American Indians

Latinos Oriental

Mexican Americans Other

Arabic
 

Have there been more, less, or about the same number of members

joining the organization in the past few years?

More

Less

Same

 

 

 

Does the membership live mainly in the local community or generally

throughout the city?

Local Community

Throughout the city

 

 

Generally, what is your major method of recruiting members?

 

 

 

Is this the membership who elects the board of directors?

No Yes (If.§2 explain)
 

 

 

Recipients
 

How many recipients of services are served by the organization

annually? Approximately.

Individual recipients

Group recipients

 

 

Are the recipients of your services mostly males, mostly females,

equally mixed?

Mostly males

Mostly females

Equally mixed

 

 

 

Generally, what are the age groups of recipients? Are most of them

under 25, between 26-35, 36-45, over 45, or all ages?

Under 25 Over 45

26-35 yrs. All ages

36-45 yrs.

  

  

 



15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.
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Are the recipients of services composed mostly of one race?

No Yes

a. If yes specify race and percent.
 

(race) (%)

b. If not 100% of one race ask question 16.

What would be the races of the other recipients and about what

percent would they comprise? (Enter % next to those specified.)

  

  

  

 

Black White

Spanish Americans American Indians

Latinos Orientals

Mexican Americans Other

Arabic
 

Have there been more, less, or about the same number of persons

receiving services from the organization in the past few years?

More

Less

Same

 

 

 

Do the recipients of services live mainly in the local community

or generally throughout the city?

Local community

Throughout the city

 

 

Generally, what is the major method of recruiting persons for

services? Explain

 

 

 

Do any of the recipients of services have a voice in the election

of the organization's board members? No Yes

a. If yes, specify how?
 

 

 

 

Is the organization mainly serving members, non-members, or an

equal number of both?

Members

Non-members

Both

 



22.

23.
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What is the primary way the organization finds out about the needs

and concerns of the community? Is it mainly from members, non-

members, or recipients of services?

Members

Non-members

Recipients of services

 

 

a. How is this achieved?

Surveys: Mail

Door to door

Telephone

Other

Meetings

Individual contacts

 

 

 

Would you estimate the average income of most of the organization's

members and/or recipients of services to be under $3,000, between

$3,001—$5,000, $5,001—$7,000, $7,001-$9,000, or over $9,000?

a. Column A Members, Column B Recipients of Services (circle below)

A B

Members Recipients of Services

Under $3,000

$3,001—$5,000

$5,001-$7,000

$7,001-$9,000

Over $9,000

Not applicable NA

(
)
1
w
a
)
“

I
m
w
a
I
-
a
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Leader Profile
 

What is your full-time occupation?

If respondent states that leading his organization is his full-time

job, ask A. If respondent states that his full-time occupation is

something other than heading up his organization, omit A.

 

a. Do you have any other paid employment?

No

Yes (specify)

 

 

 

How long have you been of
 

(name of organization) - length of time

Have you held other positions in the organization?

No Yes
  

a. If yes, what other positions have you held? (specify)

 

 

Do you receive any kind of pay for serving as the head of your

organization? No Yes

 

  

  

How many hours a week would you say you work for ?

(name of organization)

1-10 hours 31-40 hours

11-20 hours 41-50 hours

21-30 hours Over 50 hours
 

 

How long have you lived in this area?
 

(area) (length of time)

If you don't live in this area, where do you live?
 

 

Where did you live when you were growing up?
 

 

Check race of respondent:

  

 
 

Black Latino

White Mexican American

American Indian Other
 

Arabic (speci fy)
  



10.

11.

12.

13.
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How many years of school did you finish?

 

 

 
 

Some grade school Twelfth grade (high school)

Finished grade school Some college

(8 years) Graduated from college

Ninth grade or more
 

Tenth grade

Eleventh grade

 

 

What experiences have you had for your job with the organization?

 

 

 

 

 

 

How old are you?

  

  

 

19-25 years 56-65 years

26—35 years 66-75 years

36-45 years Over 75 years

46-55 years
 

How do you feel the community perceives this organization and its

program(s)?
 

 

 

 

Which two officials of the organization do you work with:

Most frequently:
  

 
 

The best:

Does the organization have a constitution? Yes No

Does the organization have by-laws? Yes No

a. Are there any written records kept of organization matters

(i.e., minutes, reports, etc.)? Yes No

b. Do you have a list of officers or any other literature on

your organization? (If yes, may I secure copies if possible.)
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Date:
 

Study of Organizations
 

Follow-Up Information
 

Name of Organization:
 

Person Responding:
 

Title of Person Responding:
 

Read each of the following questions carefully. Please check only one

answer for each question.
 

1. Which of the following applies best to the 1977 summer program

provided by your organization?

A program which served as many youth as possible

A program which served few youth with an excellent program

A program which served as many youth as possible with an

excellent program

2. How did the youth enjoy the program?

____Enjoyed very much

____Enjoyed

_____Could have enjoyed more

____pid not enjoy

3. How well did the staff paid by the organization relate to the youth

served?

Very well

Could have been better

Not too well

4. Did the staff paid by the organization know as much about the

organization's purposes and objectives as you would like for them

to have known?

Yes

No
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If volunteers assisted the organization during the summer program

did they know as much about the organization's purposes and Objec-

tives as you would like for them to have known?

Yes

No

Did not use volunteers

Do you know as much about the organization and its programs as you

would like?

Yes

No

How frequently do you have occasion to learn new information for

furthering the organization and its program(s)?

____Very frequently

____Frequently

____Seldom

Never

Do you feel your knowledge of parliamentary procedures and Robert

Rules of Order are adequate for conducting meetings?

Yes

No

Would you be interested in learning information for the development

of your organization?

Yes

No

How would you rate your commitment to the organization and its

summer program?

  

Commitment to the Organization Commitment to Summer Program

High High

Medium Medium

Low Low

 



11.

12.
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Which of the following best describes the manner in which your

organization plans for achieving its goals?

Plans its goals with target dates for completion

Plans its goals with target dates for completing specific

objectives to reach goal

Plans its goals and works toward them until achieved

Are any of the organization's goals visible?

Yes

No
 

If "Yes"

a. Could you give an example of one of the organization's visible

goals?

 





APPENDIX E

FORMAT FOR ASSESSING ORGANIZATIONAL

ARRANGEMENTS
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Director's Report

Summer Program

Page Three

1. Was there anything which interferred with the summer program pro-

ceeding as planned? (excluding lunch problems)

No

Yes (Specify)
 

 

 

2. What, if anything, would you improve in your summer program next

year?
 

 

 

1. Name of organization:
 

2. Name of summer program:
 

3. Signature of program director:
 

FW:mjv

7/21/77
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Monitor's Report

Summer Program

Page Three

1. Was there anything which interferred with the summer program pro-

ceeding as planned? (excluding lunch problems)

No

Yes (Specify)
 

 

 

2. What, if anything, should be improved in this summer program next

year?
 

 

 

 

1. Name of organization:
 

2. Name of summer program:
 

3. Signature of monitor:   

FW:mjv

7/21/77



 

APPENDIX G

SUMMARY OF RESPONSES TO FREE-FORM QUESTIONS

FROM DELPHI SURVEY ON ATTRIBUTES AND

DECEPTIONS OF NEIGHBORHOOD

ORGANIZATIONS

 



 

10.

ll.

12.

13.

APPENDIX G

SUMMARY OF RESPONSES TO FREE-FORM QUESTIONS

FROM DELPHI SURVEY ON ATTRIBUTES AND

DECEPTIONS OF NEIGHBORHOOD

ORGANIZATIONS

What Do You Believe Are the Key Attributes

of a Successful Neighborhood Organization?

Involvement and commitment of residents.

Local leadership.

Open membership.

Democratic decision processes.

Some local base funding.

Response to neighborhood needs as defined by residents.

Useful programs--offering a service.

Participating friendship.

Trained, well paid staff.

Services which relate directly to the people in the

area.

Adequate decision making process (good working Board).

Staff competence.

Adequate budget for carrying out organizational goals.
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14.

15.

l6.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.
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Energetic, thoughtful leadership that generates ideas

of mission and role, programs, and action yet listens

carefully to community and stands for election

periodically.

Leadership that identifies the real problems of such

neighborhoods, selects those it can handle, works to

get others to handle (or monitor others handling)

problems beyond its means.

Leadership that can identify what it is impossible for

an organization so constituted to do, as well as what

it can do.

Shared sense and experience of ownership of the

organization.

Clear purpose/mission clearly communicated and under-

stood.

Energetic, competent leadership at policy and opera-

tional levels.

Good records.

Realistic measures of results.

Benefits, however defined, exceed costs, however

determined.

Capable leadership.

Informed staff and a relevant program.

Good channels of communication linking the board,

leadership, staff and program of the organization.

Effective planning.

Strong commitment.

Clear identification of needs.

Availability of significant staff consultation.

Full use of existing resources.

Availability of professional leadership training.

Exercise of residual authority as taxpayers to hold

public and private agencies fully accountable for

service availability.

 



33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.
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Measurable, documented goals.

A community feeling that "this is our center."

_Solidarity and diverse participation.

Continuity.

Competence of Board and staff.

Resourcefulness.

Results.

Viewed by the residents in a positive, enthusiastic,

useful manner.

The leadership, volunteers and lay is not difficult

to recruit and retain and the funding, either from

individual or other resources if achieved in an

orderly manner.

Acceptance of organization by community.

Program geared to suit needs of community.

Program facilities accessible to clients.

Allowance for direct input from clients served.

The quality of leadership of the board and the

director, to identify the needs of the specific

neighborhood and to translate those needs into pro-

grams of service.

The organization has the capacity to deliver the

service and record those activities.

Inexhaustible fund of resourceful, knowledgeable,

well-disposed trustees.

East access to services for neighborhood participants.

Visible, sensitive and resourceful leadership.

Organizational adaptability.

Organization strives consciously to become a part of

the community and in the process makes the community

a part of the organization. The delivery of services

that are well thought-out, adequately funded and

enthusiastically delivered.

 



53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

230

Defined needs.

Community acceptance.

-Commitment of memberships and staff to organizational

goals.

Positive working relationships between Board members

and staff members.

The ability to "stay in touch" with community needs and

residents.

The ability to "make do" with limited resources, their

creativity.

The ability to be realistic; the authority to provide

what will work.

The ability to foster self-determination.

Focused political constituency and power.

Clear goals, explicit problem focus.

Community participation.

Technical competence.

Links to power centers outside the immediate locale.

Adequate, broad based, leadership to insure con-

tinuity.

Knowledgeable, involved membership.

Technical assistance available and appropriately used.

Paid staff is possible--not leading a puppet board.

Well defined mission/purpose.

Commitment to resolution of a problem or addressing

a community need.

Capable of developing clout and constituency.

Leadership that can and does identify with the local

community and articulate its interests, but at the

same time has a capacity to understand and accommodate

the interests of other (other neighborhoods, etc.)

while maximizing its own.





10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.
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What Information About Neighborhood

Organizations Can Be Deceptive in

Assessing Their Potentials

For Success

 

 

 

 

Rhetoric

Gossip

Spokesperson

Motives

Large external funding

Competition for leadership posts

Large size of membership roster

Much talk regarding community needs--little data.

Reports which are prepared by the organization for

public consumption.

Most of the formal trappings--constitution, by-laws,

etc.

Information in the form of positive or negative per-

ceptions, impressions, subjective assessments by

users of the organization's services, by providers of

the service, and by the leadership--board and opera-

tional.

Staff qualifications

Quantity of people served

Written Public Relations material

One person leadership that dominates, vested interests

that place securing jobs for themselves as sole or

primary goal.

CriSis situations to which city-wide leaders over—

react. Reaction to repressive tactics by police, etc.

Steering by professionals and politicians based on

their own agenda.

Inability to move from single project to broader

planning.

 



19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.
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Inadequate analysis of human resources.

Paper organization with no substantive backing.

Probably the most deceptive is information relative

to the number of people served.

Overabundance of promotional activity and vocal

political participation.

Whether or not they really have the support of the

community they claim to serve.

Criteria that does not reflect the kind of services

that are offered, and is not a priority area of the

funding source. All too often most groups and com-

munity based organizations have limited skills in

reporting the specific nature of their programs, nor

have they developed the kind of system that adequately

captures the services that they provide. Most organi-

zations only respond to the reporting system that is

presented to them by the funding source that may not

respond to the particular needs of the group or organi-

zation.

Information that deals with plans only and not with

outcomes.

Information that confines itself to the letter of

things but omits the spirit of matters at hand.

Extent of internal commitment of each member and

staff.

Adequacy of needs assessment.

Willingness of community to support organization's

goals.

Board composition, i.e., the "movers and shakers"

The physical facility.

Salary ranges of staff.

Membership size and diversity.

Sharp staff snowing a Board.

Verbal leaders--no backing.

Misreading potential, clout, and constituency.
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37. Lack of bureaucratic sophistication/polish.

38. Over-reliance on quantity.

39. Lack of track record.



 

APPENDIX H

LISTING OF EFFECTIVE ADMINISTRATIVE

PRACTICES FOR NEIGHBORHOOD

ORGANIZATIONS

 



I.

 

APPENDIX H

LISTING OF EFFECTIVE ADMINISTRATIVE

PRACTICES FOR NEIGHBORHOOD

ORGANIZATIONS

Goal Achievement

A. Purposes-goals-objectives

1. Evidence that purposes and objectives are

congruent with community needs.

2. Statements of goals and objectives, well-

defined, but flexible enough to accommodate

unanticipated action to be protective and

reactive to community issues as they arise.

3. Communication of the organization's purposes

and objectives to paid staff.

4. Communication of the organization's purposes

and objectives to volunteers who assist the

organization.

5. Evidence of a periodic review of organiza-

tion's objectives with adjustments and

modifications as required.

6. Specificity of objectives even though diffi-

cult to quantify, i.e., objectives of com-

munity cohesion, community morale.

7. Established milestones, or time periods, for

reaching goals and objectives.

8. Visible goals that can attract support.

9. Flexibility in long-range planning to accom-

modate unanticipated projects or programs.

Programs

10. Objectives manifested in the programs of the

organization.

11. Programs with quality outputs.

12. Qualitative and quantitative programs that

satisfy those who are to benefit.
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13.

14.

15.

16.
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Programs by and for the community that meet

self-defined needs rather than needs defined

by others.

Programs determined by residents.

Short-range projects.

Programs which provide immediate assistance

to residents.

II. Resources

A. Manpower

Board

17. Elected to office by the membership.

18. Include representation of persons from the

neighborhood.

l9. Include representation of persons from the

membership of the organization. (The members

would include those persons who pay dues or

clients.) .

20. Include representation of persons with knowl-

edge of the programs provided by the organi-

zation.

Leader (president or chairperson)
 

 

21. A president or chairperson with knowledge of

the organization and its programs with chair-

type skills.

22. A president or chairperson willing and able to

learn, with commitment to the organization and

its programs.

23. A president with knowledge of the organiza-

tion's impact in the neighborhood.

Staff

24. Staff able to relate to persons served.

25. Staff representative of persons served by the

organization.

26. Staff with educational and experience back-

ground adequate to carry out the programs of

the organization.

Volunteers

27. Volunteers from the neighborhood.

28. Professional volunteers from a variety of

backgrounds (accountants, lawyers, educators,

social workers, etc.)



 

B.

236

 

Interpretation of organization's purposes,

programs, and achievements to neighborhood

Meetings open to neighborhood residents.

Publication of organization's purposes, pro-

grams, and achievements to neighborhood

 

Participation in community associations or

Working relationships with other neighbor-

 

Contacts with mayor's office, city council,

neighborhood city hall, police precincts.

Contacts with agencies handling revenue

sharing funds, other financial grants, or

Neighborhood based fund raising activities.

"Broader" community based fund raising

activities which do not result in loss of

Organizational Relationships

Community

29.

residents.

30.

31.

residents.

Inter-Organizational

32.

councils.

33.

hood organizations.

Political

34.

35.

sources of funds.

Funding

37.

38.

local autonomy.

39. Donations from individuals and groups com-

mitted to the organization's interest

without strings attached.

III. Operations

A. Controls

40. Evidence of adequate bookkeeping.

41. Policies and issues voted on by group

members.

42. Records of services provided.

43. Reports which portray the Operating results

of the organization and its program.

44. Well-defined statements of policies.

45. Semi-annual and/or annual evaluations.

46. Records of persons served.

Activities

47. Assessment of community needs.

48. Information source for residents on matters

which affect the neighborhood.

49. Facility open for use by the community.

50. Evidence of active recruitment of members.
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