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Rglations between ,organizations have"become a common topic for social-1

research. The dominant theoretical perspective in the area of intetorganiza-

tional 'relations posits that linkages between organizations serve as life-lines.

through which the resources necessary to implement an organization's core.tech-
.

. .

nology are received (Yuchtman and Seashore,.1967). Despite the fact that the

ins,trUmental value of an organization's network of linkages has been repeatedly

stressed (cf., Aiken-and Hage, 1967; Aldrich, 1972, Turk, 1971; Benson, 1975;

and Whetten, 1977), we have a very Teager understanding of the organizational

and contextual factors which influence the establishment of these relationships._.

It is unfortunate that while thef term "organization set" (Evan, 1966) has gained

wide usage in the interorganizational literature, almost no research has been

conducted on organization sets per se. Consequently, the purpose bf this

study of 69 manpower Organizations Is to investigate the organizationarand

environmental fac

%
ors which determine the size and composition of social

40

service agencies' irganzatioriNbets.

Organization -Environment'Theory

Two models of orgahization-environment interaction have developed in the

41
. past decade - -thee resource dependence model and the natural,) selection model

' Oldrich'and.Pfeffer, ,The two model's agree on the importance of under-
.

standing an organization's envi*onmeht in)order to fully understan its inter-
.

..

nal structure and processes; iu they-differ in their evaluation of the impor-....
! 70.,

,TPItance t the 5.61e of2e)ior ntal'selection. The resource dependence mode
i
portra e organ4etk doable of changing, as well as re-

.

. spondi. stra&s manage their environments as well.

me->activity may be as-important; or even

(Pfef er, 1977). On the other hand,,the natural
.

P.: ,
.

'

m. external control of organizations,-as the
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environment is treated as selecting those structures and activities that fit

. T best. The role of decision makin and choice is downplayed, and administrators

are posited to be dominated by-t r environments Uannon ane,TreeMn, :1977)1

The resource dependence mod =1 proposes that=the principal criteria for

evaluating the effectiveness of .4 organization is the bilitY of its mellberth to

establish linkages with other or:,-nizations which will enable tlieth to control

critical 'resources (Yuchtman and seashore, 1967). Within -this framework, the
1

role of organizational leaders is to formulate strategies for outmaneuvering
-

other.organizations,competing,for the same resources. If successful, this

should place the organization in position to domiaate others within its eco-

logical niche. This perspective 'ervades the current research on interorini-

zational relations and is typifie', by the folloting statement by Benson

(1975: 231):

.1

...it is assumed that oranization'decisibn-;makers
are typically oriented to the acquisition and defense
of an 'adequate' supply Of resources. Such an Oried-
tation.becomes, for.the decision makers, an operational

. definition of the purpose of the organizgtion an4 thus
of their responsibilities as decision makers.

The similarity between 'the resource dependence moctpl.and the polieital-

-

ecenomy theory of organizations (Wamsley and Zald, 1973) has recently.been

noted by Benson (1975). Both theories propose that organizational leaders work

to enhance their power over other organizations, and the distrilotiOn of power

between organizations within a cdmmunity'is largely a flfinctionsof the patterh

s,.

of. resource exchanges between them (Levine and White,%1961). *
f

The natural selection model also prOposes'that effectiveness be imci6xed'
, . '% .

j.

by an organization's bargaining position-in the acquisition Of resourcis soughi

after by others. However, whether. resources are,obtained as the result 'ef
., .

managerial ingenuity or, blind luck is unimportant, as, the Uldimates4eceion

criteria resides in the environment, not the-organization.. The moderls°not
1

4
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totally indifferent-to sources of variation within and between organizations,

however, as variation provides

Any external constraints:, tuck

the raw materLalOn which selection operates.

J
as administrative or political *dates origi-

nating from sponsors or funding-agencies, are relevant to the model ihsofar as

they effect an organization's ability to respond-to local environmental con-

aditions.
4 t

The two/ models are complementary rather than contradictory alternatives,
1

,i a
. .

ith both treating organizations as centers of resource concentration and power.
,; ,

oth are concerned with external constraints on -decision making, but differ in

the emphasis placed on administrative discretion in .modifying structures and

activities. Eventually these two models may mere into a single perspective,

but at present.it is useful.to retain both'because their differing emphases,

capture so many of the critioal(issues in organizational sociology. This

papeeexploits the differencis in emphagis placed on autonomy versus constraint,

and uses it to raise some pertinent questions about public policy- and the

'design of human serVite.delivery sygter.

People ProcesSIETOrganizations.and Organization Sets

The importance of establishing interor6nizational linkages is clearly

evident in,the case of people-processing organizations. Thd core technology of

people7processing organizations "...consists of a set of boundary roles which

k '

define the input' of clientd, to the organization and mediate their' placement in
.

I

various external units" (Hasenfeld, 1972: 256). Classification and dis ositiOn

is carried out in anticipation'of the reactions of external units to the 'pro.

4

ducts Of the people-processing organizations inasmuch as the products must con-:.
.:/- °

_ .
.

4.
form to the 'requirements_ Of external units. Man (1965) showed that the'judg- -j

Meats of an employment placement agency's effectivenes were based/on the
. .

,.1
I ''agenCY's.abillty 6 'refer 'clients to organizations that implicitly; the '

..- .1

I
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altered status conferred on the clients by Phe agency

- corlectional systems, diagnostic centers depend upon

large number of external units toallow them to make

. In medical care and

their relations with a

placements matching

4

clients' altGred statuses. Many community, centers in-low income neighborhoods

actually. provide no services themselves, but instead refer clients to other

organizations on the basis of an-initial'screenihi interview to determine

theirlapropriate statuses.

Most social service organizations use a people-processing technology or 4

have a large people- processing component, and this is particularly".true oCthe

organizations.created by state and federal manpower training legislation .in
-

the past
0,

two decades. Three of the programtypes investigated in thistudY--,

Employment Services placement offices, On- the -Job, Training programs, and the

Neighborhood youth Corps-=Operated Mainly by screening applicants, certifying

them as eligible for gticular kinds of employment, and then referring them-t-o,,1,.

training programs or employers. The fourth program InvestigatedManpower

Development add, Training Skill]. Centers -- accepted clients for ashort training-

period; during which the seivices'of other organizations werd used to'supple-

ment_the Center's offerings with clients then referred elsewhere for employment.
.

The unit of analysis in this study is the organization set. This concept

is' taken from Merton's (1957: 369) 'definition of a role' set.: '1%,..that comple-

ment of role relationships Ohich persons have by virtue, of occupying a par-
0

4 .
ticular social status." An organization set consists of those organizations

with which a.focal orgAni2atiOn has direct links. Aldrich (1977), and Elialf* .

. .

(1966) proposed that an examination of this set would enable one to understand

such things as the structure of the focal organization, the environmental

-pressures it faces, andsthe degree of autonomy it is' able to achieve. Several

studies of fodal organizations: relations with organization sets have focused.

.pin the proceSs by which organizations
adapt to'pressures from organization

6
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sets.i Evan (1912) examined the organization sets offederak regulatory com-- II

*
1c.fttmis ions and the pressures that\lead tb the commissions becoming the defenders,

-

rat er than the regulators, of the industries they were create d to-monitor.

r ch (1972) investigated
how'publishing houses, movie'ttudios, and record

co anies chained their relations with members of their organization sets'-

be ause.of demand uncertainty, for tbeir pro-ducts and technologUal require-

mep ts. Elesh (1973) studied .the strategies used by unive rsities in competing

f
,

4*new students with other universities considered,to be of the same4quality.

an thus in the organization sets defined by "competitorrelations.

\`'

Simeand Diversit

We will examine two properties of the organization sets of manpower
L

.-$or anizations: the size of the set, and the extent to which organizatitnsI

r .
n the set are.concentrated in

particular sectors of the-organizational popu-,
qmp .,

,

a ion'of a community, or are dispersed across the entire range of pdssible
.

. .

or anizational types. ....

- *.p

4. large organization set permits,people- processing organizations' ad-.

mi istratots to have access to a large potential resource base. -.The latger

the set, the greater the opportunity to secure required resdurces such -as
4 .

cl'ants, training and employment;positions, rehabilitative and,social services,

financial support, staff-and physical facilities,'and visibility and legi-

ti cy (Aldrich, 1972; Benson, 1975). For example, employmint counselors:-

wil be in a better position to place cltnts with specialized skills.if.their%

Age cies have information rearding job openings in a large number of busi-

'ness s. The creation of computerized job banks which'peimit a local emploY=4-

ment service agency to greatly expand its information. procession caktrty'

refle is the interest of top administtators in expanding organization set size.

other benefit of's large organization set is that it may reduce a

foCal ortanizatioh's dependence on any single interacting organization
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6

(Evan, 1966). The larger an organization's base of funding, the less vuiner-..
' C

' able it is to a decreaSe in the amount received from one:source. A large.

.

* .

* .organization set may also provide organizational.administrators with infor-' .1
. . .

matiop regarding probable shifts in the Availability of resources within'
.

\

....,

-different sectors of the community. Based on this information alternative

sour,ces can be
.

multivated which'increase the long-term stability of the\...
.

.
,

. .
0

organization set.

. .

A large organization set not',only ,faciritates the control of tangible
. k

resou also enhances the visibility and legitimacy
t

of an organization.
, A. )

.
Ethe public sector it"is often diffiCtilt for a client to evaluate the

A' .4quality of the services rovided by a Teopie-processing organieation. Since,

referring organizatioXa, funding agencies are often unable to adequately1

°.`,

evaluate a social service organization's product; it is likely that they will

use visibility and 1 ,itimacy As 'criteria for selecting organizations to

support (Whetten, 1978.

Diversity in anorganization set's composition is advantageous for
.

\several

reasons. -First: as Hasenfeld (1972), Mindlin and Aldrich (1975), and47.--

/-

r,

bthers have pointed out, the availability of alternative suppliers and

.customers is a primary condition under which organizational autonomy is main-
"*.

tained. A l&rge3rganization'set is one way of achievinge.this condition,

and maintaining links with organizAion4 in many different functional' sectors

Of.the interorganizational diviSion of, labor is another tactic. Just as f

large set is more likely to include a number of alternative or substitute

r.suppliers and consumers, so an organization set with repre'sentatives

of several different sectors of the environment is less likely to be adversely
Ita

affected by a specific type of organization'losing governmental support or

suffering from a depressed economy: For exampie,_11_22-anonization that

Eatampiapprom-v-EEn

8



provides vocational train. maintains links with a large manufacturing firm

and a general hospitaLe it is more likely to be aware of a sim4ltane us diS-
ir.

continuation of on-the-pb training 'in the firm and the,availability of

similar pkOtions at the hospi tZ than would be the case were it linked only,

ti
to the business firm.

A second-benefit.of\oganization set diversity is that it increases an
,

organization's ability to. keep abreast of innovations, in administrative
.4

prictices,13asic technology and the ,delivery of services fai
A

is field. 'The..

' more heterogeneOus an. organization's contacts with its environment, the moire

diverse the information received via the interactions or organizatfOnal

professionals with members otother organi zations .(Hage and Aiken. 1967;

4 Aldrich and Herker, 1977).

The Resource Dependence Model and OrganizationSets ,

To thisthis point we have argued that a large and diverse organization set

.is vital to a people processing technology. However, our interest is. not-

so much in demonstrating the, need for interorganizational relations as in

am,
gaining insights into the process wherebylinkages between organizations are

'established. The resource dependence model suggests that.lin ages are the

outcome'of deliberate decisions by staff members to obtain'control over ,,_4

Ir

resource A by considering the costs and benefits of establishing an agrde-
.:,

ment with agency X as compared with agency Y and then 'selecting the alterna-

tive which will mostlikely increase the focal organization's dominance\over
.

._.

its environment.' However: previous research an inte7,rganizational relations
. -

..

has not tested the utility of the resource dependence model inprediCting.the
, .

entire -set of relations which an organization has establiihed. Instead it has
.

tended to focus on a small subset of dyadic relations, such as joint ventures

(Aiken-and Hage, 1967; Pfeffer and Novak, 1976), or mergers (Pfeffer, 1972)1'

9

Vs 4
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This'is an important point teCause the theory's assumptions about the manner

in which decisions to establish interorganiiational linkages are made may

'
apply onll for these-kinds of linkages which involve a large commitment of

orgaaizational resources. Since these generally represent only a small fraction°
.

of a RibliC agency's total set of interorganizational relations we question

the appropriateness of Viewing the total 'organization set as the consequence

of +11517 deliberate administrative piactices derived.from any organizational

or decision making theory. On the contrary these 'networks may simply'be'ar.

' -facts of legislative and budgetary guidelines and'the characteristics of the

4c N\

. ,
local community over whiCh organizational Aads have little control. Argyris

,,

. 0,

(1972) argded that the authors of much of the research on the structure of

public agencies could have arriv d at the same conclusidd by simply examining

the civil service regulations and her policy guidelines governing these
ct

organizations. While this criticism y be somewhat overstated, itis clear

that the heads of public agencies are greatly limited in the kinds of admini-

strati decision)they can make. Many options for Controlling the environ-
Ok ,

0,

ment us by administrators in private organizations are pot open to heads of

ial service agencies'. These include opening branch offices; significantly

Increasing the size, or substantially altering the Occupational composition,

of )their staff; eliminatkng a costly product, service or client group; in-,

creasing the budget for a product by raising its price; and expanding their-
.

organization set to encompass Orgadizations outside their local jurisdiction:

In fine, our reservations about-usingthe resource dependence model as

the dbminant perspective' for- studying the develop t of organization sets

stems from the fact that-policy, budgetary'and geogr phical restrictions

greatly constrain the.decision making'process within social ;erviceageneies.-.

The objective of this studY:is'to determine whether these concerns are well

10
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4-groundeU empirically. To do this we will examine the relationships between a

wide range of organizational and community characteristics, which vary greatly,
II

in.tdrms of how_ mudh,confrol agency direttors have over them, and the size,

and diversity of social service agencies' organization sets. ,

Determinants of Set Size and Piversity
. _

We are interested in the relative predictive power of two broad classes

of variables: community and supra-agency factorsover which a local agency's

staff have little cohtrol,,and administrative practices initiated or pOten-

,A

tiall' manipulable by orgaqizationalIeaders. Based on our review of the

organization- environment literature and our previous research experience with

,

these organizations,weidentified several,organizatidhal and contextual

characteristics which we expected would be associated with large and

sified organization sets. To determine how much-power local agency heads had

over these variables, we asked several experts in the field of manpower program

admihistratip to rate each characteristic on a scale from 1 (OrganiZatilpnal

leadershdVe no control oygr this) to 7 (Organizational leaders have, total

c control over this). There was a high degree of consensus among the members
.4

of this panel that the characteristics could be classified,inio three categor-
.

ies. These consisted ofthe two extreme cases of. near or total autonomy (6,7),

1 the r no autonOmi,(1,2):and an intermediate level (3-5) wherein thead-
.

ministrator is onstraihed by program guidelines, but if he4is,,,ssertiveand

creative he can expantLhis.scope.of control. .Figure 1 snows the variables

whiCh fit into .eAch category.

We variables in Category A are essentially dete mined by the legisla-
_

tive and Orogram guidelines governing 'tile local agencie or ,the characteris-

tics of the local,cOmmunity. It is quite difficult for local agency heads

to alter the characteristics ojithe population of organizations in Ole.
1-

\
(

.------, .
. , .

4
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-
community, the size and complexity of their agency, or the core technology '

they utilize for, processing clients. Local .administrators have more control
. /

.

over the hiring process (Category B) wherein they can, to some ektent,. select
. .

ftheir. staff on the basis of certain background and personal aracterri ics
.

. 0 ,

lirwhich` are perceived to facilitate, the process of interacti g with other
. .

;

organizations. While administrators have some control o er this activity,
C.

,

their autonomy is circumscribed by civil service guide ines., the salary level

1 0

they can offer., the technical requirements for the.p sitions; the need for

the staff to be'able'to relate gith and be respect d by the clients and

the types of people who are likely fa apply for.t is type of work. In cdn-

'trast, the administrators have almost total, control over the variables in

-Category C. They initiate coordinationand communication procedures and

assign or encourage boundary spanning activities for staff'members.

The resource dependence model gives 40-atest weight to variables in

,

Category C, whereas the natural election or ecological model giyes greatest
/

weight toexternal constraints OnoiganiZational activities, thus emphasizing

't
Category A. Variables Eh-Category B are a mixed lot, poterreially subject to

, T1
administrative contrql but onlyCwith extra effort. Me relative explanatory .

1

importance of these three categories of variables is the focus of our study,
S

but we are also interested in the predidtive power of each of the sixteen
',.

'I variables in figure 1. They were selected because of their plausible relation:7/ o, 4
.

_i- ship with organization set size1 and diversity, and the rationale lor'iriclud-.
/!

,

.'ing each variale is given in the following seven hypotheses.

- .

.iF .

i

'-' Community Conext- //,
.

. .

i' dai important/charactekistAcrofthe community context ,that should effect 4
1 i

?. '
I . .

f
coordination b/ weet organizations is the number and diver4ty. of the organi-

l' 1 . I. .

i
zations in the community. Previous investigatoisi workingiat the dyadic-

.
i

I
.._

)

4
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level of interorganizational relations, postulated a curvilinear relaiion4e

tween the number of organizations in a population and the development of coor-

dinating agencies or interfirm organizatidNLitwak and Hylton', 1962;.Pfeffer

and-Leb,lebici, 1973). Their argument W that a population with a large number

'
s....

of organizations is less able to deve op a collective structure of interbrgani-

tational relations due to the large number of linkages required to connect all

Organizations involved. From the perspectiVe of any tingle organization,
°

however, having a large and diyersified,popUlation from which to choose should

facilitate the developmentof a large and iversified organization set. We

are thus led to the following hypothesis:, 11 .

Hl: The larger and less concentrated
1,
the organizational

population; the greater the opportunities'for forming
interorganizational links,; and hence the larger the
-organization get and the lower the concentration of
set members in a small number of sectors.

"1

OrganitationaL,Size and COmplexitl, A
.*,

Since our purpose is to predict the size and diversity of organization sets,

it is logiCal to include the size and diversity of the organization'S staff as.

.independent variables. The overall scale of the organization is a function

'of the agency's budget, which ip set by state and feder4 authorities. The
. ,

amount of money available for hiring staff is a major parameter over which

the loJa1 leade"ts have little Control. We expect that staff size should

affect the size of the organization set because larger,siZe means more people
1

available for.initiating41inkages with 'other organizations.,

OttupatiOnal differentiation represents the level of internal specialt-

',ZatiOn an organization has attained in the delivery of. its services. Special-
. .

ists must be hired within the guidelines laid down by supra-organiza4tional

authorities. Hage and Aiken 0.967) have.sAwn that the leiel of professional

4

v
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A
differentiation'in a social service agency is positively related,to the rate

of program innovation and the number of joint programs established. lthough

,t their definition of interorganizatiOnal relations was much, More restricted

than ours--joint programs versus many forms of\Interdrga nizational link es --

.

we expect tiat the relation between occupational Complexity and interorgani-
.

zational relations will be similar, inasmuch as the greater the diversity in

occupational specialities,the greater the opportunitids for specialized 1

staff to con itrate on-linkages with organizations from specific community

sectors.

H2: The larger the budget, .the greater the- number,of staff
and the wider"the'range of occupational specialities
they represent, the larger and less concentrated.the
organization set.

iahnological Complexity

In a social service agency, technological complexity refers to tie number

4

of different services and the breadth of.servicesoffered clients. The reater

^
the number of services offered, the more complex the' organization's processing

activities. The breadth of services offered ranges from cases where only a

limited aspect of the client's life -span is of concern, to cases where here

3'...-

is broad interest in the client as a,whole person (cf., Lefton and Rosengren's
t,

;'[19661 distinction between minus and plus laterality). An organization with

a broad concern for its clients may provide not only vocational training but

also personal counseling, day care services, and'a\job ,placement service. We

expect that the'greater fhe number of servic provided and the gieater the

client life'space compassed by these services, the greater the need for kink-
' '-cwt

ages with other ,organizations.

H3: The larger the number of services offered and the more
inclusive the services; the larger and less concentrated
the organization-set. 1 1111

14
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Characteristicgof'the Staff

Two of the personal characteristics of the staff which could influence

their ability to in4itiate interorganizational relations are the level of

)

professional, training, and the number of previous positions they have held

in other community-based organizations. Previous research has shown that
,z

when local community leaders.were asked to rate the'effectivress of these

organizations, one of he organizational characteristics associated with

positive rating was a well educated staff (Whetten, 1978). We expect'that

well ted and arl*U/ate representatives of these Agencies tend to

enhance their program's legitimacy in the community, Which in turn makes it

easier for them to establish agr ments for Client and 'service exchanges

with other organizationS. Well edu ated staff members are more skilled in,

negotiating and monitoring the exchange relationships and this also contri-
g

butes to the positive image of the organization. Similarly, staff members

should be' better qualified if they had held positions in' other organizations

'in the community because this background would increase their awareness of
4R. .

training and employment opportunities in the community. -This forimf inte-

.

gration has been observed in studies of the movement of staff between divisionso,

of multinational corporations (Galbraith and Edstrom, 1974) a&well as between

organizations withih an industry (Pfeffer and Lablebici, 1973).\ After-a

staff member has been thired, the distinctive competence of the agency can be
. .

maintained or upgraded'by encouraging continuing involyement in p ofessional

Ar
H4: The greater the professional training and activity o

staff members'and the greater the number of prey' us \

jobs held by the staff in manpower relevant o aniza- \-

tions, the larger and less concentrated 9 organize-7 \

tion set. ,
,-- \

. . .
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Boundary Spanning Activities

Boundary spanning tasks are an integral part of the.core technology of

people-processing organizations, as most of the work of the ganization

(i.e., classification and 'disposition of clients) takes place at the organi-

zation'slboundaries (Aldrich and Herker, 1977). We will focus on three

types of boundary spanning activities. These are: (1) Proviliing direct

services to clients on a day-to-day routine basis, with such activities

- ,requiring service and client coordination with external units on a case -by -'

case basis; (2) Formal coordination w h other organizations via planned
601°

coo-z4j.nation mechanisms, such as interagency committee meetings or member-

ships on overarching coordinating bodies; and'(3) Informal coordination in

extra-organizational settings, such as through membership in local volun-

tary civic or community action associations. All three types of boundary

spanning activities help overcome the obstacle to coordination among social'

service agencied that-results from a lack of shared'

I
formation about iervice

offered and clients available (Warren, Rose and Berg der, 1974).

Voluntary association memberships facilitate interorganizational coor-

,)Adination not only because they serve as an information,channel but also because

overlapping memberships tend to mitigate conflict between organizations..

TUrk..(1 7 arguedthatcommunity-wide associations provide a means fortbe
4

expression of shared values and the breaking down of organizational hostilities

_through cross - cutting and overlapping members

H5: The higher the prop ition of staff engaged in boundary
spanning tasks nd th greater the number of coordinating
organization and ntary.organization memberships held
by the staff, the larger and less concentrated the organi7
zation set.

.1
0

Administrative Control and Coordination Practices

./1

Because the local ag heads apPearito have substantial control over

this set of variables the problem o correctly identifying the direction of

16
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causality between the "independent" and "dependent" variables Is more difficult.

al., 1976)% Since the previously discussed organizational charac-,_

teristics are 1-1.9.t as readily adapted by administrators to changes in local

environmental condi?lons we are confident. that they axe correctly classed as

independent variables. 'While one must approach assigning the direction of

causality between internal 'coordination and control variables and the number

of interorganizational relations with Tore caution the prevailing belief in

the fielis that centralizatiqn of decision making authority and formali-

zation of workruIes decleases over time in response to the increased size

and complexity Of the organization's set of interorgailizational relationships.

This is due to the fact that an expanding numbef of linkages produces a

greater volume of boundary spanning decisions which must be made by entral

administrators and this in turn prompts them to decentralize some

decision making:authority to-boundary spanning personnel, Aiken
.

(1967) first proposed this hypothesis but their research on organ

characteristics and the number of joint prdgrans produced just t

finding. 11"his follow up study)/ Paulson (1974), provided suppo

original'hypothesis by showing that centralization was indeed n

correlated with the number of interorganizational relations in

Hage 16

ational

opposite

'1
for the

a4vely

' r
s sample of

organizatiOns. We feelthatthis contradiction in results may be due to` the

measure of interorganizationalrelations used in the two studies.: Aiken -and

Hage measured onlyjoint programs which presumably involved the commitment of

a substantial amount of the organization's resources, whereas.Paulson measured

a broader range of relationships, similar to the current gtudY. Thi

significant differehce inasmuch as the amount of resourceq 1;ling comnited to

joint programs likely increases the concern of senior administrators for

tight fiscal control which ulay nutweiglv their concern over havi.-L--ng
7

17
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spend a great deal of time-focusing on boundary spanning activities. InA'smuch

as this study is examining, interorganizational linkaged which generally do not
.

. ' -

involve a substantial commitment of resources we expect that centralization of
A .

decision making authority and formalization of work procedures and

decrease as a function-of-the-size and diversity of the organization

les will

set.'

Information'sharing between staff members is expected to be positively

'relateeto interorganizational activity because it facilitates' the

on of knowledge regarding the location and availability of resources in

the environment. If an organization has frequent staff meetings to'exchange

ti

inform9tion, the staff as a whole will be more'informed about "opportunities
.

for enlarging the organization set. Hage end Aiken (1967) reported a corre-

lation of .83 between the number of committee meetings per month-and Ve

number of joint programs, with the correlation, only moderately reduced when
.

partial correlations were Computed. Paulson (1974), ig his uplication of

the Hage and Aiken studied found a more modest .28 correlation between these

two variables.

H6: ,;111e e ect that, centralization and formalization Will be
Ilegat vely related

.

to the size anti diversity of:the
organization set. We Turther expect'that the number of
staff meetings held will be positively associated with
'a large and,diverse organioetion set.

In our earlier discussion,of the advantages of large and diverse organ

"zation sets, we noted that a large organization set reduces a focal ora

zation's dependence on any single interacting organization. Large set size

lalsol,allows focal organizations4to ,distribute dependencies across various
,...--

1,
. Al

secem of a corn unity's -organizationa3 opulation, thus cushioning the organ-
,

ization against ckastic 6Kange in any particular se To the .extent that

administrator cognize this benefit, they will use an4increase in set size

4, 18
t
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to diversify their intcrorganizational linkages, However, if ur previous

hypotheses are correct, there may be little discretion left t administrators

to diversity.

H7: The larger the organization set size, the less concentrated

the set.

Methods

The study was conducted during the summer of 1973 in communitiesthrough-

out New York State, excluding New York City (Whetten, 1974). The study

'involved 81 organizations representing four types of manpower.prRgrams:

Neighborhood Youth. Corps, On-the-Job Training programs, Manpower Development -

nd Training Skfill Centers': and New York State Employment placement offices.

A brief description of each program type is included in Appendix I. Three

`different survey instruments were used to collect information on the variables

used in our analysis.

Information about the internal operations and structure of an organization

was,,obtained from an interview with the directpr as well as from a self-admin-

istered questionnaire completed by'the professional staff and the director.

The staff excluded from the questionnaire survey were secretaries, elerks,

bookkeepers, and general office help. The self-administered questionnaire

provided information about the individual activities, background,andyercep-

tions of staff members, as well as some aspects of the organization's structure

and techndlogy. The agency director was asked questions abou -the orgpnilation

as a whole,, such as number of staff and current level of funding. We assumed

that the director was'the most reliable inform#nt fot providing such informa-

I

tion, as he or she was most likely, to have direct access to the required.

information.

t
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, sInformation about- the composition of an agency's organization set was .
'

obtained from the director's response to a master list of organiz ns, in

the community. The master list was'a compilation of,every known public and

.non-profix. organization'in the focal organization's community-and surrounding4
, .

com4u4ities, and was compiled over a two year.period from directories of

community organizations supplied by local government and social service

(coordinating.agencies. The list was Validated by asking the directors of

the manpower organizations and the, heads of the Social Services, Department

and Chamber of Cortmerce in each city to check the list for omissions and

errois several months before the interview. Orgnaizations on the, master list

wete classified into ten categories, shown in Appendix II, based on the

seg,tor of the community they represented.
A

Private or profit oriented businesses were not included in thisanalysis

because the list of businesses on the master list was compiled in,much kess

systematic manner and was incomplete in some respects. Agency directors were

asked to indicatelwhich of the Kenizations on the master list their organi-
.,

zation interacted with, and to specify the nature of the relationship. In

this paper we disregard the latter information and use only the director's

responseai to the presence or absence of a relation.

.

The unit of analysis /s the organization, with.tome variables constructed
et-

from the aggregation of individual responses. There is little agreelpnt among
-

.organizational investigators about the most appropriate hethod of aggregation

(lynch, 1974). In our case we used the simple average of all individual

scores within each organization. Hage and Aiken (1967) havel5rOposed ,al-

ternative two step approach of aggregating by social positions, with a position

defined as the unique intersection, between the vertical (hierarchical) and hori-: .

zontal (occupational) axes. We chose not to use this approach for several reasons.

20
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o

.These include: 1, It implicitly assumes that the process of horizontal dif-'

feetntiation, by4osition and departtent, has reached full maturity in the

organizations being studiedP(Cf., Blau, 1972). However, we found that this

.was not the case in many man4weragencles due to their small size or lack

F

19

'of technological complexity. 2. When, as in our sam ple, there are a small,

iflUiber of pelple assigned to each social position this approach results in
. -

,o-

egation of Unreliable scores. 3. The social,pdition appraoeh pro-
.:

siuces an Organizational score which'is "top heavy". That is, it placeg a

Oisproportionately large weight on the. responses of top, adullnistrative leaders

since individual responses are averaged first by their 'position and there are

typically fewer people occupying administrative positions than staff positions.

if researchers are studying a pheadmenon Ach as the adoption of expensive
a

ne\gq ipment, or Programs, which require the approval and support of the
t

db.

organizational elites, then an organizational score ,of people's attitudes,
.

toward \nnovatibn, for Instance, probably ought to be weighted in favor of

\--.-li

k senior officials since that will accurately reflect the mpact which any
' 01

glAn person's attitude is-likelvta;have on the decision, to' adopt. However,

tthe Phenomenon we are studying is quite different. 'The decision to send client

ktp Riganization X or Y is more likely to be ififlutnced by the staff-members

4

handling the actual people, processing activities than by senior administrative

ckfficials. Consequently, we feel that a simple average of all responses*

pfoduces organizational scores which are yorl,valid'indicators of the factors,

iTpinging on.this particular phenomenon, One of the pebposed advantages. of

tile,social position approachIs. that it compensates for different samplirk

ratios for each position. We handled this problem by dropping 14 prganiia-
-

tions-in whith there was a low response rate for both.the total staff and the

txipsilb-troubs of supervisors and subordinates. We found that even in the

( 21- V
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very-small organizations there was cltai5 hierarchical distinction between

supervisors and\subordinates and consequently we were careful obtain-.,

adequate samples of each.
6

14041e we have included operationalizations ofSour independentvariatiles

in Appendix III wewill discuSs our two dependent variables herer0-7car-ii-

. 4

zation set size is operationalized as the total number of non-profit local

organizations, public and non-profit, with whiel3s.4 focal manpower organi-
9

zation interacts. The mean size of the organizati sets is 72, with a
1 ,,.,_

median of 56. Sets ranged in size from a mini m of 12 to a maximum ,of
.

267, with the standard deviation being 48.
.

*
\,

I
.

%

Organization set diversity is operationali/zed using the H concentration
,

measure (Adleman, 1969) which is the sum
.f thi squared-percentages Hof organ

,

-,_ .
,

.% c.
.

izations in each of the nine community sectors. Thg computing.formul is: .

/ .N
i 2

--...
, .E,1

.
,

i
!

. 0
t1 ,..

witha
i
defined as the number of organizations in sector i and A defined as. A

R.

the total number of organizations in the orgahization set,, H then measures-- . .

the extent to,which membeis of
1

the organization set-are concentrated in a

A
0

few sectors or spread out over. many;the larger the H, the'llighr the con-

J.
centration,(dr.the lower the diversity).. The mean H Is .17, with the Stan -.

dard deviation being .05.

Results

To dete
MP.. .

I
/

if the e four types of manpower programs) should be'included

as a variable in the stddy, a one-way inalysis of variance Was caltulaW lor
f

v,

'0 if ;,;
each variable to check-for significant differences'betwpen the four'prOgrams.

in our analysis, o nly ;.(showed significant;dif-
, .

,A.:

Of the 18' variables included

ferences by program. As an'additional check, dummy variables for program

0.0.1......,
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small6r than the R from variables reflecting external constraints: This
* .

conclusion is supported by the. fact that for' the d p ndent variable organi-

type were included in our regression, analysis. Foi' both dependentvariables

these variables had very small and statistically insignificant beta's. Con-

sequently we decided not to include program type as a variable.

' Table 1 shows the correlations between the "textual and organizational

chatacpristics and organization set size and diversity. _Basically these

results confirm:ourovefarching Hypothesis that external constrain have a 7

greater effect 'on the size andc diversity of organization sets than do local

administrative practices. Of the 13 correlatipns with values of .20 or

higher (p=.05) between the independent and two dependent variables, only

three inr..1ye variables, from Categories B or C in Figure 1.

Table 1 About Hare.:

4.

Since zero order co relations can be misleading when the independent

variables have moderate intercorrelations we ran a two step multiple regres-

slop for' ch of the dependent variables. To do this we regressed the
'
depen-

.

qrit variables on Category A variables first and then on the Category B and

C variables. We did this because we are'confident that the A variables are
. .

causally prior to the B and C variables. Since we were less sdre of the

exact ordering'of all'16 variables a full scale path analysis is inappropriate.

Table 2 shows` the results of this analysis. !

t

Table 2 About Here

Again we see that the contextual factors are better, predictors of organi-,

zation set t characteristics than administratiftre practices. The increase in R
2 >

0
attributed to the variables maniptliatabde'by agency heads (B an C) is ml(c1

zation set diversity only 3of the` 1Q independent v

23 '

A

les with significant,

, ,

r
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beta weights are from the B or C-categories. n theicase of organizat#n set'

size 3 of the 5 significant independent variabl s are-from the A category.

4 \
Examining our seven specific hypothe'ses we find OsIderdble support for

hypotheses 1-3 and 7 andonly'weak support for hypotheses 4-6:- Both 'the.size

and concentration of the.ormilkization set are affected by the breadth of

services the orgabj.zation provides a*d the number of different occupational
,---7,

.

epecializationssused in dispensing these services. The size of'the set is

. inTluenced4,y the potential number-of linkages which can be made with other

pilfganizations in the community, the number of non -task related 4ganizations
N A ..

the staff belong to and the rate of-communication in the organrCaon. Set

concentration is dependent on the level of concentration in the population of

commdnity organizations; the size of the pgeney's budget, ,the number of staff,
.

their level of professi'onal training, the amount of bqundary spanning activities

assigned to theht and the formalization of the work, relationships. One of the

-most striking patterns in this table is that the overall scope and size of

the organization (variables A3 -A7,, C3) appear toshave less impact on the size

of the organization, et than they_do on the set's concentration. It appearslAw

that as an agency increases the scale of its operatigTe the added staff are
I

used to establistelations with a greater diversity 'of organizations'. This

,outcome is likely due to the fact that the principal mechanism for growth in

t ese agencies -is the additionof new service delivery prhgrams which are
.

.r 0
g erally diffel4nt from, though related to, current programs. This 'suggests

/ .

that the breadth of the agency's activities (A5-A7) is the mostjundamental

determinant ofithe diversity of its, organization set and that the size of.its

bUdget (43), the number of staff its emplOys (A4Y and the percent of boundlY
.

spanners it utilizes (C3) are simply first order oacomes of this horizontal

,

.

growth process which in turn facillitate the development of a diVersified or-' 4
1 ..

ganization set: _

4
24
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There are two additional'resu.1ts -in Table 2 which ought to be highlighted.

First, we are unfotunately, t'lhable to add much clarification to the confusion
. .

in past 'research regarding the relationship between internal coordination and

control practices and interorganizationAl relations because wale the regres-

sion coefficients for communication and formalization are both significant°

and in the hypotheSized direction for'one of the two measure of organization

. .,
. sets characteristics, thg...syerall pattern o relationships (both correlations'

s. .
_

. .
-and beta weights) between this act Of independent and 'dependent variables is ---1 At

rather weak. While this it consistent with our overall expectation that ...

control and coordination.practices play a less significant role in the process

of establishing interorganizatidnal relations than other organizational char-

actgristics, our interett in resolving the contradictions in past research
.

on this topic is still keen- Secokd, we, feel that the concept of boundary

spanning has been too narrowly con eptualized in the

typically' defined as on-'the -job extra-organizational

study has demonstrated the importance of job related boundary spanning acti-

vities (C3) as a predictor of ieterorganizational relations we har4e alpo

r.

past,\Iinagrquch as it is

relations. 'While this

shown, that off-the-job dorltact; thvugh the medium of local voluntary.organi-

zations and community action associations also enhance an organizations'

4 , ability to enlarge its entwork of- relationships.'

Policy Implications

From Table 2 /e can see that while each of the seven hypotheSes were .-

plausible when cunsidered_individually, by grouping these oiganizational and

contextual characteristics according to how much'control local administrators
...

have over ;hem-we obtain a much clearer understanding of'theiY true effect on
.

3.
.

-interorganizational -relations. These results seem to reflect'three aspects of
... ,

.. ,

. . .
the interorganizational linkage formation proceis: (1) The needfor an otgani--

- 25
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zation to establish linkages (breadth and number of services offerea;,(2)

Various means_which facilitate the establishment of interorganizational re-
:

lations(size of the budget, number of staff and occupational specialists,

level of prof.sional training, memberships in voluntary organizations and

. V \

internal,communication'and coordination); and (3) Environmental constraints
_

. , .
.

I ' '
.7

on the number of linkages that can*gtahlished (set size and size 'and.

4 ,

4 ,

diversity otvthe organization pop41stn). Viewed in this manner, these

resuit$,-have.important implications for the design of social service pro-

, *-

grams. Since most of the factors which significantly influence the composi-,

tionof organization sets for state or federalpeoi)ler-procesing agencies
, ,.

are essentially pre-determined before local admini tretors are hired, fed-
..

eral and state pfogram administrators must assume substantial responsibility- "

for facilitating the establishment of a large and ty based network,of''

interorganizational relations. In this regard, o federal system esigr

.11
principle which can be extrapolated from these res lts is: a program.Aould

have a balance between its nees-fointerorganiza ional relations and its

means for,facilitating the establishment of the'Se inkages. Since agency

liZads have little control over- the types of positi ns in their agency and
. .

N
0

the division of labor between their counselors, rviewers ansi teacher's,. :,

it appears im- portant for program designers to inc ase the range of occupa-
.

tional specialities in a program,if they plan to crease the breadth of

' services to,be,provided. An example oean imbalar4ced prograin would be one

which provided alarge number of services that de lt witli, broad range,of

client problems but was operated with a narrow rage of occupational spec-,

' 'ialities and on
/

such a sm all budget that comPensa inglor the low diversity
, -1

t/)
of occupational specialists by h ring a large and well educite staff would

,
. ,

not be feasible.
-



Our proposition that designers of social service programs should explicitly

, .
regognize'the needs for external relations which their program will contain and

then ensure that they'have built in adequate provisions.for establishing these

linkages represents an extension of the more common practice of balancing -in-
.

ternal needs for coordination with the, means for achieving eoordination. Such

an approach is appropriate for long linked d-orLintensive (ThoMpson, 19:67)

people changing technologies but for mediating people-pft rocessing technologies

concerns over insuring proper interorganizational coordination should be

given prlority along side concerns for Intravganizational coordination,

Table 1 suggests that this criteria was not used in the design of these

people-processing programs. The "need" variables, numB nd breadth of
. voutivif

service (,k6-7), do not have a single high positiie correlationeWith any of

the "means" variables controlled by pragram designers (O-5). Thus, by de-

-fault the primary responsibility for coping with the need for interorganiza-
.

tionalreiations is left up' to the local agency heads who are A*146ie to

manipulate those aspects of the organization which' haye a marginal impact,

on the size and diversity- of the organization set.

We find some evidence of this coping behavior in Table 1 since the num-

ber ana breadth of services is correlated positively with the professional

activity of the staff, palticipation'Ap interagency coordination councils,
e

k -
memberships in voluntary organizations and a large percentage df boundary

spanning roles. .0f tfl4wAyeriables, voluntary organization memberships is'

the mast intriguing to us because it haslargely been overlooked ini)revious .

interorganizational research. This result suggests that for public community7.

'based otganizations, the practiceeof identifying boundary spanning roles

solely on the basis of whether a person's work requires boundaryapanning.

activity gray be too narrow, as it appears that considerable job-related "
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boundary spanning activity is occuring outside the context of an employee's

eight-hour work day. This opens up a whole range ofadministrative strate-

gies for enlarging and diversifying organization sets. It appears. that
b

contacts with members'
e

nctiy,ities which enlarge a staff's range of personal

of relevant local organizations increase their value
, .

;

cthe needs of clftnts and available opportunities for their f fillment.

as mediators between-

lit the timOhis data-4as collected one of the;factors which tends to.

alance between the need for intetOrganizational relations and

the means fop establishing themin
-f6ese federa .secial service programs is

that the same standardized
program-was operated ire all cOpmunities, regard-

less of their size and other idiosyncratic differences. Since budgets are

generally a function of the size of the client population, programs in small

towns tend to be very modest. However, a reduction in the size of staff is
t'\

often not accompanied by a reduction in the scope of the program. Therefore,

a small staffin a rural areamay be responsible for providing basically the

same range of services as their counterparts in a larger, urban setting. The

. f Vdifficul y of this. undertaking is compounded by ehe, fact that rural settings%

have fewer, and a less diversified'
group of, organizafions with wich eo esab-

..

lish linkages_and the members of these communities tend to be leis professionally

oriented. Table 1 provides some support'for these conclusions as it shows a

correlation of .33 and .34 between the'number of organizations in the commu-

nity (a surrogate fpr community size) and the size of the agency.',s budget,

and the professional activity of th4 staff, respectively.

This Tine of, reasoning supports the current federal polAzy of decentralizing.
,

and decategori42g manpower planning. Instead of implementing one standard

program in all co unities throughout the country, the'Comprehensive Employ-

ment and Training Act of 1974 places the authority for designing programs in

' 28
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the hands of local community leaders. These people will now be in a position

..

to tailor their employment and' training.prograns to both the needi.and capa-,

bilities of the community.

Conclusions

Our purpose ha$ been to investigate the effects of administrator autonomy

on-the compositios of organization sets for people- processing organizations.

We have shown that 16U.el26utonomy is aniimportant predictor and:have

- - ,,..__

discussed the implications of this finding for the design of social service

, . -,-,,,,,,_

programs. From a theoretical perspective, iae were interested in testin2 the
-1-4,471

applicability
.1
4 using the resource dependence and natural selection glacier's
J

to predict the compositipa of organization sets. The question we raised was

whethet the resource dependence model might assume that agency heads admin7a

istering state,and federal social service programs have'more autonomy than

they actually possess. Our investigation found that an agency's3felationa

with other organizations are largely an outgrowth of prdgram and legislative

guidelines, as the natural selectioarmodel--focusing on external constraints=

might-lead us(to expect.

Both the-resouice control and natural selection models underscore the

importance of considerinnwzironmental conditions,in research on organiza-

tional effectiveness, organizational design, and administrative decision-

making. The principal difference between the two is that while the resource

co trol theory is centered on the intentions of organizational leaders, the

evolutionary model focuses on constraints independent of the perceptions and'

actions of organizational members. It bstulates that conditions in the

environment/positively or ne atively_reinforce the decision made by organiza-

tional leaAers. Ifa particular struc ure Or activity is not selected when

environmental conditions change,, t tters not whether this was - because the

29.
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se*".,leaders misperc eived the change or properiy'interpreted the incoming informs-

6tipn but lacked the interest or ability (e.g., autonomy io change sgnificant

variables) to act on their knowledge.' Either way, the result is the same.

Our'reSeatc suggests that since so many of the key factors affecting the
i'

-establishment of linkages between organizations in the public sector are not

directly controllable by their staff Ipembers,.it appeais that the explanatory

power of the resource control model is restricted and that the natural selec-.

tiOn model may represent a more fruitful approach for directjng future re-,

search in this area.

I

a.
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Footnotes

1. Note that the terms high diversity argt low concentration are used inter-
*changeably throughout the paper.

2. An examination of',these 14 organizations indicated that they did not':
vary significantly in terms of program type,,, organizational character-
istics or organization set size and diversity from the remaining 67
organizations.

c

4 1.1.



APPENDIX I

PROGRAM -DESCRIPTIONS

OJT (On the Job Training): The OJT programs in the study were all fed-
.

erally funded and operated out of the district office of.the State Employment'
-

Service. It is designed to place disadvantaged workers in jobs in private,

businftsses'where th receive training gn the job and eventually move into a

-4

regular job slot. During the training period their wagesare subsidized by
A .

the OJT program.
t

MDT Training Centel/ MDT Training Centers were begun under the Man-'

pcille4 Development and Training Aet to'give vocational training to disadvan-
q

taged workers who wished to learn a new skill or upgrade the skills they,had

previously learned. Most Centerg.offervat least five different kindsIof

training, ranging from skilled mechanic' classes to registered nurses training.

Some also Include prevocatiOnal skills fot workers with little-education or

unsatisfactory'work habits, Cerfi ication of eligibility for training and ..,

if I , c

placement in jobs after training ar handled By local Eiployinent'Service
/

'

/ .
.

offices, sometimes with an office on the premises.
. .,. . ......I, .

NYC(Neighborhood Youth Corps): NYC programs,are the most homogeneous ,

category of manpowerIprogiams in our study, a most perform only one function:

finding jobs for youth aged 16 to 21 in nonprofit public and priyate,organi-*
.

i . .somezations, although sone do provide coun eling services. 3 The component
.

NYC ii the In-School and Summer employment prggram which serves in-school

you from families below the poverty line. Most NyC progral§ hie affiliated'
.

O
with local 0E0 -CAPagencies.

"36
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- Local Employment Service Offices: The final component of the manpower

Tiaining system studied is the local Employmelikt Service office in each urban

cemmunity*. /Although federally funded, the Employment Service is operated on

a state-by-state basis,and,itg structure varies across the,state
\
s. Employ-

ment Service offices are to provide testing, placement, and job. Market infor-v

mation'to all persons seeking employment, although in practice they serve

mainly the disadvantaged and person$ without access to other channels of

employment information.

p.
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APPENDIX II

COMMUNITY SECTORS

The nine,cammunity sectors were: '(0) Manpowei programs that are state

or idcierally funded;, (1) EducatiOn, training and employment organizations,

e.g., schools or employment information
centers; (2) Economic assistance

organizations., e.g., social services departments of the'F.H.A.; (3) Medical

and health care orgahizeions, e.g., hospitals and nursing hhmes; (4) Public
/

safety'organizations,-e.g., poltge and fire departments; (5$ Recreation'and°

entertainmenforganizations, e.g., Boy's.Clubs or youth camp's; (6) General-

.

social service organizations, e.g., Family Services, Senior Citizens Infor-

- mation Service, or the Salvatirfty); (7) Administration, research and cen-

tral planning organizations and agencies, e.g., the mayor's office, city ir
e%

planning departments, or any of the many New York State departments; and
4

(8) Special interest organizations, e.g.,,NAACP, Mental Health ASsociation,

dialietterBusinessBureau,drtheAFI.-CIO.Sector. (9), Private and profit-oriented4,businpssea, is excluded,from this study.
S.



APPENDIX III

OPERATIO IZATION OF INDEPENDENT,VARIABLES

Highly skewed\rariables were logged to obtain a more normal distribution.

Size of the Organizational Population:\ The total number of non-profit organi-
ations in each community.

1 '

Diversity of the Organization Population: All non - profit organization's in

the community were categorizedby community sector (See Appendix.II)- and
thea-the He statistic was calculated.

4P

Budget: The amount of money allocated to an agency for,the 1972-73 fiscal
year by the state or federal government. Singe the individual Employ-
ment Service offices did not have a'seParate budget their operating
expenses were figured by multiplying their number of staff times an'
average salary and overhead amount, supplied by the state office. This''

Variable Was logged.

Number of Staff: The number of staff in an agency. Part-time members were
I counted on the basis of the fraction of full-time which they worked in
the organization.

Number of Occupational Specialties: On the Basis of their job titles and a
desCription of the tasks they performed, staff members'were placed into
eight categories: Administration, Basic 'Education Instructors, Work
Skills Instructors, Guidance and Counseling, Interviewers, Job Placement
And Development, Social Workers and Community Organizers, and Staff
pbsitiops-(e!t., publicity, evaluation, training, research). The

number of different categories represented.waymed a, the organization's
score.

1

Professional Training: The average number of-years of eduCation of the staff
meMbers.

Professional Activity: This is an index based on: one point for belonging -

to a professional association, one point for attending any professional
meetings during the previous five years or holding an office in a pro-,
fessional association during the previous five years.

Number of Services Offered: Staff members were asked to identify the services
offered brthei organizations from the following list: Outreach, Intake
and assessment or diagnosis; Orientation of clients or program partici-
pants, Basic education, - skill training, On- the -job training within
the organization, Op=tat=joh counseling or supervision (at sites in other
organizations); Counseling, Supportive services (e.g., day care centers,. *-

transportation), Job development (dolicitation),,S'ending referrals for
job placement, Sending referrals to other organizations to receive per-

,

sonal services, follow up on referrals, Research and planning. This
0 ) variable was logged. '

//
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Breadth of Services Offered: Staff members were asked how;often they "8ealt
with the following aspects of their clie Is' lives; Medical problems, - -
Family relationship, Other social proble
or nefghborhood), Economic problems, Edu

(e.g., related to their work
ational needs, and experience.

4 Psychological characteristics, Plans and dreams.'Four response Cate-
gories ranged from "Every time we meet with them" to "Never".

Percent Boundary Spanning Tasks: The percent of staff engaged in the follow-
ing activitiles: Intake and assessment, Job' development, Sending refer-
rals for job placement,-Sending referrals for personal services.'

Participation in Interagency Coordination: The average mumberof- manpower-
related organizations (e.g., CAMPS) which staff-members belong to. Thisvariable was logged.

Voluntary 4ssociation Memberships: The average number of community or civic
action organizations (e.g., NAACP, Settlement House Board) the staff

.members belong to. This variable was logged.

Previous Jobs: The average number of previous jobs the staff field in the
following types of organizations: Employment Service, other manpower
organizations, business organizations, public agencies, education organi-
zations, other community service type organizations. This variable waslogged.

Communications: The number of regularly scheduled meetings within an organi-
zation per month. This variable'was logged.

Formalization: An index composed of the organization's standaidiztd scoresregarding the presence or absence of: ,(1) An ofganizatiOn chart; (2)-
. Written contracts'of employment; and (3) Written records'of job per-formance. The ),after ao variables were scored on the basis of whether
they were available for,administrators

and supervisors only or for all
personnel.

Centralization: The staff, members' average response -regarding how often they
participated in making the following decisions: (1)'To proMbteany ofthe non-clerical staff;-(2) To hire new staff members; (3) 'To adopt newpolicies; and (4) To adopt new programs :* Responses were coded on'a'5
point scale from "Never" to :'Always ".
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FIGURE-1'
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Dependent Variable

TABLE 2

Multiple Regressions for Organization Set Analysis

Beta Weights for Inde eildent Variables
-

/ Set Size
'(D1.)

R2 = 1.44
_

4-

.

Dl Al A2 A3 A4 A5 A6 A7 Bl B2 Bi, Cl C2 C3 C4 Cs C6

NA .30# 'NA- ;02. .06 ,4211

R
2
= .28

.05 .23# ,'-.04-

11/C"'

.11 .14

Increment to

-.02

R
2.

.29# .17. .10

= .16**

.12 20#

Set, Concentration
(D2>

R
2
= .45 .

26 NA .33# -30# -39W n3311

.

R2. = .33.

-.20# n231 n2311 n11 r.01

\

Increment to

.07

R
2

.16 n22* n10

= .12

.19*

1

n15

.

N = 67

p u .10

= .05

lip = .01

**Note: '-"R for the-block of B and C variables represents the-increment to R
2
after all variables in

block A have been entered.
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