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s v " ABSTRACT

. This paper focuses upom a research project conducted, in a nine-

. \ : ' : . .
Lounty agea of lowa. The research project was a pilot attempt to provide .

-
¥

- t ) N .
%social-indicators data to local-level decision makers for use in.the
. ) . . ,

-]
policy process. T research project was funded by Title V of the Rural

1]

[ ' . ! ’ .’ . L)
Develophent, Act of +g72. Specifically, tyo "tools" that decision’

. v X
makers' can .use in stb%\&sg to .tmprove quality of life &nd to improve .
accountability in the decision-making process are described. The first

tool, descriptive social repgrting, can be used as a mechanism for
orgaﬁizing descripéive, time-series, social-indicato; data. A éy;tems
framework was developéh to orggpize data for d[sseminakio; to d;cision
Aakers and to‘guide décisions rega}ding 'Whag dat; should be collected."”

’
———

The second tool, systematic needs assessment, focuses on te&hniques that

<

» can be used to Amplement the needs-assessment process. Systematjc
. 4 . "

-

- ] . N \
needs-assessment techniques. focus on’'"how to collect data.'" Use of thele

techniques by decision makers, is suggested as a.mechanism for enhancing

.
-

the accountability of the decision-making procegs.. !

.The systems framework for social reporting°wd% used to prepare a

- Al
. . Y
series of comprehensdiye social rggorts for nine counties in lowa. These
L ) . . ~ . @
socigl reporty, along with the systematic needs-assessment techniques,

b

were presented in conferemces’in each county. .Response to the conferences
4 L4
e ) . . . ° '. '
‘was very favorable. The authors propose‘lhat‘a working relationship ‘among
. } . .
¢
decision makers, researchers, and Extensiog personnel must be developed.

~ [} .

A strategy for developing this ”workin§ relationship' in lowa is described.

- £ '
ﬁ ‘ ' : . &

“
w
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ubiquitous A varlevy of different aspects often are lncluded Q: )

. E - 4NTRODUCTIONy N

. Ay

""Quality of life' is a contemporary Eoplc-~one of the nnst talked

‘about issues in today‘s world. The dinensions of life qualtty are luterally

o \
P

. constltutlng the basis of life quallty--dependlnggon who is éonng the

defining: gdod schools, accessible health services; convenient
- . . . <¢ ‘ -
transportation systems, satisfactory employment opportunities, and an

adequate income are Smong the constellation of variables typifying

common definitions of the term. Adding“to the complethy\is the facf

that many broad conceptualizations often.include all.these attributes--

§

plus many others. !

- . ) . N -
‘It is logical to.assume that we ‘all, by and large, strive for ''thé

.

goéd’fife.“ _Fbﬁ this reason, decision makers at all levels of government
vié{ improved quality of, 1ife. as a central goal; decisian'makers haveﬂ %
the respon§ip}lity *d veloping, i%ple%énting, and evaluating social
;rograms that are<|ntenged to provide. the services that\lt s hoped wili
enhance qudlity of I{fe for as many peoplé as%passible.:aThe’goal is

far easier articulated than achieved; decision makers face the incessant

‘responsibility of allocating scarce financial resoprces so/%? to!

Al

optimize the satisfaction of pressing human needs. we {

o

The complexity bf the decision-making process is compounded by the fact

0 ©»
, L .
that public policymaking is in an age of accountability. Accountability
. . l 5_ - “",, .
¢ . 'C : ,.42 A e ¢ U
] e RPN
Journal Papgr No. J-9196 of the lowa Agrlculture and Home Ecanomics -
-
Experiment Station, Ames, lowa. Project.No. 2142, The reseanghurepor d
' . . "3 '
in this paper was funded, in part, by Title V of, thé Rural ‘Development
Act of 1972. . L
’ A 4 . ’\\ : ] t‘
) 4 . .‘ )
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meet vital human needs, and

“% gystematically evaluate existing programs. N

\

f .
&
. < /
. .

can mean that:d (1) the rationale for dkcisions must be explained to -

citizens (and sometimes defended), (2) services must be available to help

o
' ° . ¥

(3) avaible services must be successful
.- 4 *
at what they were designed to accomplish (i.e., meet vital humdn needs).

The implications of accountability cam be succinctly stated: decigion ,

. makers are concerned about finding better ways to efficiently and ~

effectively deliver services in economically feasible ways. There are at
Al " . v
least three major ways in which decision makers can become successfully

) - ‘

accountable; '{J) involve citizens in the planning process, (2) use

systematic strategies and techniques for needs assessmgnt, and (3)

.

) R
The pu§pose of this paper is to describe two ''tools'' that decision

14

makers can use to promote successful accountability The first. tool,

. Z N
descriptive social reporting, can be usedvas a mechanism for organizing

descriptive, t@me-series, social-indicator data. Although social reporting

can be used as a vehicle for monitoring changes in quality of life, as

/ . .
measured by '"'objective' (nonattitudinal) statistical data and(or)

. Y
"subjective" (attitudinal) data, the approach deseribed in this paper
L)
will concentrate on'guide\ines for deciding what ''objective,' secondary
data could be collected for needs assessment. The second tool, systematic

. ’ ) .
needs assessment, focuses on techniques that can be used to' implement

the needs-assessment processl Several’téchniques considered in this paper
can be used to elicit citizen input and involvement in needs assessment. °

Another technique describés a strategy for using social-indicator data

for needs-assessment purposes.

tad >

L/

.
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Descripgtive social reporting is part ef an.ardﬁ oﬁ inquiry that has : :
\' \/ ’ ’
come' to be known a&s social-indicator research. There has been a pro- .,
- ) . N . A h
liferation of inter%gt in the concept of social indicators among both’ g
researchers and bolicymakgrs. The thrust of social-in%gcator research is ; .
embodied in the measurement of quality of life. It is widely assumed that SR

indicators of quality of life can play an instrumental part in the

p&ﬁnnfhg process. The assumption is based on the bélief that more and -
s N . L4
N . N R B
better iEIprmatfon on quality-of-life trends can make an important
) i \\. ) AR
contribution to the knowledge base upon which decisions are made. The

L}

v .
.

v Lo ) . . . . ‘ - .
social-indicator research described in this paper was conducted as part
. N ©

-

1 . of the lowa Title V program of the Rural 6evelopﬁen£ Act of 1972. The i'
d _“purpose of the research was twofold: \(I) thpkovide:}ural decision .
'; makers with quality-of-life trenq.data. and (2) to demonstrate how these
, - data coulg be‘used\for needs assessheht. A systems framework was éeveTéped ’ '
? . % to organize the data for dissemination EB\;he decisjon makers. That/

,
. - t . . . .-

systems perspective also was employed as a Trame of reference for
" e

]

applying the-assembled data for needs assessment. b .
]
Systematic needs assessment will be discussed in terms of four

Pel 3
techniques: the public~forum approach, the key-informant approach, the

» ~

attitude-survey 3pprpach; and”the social-indicator approach. The dis-

E) : . ¢ ‘
."cussion will follow the work of Warheit et al. [1975] and Feaf et al.

. 11977,1978]. Systematlc needs assessment can be viewed as part of the . .

-
A
~

-~
/ Jarger thrust for syste@ptic decision making, which can be“an important

&

component in ‘suceessful accountability. ‘For instance, by using »
. « * L ] N * v

t >

1 f A

‘. systematic procedures, decision makers can document how an.why decisions
- . / L4

were made. In additicon, three of the referenced techniques (the public-forum,
\ . _ .

. - . . .

Q - N ,
ERIC - s Lo .
P v R ™ 1 )
. N R - . A . . s’ . < &
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key-inforhant, and attitude-survey approaches) can promote 'successful i
accéﬁ?&ability by involving citizenstin the needs-assessment proce§§.\\;&

L ]

Y S . . ..
TOOLS FOR DECISION MAKING: ¢ L s .
DESCRIPTIVE SOCIAL REéORTlNG AND SYéTEMATlC NEEDS ASSESSMENT . \
N -, . I3

- ‘
Descriptive Social Reporting

» 2

Needs assessment is an important part of the_overall planning ‘process.
. . .

If social. programs are designed to enhance-quallty of life, then decjision

.
“ v

makers must first identify important needs and assign prioritie§ to these

needs. Needs assessment is the attempt to delineate social needs. As

LN

Fear ;et al.\§1977] have suggested, Hgéds assessment may be defined as a

. . .. b«
systematic process for documenting policy-relevant needs. There are :?Er
1 - . . »~

.
[ \ 'Y

major components to this definition: . ‘ ‘ "t
? I ‘ . o
! . . . -,
(1) needs assessment should be $ystematic (that .is, one or more..~”-
methodical approaches<should be used); .. \ ’
» . - { .
(2) needs assessment should be a process (that is, needs- o §
. v S ¢ e . -,
assessment approaches should follow clearly deflned steps or - .¢‘~ &
P ' . . SR B
stages); ) , - . N
! <

(3) needs assessment should focus on Qg}igy-ﬁelevént needs (that:

<% N "
/(’T\‘\‘\\\i§,‘identified needs should be those thag' ydecisio.rv_makers.N o ’“i
. . may attempt to meet through social policy);;and, . ‘ i
) ' (h))ngeds ggse;QMent‘should lead to(documentation (that.is, ~ - ’:k
- - identified policy-relev;ng needs should)be defined as such = ¢
. . <

zhrpugh objective én&igefensible reasons) . #§c‘q

S ciél indicators can be used.for needs assessment. Warheit et al. . -ié

elaborate: - .
r .

L.
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" assessmeRt process is outtined by Warhei;

’that sodiaj

. . » » . 3 4 » .
*myriad assortment of social-indicator data (i.e., social statistics)
. . . Vd .

st , N -S - R ‘ \. -). - R * ’
. ' v . . T 3
’ - . T "'D . . ]
" The social indicators approach to needs assessment’ is. based primarily
. . j . _ s .
on inferences of need drawn generally from descriptive statistics. s

I3

found in public records and reports. Thé underlying assumption

.
-

l - . . . . -~ .

of the approach is that it is possible to make usef&l‘eStjmates

- . -

of the peeds and social well-being of those in a community by .

~ ! ~
. . . - . . Y [
analyzing statisthes on selected factors As such, these ‘

.
v R ., ° - .

statistics are regarded to be indicators of need . . .7. .

e

These factors . can be consxdered.as social indicators and
- e !

when analyzed as constellations they ‘aﬁ-pf6v1de important 1nforma- ’ -

'f|on about a community and the needs of those init [1975, p. ~47] .
One framework for the ubuilzatlon oﬁ~socnal\agd|cators in the needs-

-

et al.2 But- the questlon is then-

indicators? One defunltlon wi th substantbal merit has
~

What are {social

emerged from the myriad discussiofs regarding this.que§tion. Land [1971] suggests

. h .
indicators are variables .that measuré\Lhé/;;cial précesse§ that
L) ' : v 'y N ' ¢ N )
- * )

. *

ZSociaI-indicatdr data may be used, among Dther ways, Eg/mqasure and monitor

h}

social conditions. Data of this sort often have beeh'published in social
! * ’ R ¥ 4 e
reports. These documents typically represent data books that jinclude a f!

1

measuring a broad array of policy:srelevant ar%aé; sucH"ag heglth, education,
. ° B .

Ld . . - .
4

The dissemination and orggnization of "this social~- .’

housing, and income.

indicator\Uata is descriptive social reporting. Descriptive social

- - [N . ¢ .
re;ortin ‘is one aspect of social-indicator resqgrch that can make® an
g ~ Y . T . ”

[y < - A}

diate contribution E’/the plannung process. The More technical social-

e .'-w-

indicator modelnng activities are not as readlly utilized in the plannung

process. * ) "
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, a ' ! ‘
occur within soclal systems. This¥definition stresses the need to:

-

(1) view. social Indlcators as tlme serles measurel, (2) conshd/i the

InterrelatJonshlps amopg sets of *soclal Indlcators, and (3) develop mean-

ingful soclai-system frameworks that focus on soclal process [thd, 1975].
1 * .

The soclal-system; framework that will be described In this paper.has

been used to oh?anlze soclal-Indicator data into desCrIptIve soclal -.‘ w
|
|

reports. This framework for desqr%ﬁTTve social reporting was developed as -

. ®

” part of a deslgn for- encouraging 'the use of soclal Indlcators In rural

’

, 19775

development planning [see Fear et al., 1978; Carter, Klonglan, et al.

L

and Klonglan et al., 1976]. 'Nonattitudinal, census-type, éecondary data

were organlzed Snd disseminated to rural decision makers using the framework
- [e.qg., see_Carte;; Ganey, ét al., 1977]1. As will be dlscussed later In
thks Paper{ the framework al;é can he employed as a meahs for applying
-the organized data ?or systematle need§<;:;essment. - ‘

' The compenents of the frameworkllnyolve macrosoclologlcal factors

that affect soclal well-belng. Spetlflc conslderation Is glven tQ key
factors that decision makers can Aanlgulate to help brlng about des!red

Attentfon also is devoted to nonmanlpulable factors (that 1s,

i

outcomes.

factors that affect aggregate well-being, . but are Iargely out of the

K
L4 '
'Y

declslon makers' control) " :

* \ 4

social services are Intended

As Cordes et al. [1975] have‘augdested,

to have an impact on quallty of. 1ife.

1

that people can use them to meet thelr needs

Servlces are Implemented SO

One of the_prlmary

—~ - N -
functions-of various pollcy subsystems, such as the health and . P
education subsystems, 4s to mobilize requisite financial and human (:

\

"resources -so that services can be delivered to thosewho are In need.

» o s
. . . d
1 . ) )
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~ Decision makers can mobilize services to influence social well-being.
! x - .

L)
4 . & r

condition is such- that n7eds are unlimited, whereas the

“financial resources that would be required to create and maintain all the
S e . Q

desired services are limited. Therefore, it is imperative that services

But the Human

efficispfly and effectively meet high-priority:neéds if they are to haVETéH
ol o0 * ’

social well-being. Threg.inter}elated features of

optimal impact on
: , . %

b ger@ice-delivery systems ,. whigh,are important to take into acgount‘during
. ) o, | .
needs assessment, often can be measyred by nonattitudinal®, census-type

»

.’ . . ', . . ' .
data: (1) the allocation of financial resources used to fund services;

.(2) the structure of services (i.e., professionpl personnel and facilities)

1

that has been cyeatéd via the allocation of funds; and (3) the utilization
P . 2

of available services (i.e., the extent to which existing services aye

‘

. over- and under-utilized, the geographic and economic accessibility t

services by people in need, and'thEJEquitableness of service use by

’ N 4 ‘ -
various target groups). Each of ;these features can, and should, be

measured on a time series. An illustration of the interrelationship among

* -

vLooN . . R
the three components of the.service-delivery system, and their connection

° to well-being, is presented in Figure I, . e

- —
- . 4 - a
, . .

. (Figure 1 about here) ,
Forces or factors typically outside the realm of the decision makers'

‘e » .

control also theoretically can affect well-being throwgh their impact, on

the service-delivery system. Crawford ﬁ§975T comments :
Within a community, ecological, demographjé, economic and other .
. \

« - -
considerations are . . . forces that will affect the' community's

!

. mix of services. wﬁefher the population is dispersed or concen-
ol \ .
trated, whether - population isagpredominantly young, old, or
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middle-aged, whether the population is increasing on dec}easing,

and the tax producing apd type of employment in local industry

will all uddoubtédly-make.forfdiffeﬁences_in.the arrai, -
.“ X * . . . ,

magni tude, and géstribdtion of services. ' \ o o

J. . - . . . . .
These nonmanipulable factors must be taken into conslderqtlon when |

plafning, but-decision makers have little control over these factors.
For instance, most decision makers cannot directly control population

change, the rural-urban distribution af the population, the composition
of the populétion by age, *climatic conditions, or general economic
~N - . - . N SRR

a

A}

vitality.- But each of {pése factors can have implications for the:type and

extent of social services offered. A sharp decline in population size

~

could have negative consequences on .the local tax base, and, in tuen,
result in termination of many previously available services. On the other

‘hand, rapidly growing towns can experience severe overutlllzatlon of
services occurring when the demand for existing services--and in many 3
‘ , ® ’
2 . -
instances the need. for new‘servlcés--outgrows the quantity an“va_rle.ty of

.

through the |mpact of these phenomena on .the service-delivery system.

Several important nonmanupulable‘factors, which together constitute a

B [

resource base, are described in Table 1. The interrelationship between

[

.

A < PERY .
R .the nonmanipulable and manipulable factors in ‘Frms of impact on éggre- )

gate wel!-being is poEtrexed in Figure 2.

— - i

(A " (Tabler1 and Figure 2 about here) «

¢ —— \

b4
The systems framework described here was used as a frameoof reference

'

for organizing the. data included iin a series of desgript?Ve socidl reports
A .

B 2
[e.g., see Carter, Ganey, et al.;n1977]1. The diata were J?esented ina'

time-series at theycounty level. County-level data were aggregated and
" .. M ' R

' <
>’ N . . 14 B

available services. The aggregate Yevel of welT-being can-be affected N




K ) “ . \.... . | ‘; : . ’t‘. ., . '.."/E-.
- ‘ also.presented for the multicounty and state levels. Each of .the R
socfal repofts'!ncluded‘lz\chapters. The'lnltlal‘chapter_outllned<the .

Ce . N LN
Potentlal oppllcaglflty of'soclal;Indlcator'data‘?or needs Bssessment ‘ ‘ ..
' and also prov[ded an overvlew of the systems framework that.would ‘be .

- B ~ <\ F

-—

’ . used to organlze the data [Carter, Ganexu.et al., 1977a]-|7]. More than' .

, s ’ ,

Y

el

‘ZOB,Indlcators were presented In the folloylng 11 chagfers:' One.Zhapter .

was devoted to each,of elght pollcy-reievant'areas:- héélth educatlon}
l ‘ houslng, publlc s;fety, lncome, employment lelsgpe’and recreatlon ,dﬁd the
 physical environment. ln each of ‘these eight chapters, soclal Indlcaoors . :%"
. . were reported ‘for each of four " components. (1) the alloca\Ton of funds
i for servﬁces In thg.pollcy area, (2) . the structare of avallable ser;lces i oo

» N

in the po%lcy area, (3) the utl.llzatlon of, avallabie services In«the

:) ) "p/chy area, and (h) the status (ievel) of aggregate well béjng ln the
' ’ s
! "policy_area. The remalnlng three chapters lncluded data 6/ the resource ’
‘base. Each chapter-lncluded soclal Indlcators for one of the\three dlmenslons.

..

(l) thé human resource dImenslon, (2) the g&qgraphlcal/phxslcaf’drmenSJon, .

P ‘ L
and (3)" the econamic dlmension. \AII thjfdata in the reports ﬁEP:)drawn Ty,

*

. ;
[N * 23, e - N
R .

a'state sour&es. Several ‘criteriadwere used .to select o,
h fﬁJ a . . e !
t Included ln the- data bodks Durlng the research, : oy

* /S
A 8.

from feder

v

. v —
the indlca

Interviews were conducted wlth rura] decrsfon makers *(N=32) . One of L o

« the toplcs consldeyed was the ext t to wh they had ‘used soclal- : o

IndIcator data‘*or plannlng Th lnformatlaﬁ was used, to'help select

" the soclal lndlcators that appeared In the’ data bbok Other criteria were:

- -(‘ () - > N

" (1) Was the Indlcator Freqd%ntly mentloned ln other soclal- <L .
. 4 h N . . LR .

7 * Indicator data ks? ‘ R . ) ’ <

. ., . "\ ‘




. .10,

&, .

, S )
y ) fﬁy (2) Dogs the indicator seem to posse@s'face.validi{;? (i.e., "Does
the indicator measure the genera} concept thatiix p;rpOrts to
measuré?)' ‘ ‘ - :
, " (3) Are dagé‘?or the social indic;tor available at the ébuniy [evgl?
(A) IHf fhg data ar?-availablg, were the data timely? (i.e., Are: ,
they of the bo§2-1970 varigty?) D ) N ) . -
(5) Tf the data w;re available and timely{,pohld Ehe,déta be . :
portrayed in a time series? (i.e., 6$ta sc?uld be.aQailable for
. T ~at least two time-periods onés go 5é;mig the anlaysis of
‘ chaqgey [Carter, klonglaq, et alt,vl977, p.,IS].,. .

%o, 8

r ¥
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Systematic Needs-Assessment Techniques

. book.

o T V3
The\descriptive social reports wete disseminated to rural decision

A needs-assessment

#

makers (%;*85) at-a seriei of county-level conferences.

theme was emphasized in the l-day, 5-hour conferences. A conference
. , - ‘ ‘ ’

workbook on needs assessmenf‘Qg; prepared and used as the primary teaching
; < !

device [see Fear et al.;] 1977].
’ 4

presented in Table 2&‘ Four complementary techniques for undertaking B 4
. 9 <

An overgiew of the work&hop agenda is~

systemafic heeds assessment were among the :topics considered in the work-
[

As discusSed previously, three techniques (the attitudessurvey, .
' 5

public-forum, and key-informant approaches) were presented as ways to elicit

attitudinal data that could be used for needs assessment. ~ The social-

/
indicator apbroach was presented as a technique for'izyglying nonattitudinal,

N .

census-type data in needs assessment. ~ Coriference participants were given.

“
M .

a sketch of the steps for each rieeds-assessment approach. Several'g? the

= \ -

s&liept advantag®® and disadvantages associated with each approach also

: 4 +

were Sommunicated.

i)

The' .lectur®e and discussion on,these techniques
6 < ~
stressed some of the ''do'sand don'ts' associated with correct implementation.

3
[

w~




11 . A
. ’ . o
The past experiences of conference participants were drawn into the
i . ‘ .
‘presentation tb highlight key points. o ’ '
\ > . . . ' N ‘ R . & .
: ‘ e ‘ (Table 2 about here) . . <
Vv < . 3
The'barticipants were\ehcouraged to consider using several needs-
A N

- assassment techniques inycombination. The three attitudinal techniques
. : : :

. "and the nonattltudinal, social-indicators technique gcaf~ complement eagh . ’
* . ' r ' Ay
‘ M ~ . ~
' other in providing better information for decision-paking purposes. For,,

3 \

"example, use of the social-indicators approacq might lead one to conclude

)
, ] - A 4

that additional services in one of the policy areas (e.g., education)

« .

should be offered. However,- conclusions based on 'objective' data do not

T . N

v tetl the decision makers whether people would avail themselves of the .

“

new services. Thus, decision makers may want to use one of the attitudinal
. - . ¢ ~

*  needs-asskssment approaches to answer this quesgion before éllocating .
+ . funds to create new servjces. Another example of the complementarity of

these techniques concerns the availability and timeliness of objective

dqta.' Secondary data useful to.a decision maker may not be available or _

0 4

| _ . may be outdated. The basic” techniques of the attituqsfsurvey approach can

~ [

e. be utilized to collect needed data. Finally, a qgeds¥assessment study using
. “ . N

i

the social-indicator approach could be completed, and this information then .

s -
.

could be 'used in a publjc forum to generate discussion and collect infor- i

mation on people's attifudes toward the findings. !

s Not only_ are these four systematit needs-assessment techniques comple- /o

' * e .

mentary in nature, but tbe framework for- descriptive social ‘reporting aiso

- ~

: . »
compleménts the four needs-assessment techniques. Recal] that‘the

K descriptive social-reporting framework was Séscribed as a '"tool" for

N ~

organizing data, and the four sy

Stematic needs-assessment techniques were
’ . N

«

déscrib;d as a “tgof” for collecting data. That is, the .needs-assessment

]- , T . '

5

ERIC - o . .
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13 ~
C techniques tell the decision maker how to collect data, but-met what
. 3 -

data to collect. The framework for descriptive social reporting helps

-bhe,decision maker ,decide What types of data are needed.

. . [ . . .
Conference participants were shown how the social reports were organized

- e

> .and then were shown how the systems framework could be employéd for nggds-

assessment purposes. A three-step proEedure for 'accomplishing this
y objective is out)ined in Table 3. This p?ocedure was used by decision

makers at the conference to work through an example of the social- ¢
- Jindicator approach to needs assessment.. As the rea9er will note, the -
-8 o ’
, ) . decision maker is required in Step | to use the ''systems thiﬁkiqg” of the®

. .

socialvrjporting framework to select various social indicators for sub-
sequent analysis. This same ''systems thinkingA‘could be used to decide

. . . ¢ s
, what ,questions to pose at public forums, to key informants, or in a -

.

questionnaire for an attitude survey. That is, it would be important for
. ’ ¢

. Cot . .

decision makers contemplating the initiation of newlservices, increasing
o ‘ o .

existing services, or terminating an existing sérvice tq\unders;and

‘constituents' attitudes toward that service. Do people think that:
(1) the amount of financial resources allocated to that service system

shotld be changed, <;X the structure of_éervices should be: changed,

§

(3) services'need to be more accessible to encourage utiltization, and
{

(4) the current level of well-being warrants a change in the, service

system? i ° ’ - '

@
. : - (Table 3 about here)

, How did conference participants evaluate the descriptive social-
L Pe ) .
. ) ‘ - . /"\ N
\ : reporting framework and the presentation of the systematic needs-assessment
N . Iy
techniques? Workshop participants were asked to complete an evaluation

questionnaire at theaghg§e of the program. he evaluation questionnaire -
t N , *

{ Ly d ~
{ N s e :
VV\‘\J/ e . . '

Q 1 ‘ .

EMC 'y /

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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» .
N

.

~was created by the project staff to provide a mechanism for gauging the

*

participants' immediate reaction to the day's agenda. The data generally

.

. . show a favorable response. A very high percentage (§3.0%) of the participants
felt that the soclal report would be useful for planning. Daté also

suggested that many declélop makers understood and saw the relevance qf the
~ c e )

systems framework. For examphe, less than T5% of thée participants’ ’ N

indicated that the presentation on how, to use social indicators for needs

»
. -

assessment was unclear to theém. In addition, more than 853 of those who
2 ] ‘

7 N attended felt that the use of the social-indicators approach could help !

. them begome more eéffective decision makers, "Concerning the attitudinal

¥ ‘.

approachds, 97.4% felt that the presentation of the survey, key-informant,

and public-forum approaches of fered good learning exper}ences. Another

indication of the usefulness'of these attitudinal approaches was that 100%

. of the participants felt,;hqt decision makers need to learn how to get ¢

citizens involved in the planning process.
: N

In summary, decision makers at the conferences saw the relevance of,

<
N . N

/" dnd need for, training in use of the framework for descriptive social

reporting and systematic needs assessmegnt. The question 1is how can

¢ researchers, Extension personnel, and decision makers work togetger most -
/ . * Lo P T
effectively to utilize these ”godls” for enhancing quality of life?

[} -
DEVELOPING A WORKING RELATIONSHIf BETWEEN RESEARCHERS AND DECISION MAKERS:'
HOW TO ENCOURAGE USE OF THESE TWO TOOLS FOR DECISION MAKING '« = -
l\\ - ) >

Fear et al. [1978] discuss how Janowitz's [1970] model for applied

sociology was used as a frame.of reference for the research described

3 . - - -/ - :
here. Two important featyres of the project that reflect this model were

'
[

. the use of decision makers' input during the early stages of the research
3 -

and the close working relationship that was established with state,

LN N

ERIC . . o 10
» . .
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~ LY

. . st
rggional, and local Extension staff.- Janowitz Suggests that researchers

- \_ & .~ A

. adopt an enfightenmént model that rejects the noiion of finding definitive

L v ) - ‘ N ’
answers”ta policy questions. Rather than dearching for definitive answers,
w LY, .

)

researchers should seek to ''enlighten'decision makers to potential \;

&'straﬁé@J?S,_techniqgesf or apsroathes fér solving planning prob]ems.

Furthér, ;hé researeher must engage in dialogue with decision makers.
Su;h éialogué_hés‘been'a constant feaidre of the research project de-
scribed ;5~thisvbager.

The reearch projéct was a pilot project for a designated nine-county

area in lowa. One of the first activities undertaken as part of the

project was to.interview a sample of decision makers in the lowa Title V

rural deyelopment’region. The purpose of the interview was to obtain

« N . . : .
a better understanding of the decision-making process and ‘Structure at the

-

.
.

1

“local level, as well as to identify some of ‘the problems, concerns, and

.

w.

needs shared by local decision makers.~ ,’

,

e In addition to decision’maﬁers, state-level Extension socio]bgists,
regional (multicounty) development specialists, and county Extension

directors played vital roles in the evolution of the project. ExténsiOn '

personnel helpéd to clarify and Encourage the achlevement of project goals.

They also assisted in the dissemination of the information developed by

» . *

- -—the project stdff to audiences in the field. N .

-
Such interaction among researchers, Extension personnel’, and decision,,

¢

. makers tremendously enhanced the quality and utility of the r3§earch
. \\\\ activities. Negotiafion among these groups is essential to quality-of-
N life and ‘social-indicator research. A system to institutionalize this

working relationship will be put in operation in 1978. .

- I

/
: |
? v . .

o ) ‘ 1 \\7> A

e
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An lowa Information System: CD-DIAL TN Yo

The pilbt project described in this paper énd another ‘lowa State

- -

. 5 1
University pilot project, which involvede€ollecting a;tjtudinal datag in*

. the lowa Title V region,3 were designed' as in}tiai_steps in creating an

*
Ed

information system at lowa State University. The deve19pmeht of the

-

system is being sponsored by Tithe V of the Rural Develéphent Act of 1972.
. . { .

d P Impacts from these two pilot projects on the communities and c§unties

’

in the Title V region continie to be felt. Asb;he publicati§h§ of the two

projects were disseminated, requests for assistance from both Extension

perﬁgnnel and researchers were generated. These requests came from agency

| 3 . . .
‘erse%nel, elected~officials, and ¢ommunity leaders.
P N . \
I3
there ‘were

<

N ' Jwo general types of requests were generated. First,
. ~ 1]

}equests for examining, packaging, and interpreting secondary data, such as

N L &3
census and-vital statistﬂcs. Wwith -the 1980 population census close at

. hand, this type of request probably will continue. Second, there were
.o J ) . .
requests for assistance in conducting community surveys. The expertise '
a / & e ' ' . N ) \
( .«
. 3P-»r'imary data were gathered from random samples of residents in 27 communi-

Y

ties in"the lowa Title V region as part of the '"Good Community Project."

G + The project was directed by Dr. Willis J. Goudy. Data derived from

mailed questionnaires included information on the perceived quality of

services and opportunities available-at the local level. These data have

o
been used in a number of planning coné%fts. ' In addition, information
. ' : . . 4

regarding questionnaire construction and data-collection techniques has
been shared by project staff with lowa decision makers outside the pilot
'Eegion. For more detai\f, see: Goudy, 1975a;, 1975b; and Goldy and

t

Wepprecht, 1977.




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Py

e

16

§

reqﬁesbéh has included questionnaire construction, sampling designs,
interviewing techniques, and data interpretation.
Thus, there is a need to develop a delivery system for meeting the

information needs of decision makers. |In the past, these information
PR . - NG

N ’

requests have been dealt with on a ''time-available' basis. Because there

N .. e e
has not been a central office to handle these requests, most individuals

did not know where to seek assistance.

For these reasons, a campus-based information-delivery system has been .
s I'4

el
proposed. The purpose of the system, named the Community Development Data,

Information, and Analysis Laborator} (CD-DIAL), is twofold: (1) to coliect,

.

analyze, and disseminate. information derived from secondary sources for
« {

4

planning purposes and (2) té éreate, ana%{ze, and disseminate primary data -
for\pl%n%;ng‘purposes. The Laboratory will serve as a repository for

p
seconﬂar; and primary data. Laborato;y staff vil[ commence operation
ddring the 1979 fiscal vyear. -RequeSQS f?r data and assistance by Iow§
decisién makers will be chanpeled to Laboratory staff thr0ugh'countf7

P N B
and area Extension personnel.

CONCLUSION

b ¥

.

,

The recent-popularity of social indicators reflects a widespread

interest in optimizing objectivity and rationality in the complex procgss

’

of publig poliéymaking. One specific contribution of the research

‘

described in this paper.is associated with the broader concern for making

better use of existing statistical information. As Anderson and Kravits

[1978] have commented, it can be safely concluded that many policy
: \

decisions are made without the analysis of relevant, quantitative data.

.



i .

Furthermore, the suggested needs-asses’sment techniques represent .

s potential avenGes“?or succe§§ful acgountabirity in public decision making.
: &
5e -y
L ) The Communlty Development Laboratorx brnefly described in this paper

constltutes a general approach whereby a Iand grant lnstltutlon, through

-
°

its resedrch and Exten5|on components, can provide the kinds of information
- and services on an ongoing basis that could 'make a difference' in the
. : < s o
quest for accountability.
* I : Lot ’
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* Figure 1. A systems framework for measuring key policy-manipu@le factors that affect social well-being.”
SOCIAL _ SERVICE DELIVERY-SYSTEM - POLICY
. ' CONCERN ) * (policy-manipulable factors) , GOAL
| (- o | e
n RECOANITION ALLOCATION STRUCTURE "UTILIZATION STATUS OF '
QF . . OF . “. OF : OF WELL“B_EING
. E’OLICY-‘R‘ELQVANT 1 FLNANE IAL SERVICES AVAILABLE 1N ,
CONCERNS " RESOQURCES * (personnel . . SERVICES ' ,POLICY-RELEVANT
"JO FUND -~ and (amount of " CONCERNS
‘le.g., health needs SERVICES f facilities) utilization, | (extent to which J——
. N 1 4° accessibility, needs have been mey)
- b . ’_’:/ — ‘equitableness) > N
1 KNOWLEDGE - | |e-g., expendi-! | e.g., number e.g., hospital . e.g., number '
BASE - |ture by county of general bed utilization of dea‘ghs due ‘
AVATLABLE ) * governments prectitioners « rate . to heart disease .
: . T0, ‘ '_J for health : . . ’ . {
MEET NEEDS . = : —p—i
\ . : ‘ s vl . . ‘ ‘\/ ’
1 e.g., medical | . . . -
: knowledge ' N S—
base . . . . . ‘ \ .
. ‘. . R
_ N - . e, '
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*The health subsystem is used as the basis for the differént exam[pa,l“e_as presented in each box./
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‘ .' 'I_‘\alble 1. A,.sys}.ggs' framework for measuring key nonmanipulable factors that affect well-being:
.« ~_- ® .. The resource base . .
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Figure 2. A systems frame of reference for the Tacrosociological factors that affect social well-being.”

<
(A
-

Policy Areas: ‘Health, Education, Public Safety,°Housing, Employment, Income, Physical En'vironment,
and Leisure and Recreation

Y

"+ | ° AVAILABILITY AND
. EXPENBITURE OF
Y FINANCIAL RESOURCES -
IN POLICY
.AREAS .
A = - ’ ’ o
— STATUS , - . e L STRUCTURE !
A OF ) RESOURCE BASE L ) OF
WELL;SE'“G o — [ 1. Economic factors > SETz'CES
2. Demographic factors ; . o,
POLICY . ' 3. - Ecologifgal factors . POLICY
AREAS . AREAS

v

UTILIZATION
OF
- AVAILABLE
SERVICES
. IN .
o . , POLICY AREAS

v & i

~
.
- o

*Changes in the resource base can affect the policy areas of health, ethathnﬁ income, etc., and, in

turn, changes in the status of well-being for a policy area can affect service delivery and status of
wel 1-being for other policy areas. .

- . ‘ .
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Table 2.

.
P ;

[}

Overview of the workshop agenda (Fear et al., 19]8)

f/#' SEGMENTS

KEY
TOPICS

"TIME-FRAME (In minutes)

Purpose of wOrkshOp

!

SEGMENT 1: An Overview of the
Needs-Assessment Process

SEEMENT 2: The‘Survey, Key=Informant
and Public-Forum Approaches
for Needs Assessment -

§€EﬁENT 3: The Social-indicator

Approach for Needs
Assessment

i

-—
.

E oA VS I V]

Eod Vil

Purpose of RDA of 1972--Title V
Overview of interviews with local.
decision makers; some findings
from the interviews °

Overview of agenda

?

The importance of human needs ‘In the
policy-making process

Definition of needs assessment
Definition of planning

The place of needs- assessment In the
planning process

The significance of citizen Input
for needs assessment

Sketch of three systematic techniques
for eliciting effective citizen
input In needs assessment
Advantages and'disadvantages
associated with each technique

. Y

Overview of the social lndlcator
approach '
Distribution of "Soclal Report'!
Overview of how report was prepared
Overview of how data in the report .
(and other data books) can be used
for needs assessment .
I1lustration of how data-in the report
can be used-for nans assessmént .

)

4

. » .

{

25

75

. 105

o .

} v’l
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Table 2. (Continued)

’

SEGMENTS v

-

KEY
TOPIgS

“

TIME-FRAME (In minutes)

[

'y ~

SEGMENT 4: The Extenslon Servlice

as a Source of Assistance . 2.

F94]ow|ng the Workshop

Formal Evafuation of the Workshop
by the Audlience

s

”

—
.

Klnds of asslstance offered

Who to contact
4

4 . .
Completlon of an evaluation
questlionnafre by partliclpants

15

QK

<3
.
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ble 3. How to Implement the social Indicator approach for needs assessment: A three-step process

\ (presented to conference participants in conjdpction with the distribution of the soclal

indicator data bogks) . .

| .
| ‘ » . -
1

AT 1SSUE STEP , ) ] ) PROCEDURES
- *-—4 ]
what do you want {o know? STEP 1 ' 1. In what ‘ar fwell- bemng are you concerned (for
! example, heal th}?
Where can the information , 2. What is ydur specific fbcua of interest within that area
be found in the report? . * . (for example, the-need for addltlonal medical servlces)?

. 3. What would you like to’ knbw about your county to help you
/// decide (or assess) whether, thls jneed exists? Depending
on the Issue under scrutlny, you may want to focus your
interest on:

--Thé resource base (for. ex@mple, the population compo-
sition by age)

¢ (\‘ : --The level of well-being (?or example, the infant

///~ . ) - mortallty rate) . S
/ . ,

--Avatlgzle (exlstlng) gerviceg (for~example, .the number
of hosgital beds, number of doctors) andetm&vzatmcr
- _ of services (for example, .the numbér of hospleal
s ' admissions,’ number of patlents served)
] 4 -
' : ’ ---ananctal reaource;\(for example, dollars allocated by
the county government for *heal th)

~

\ . . L. Refer to the Soeial Report.} The first page of Chapters °
4 , 2-12 presents a list of the indicators inciuded In the
e C . respective. chapter. For example, If your area of concern
4’.'7 . - ls health, you'll want to turn to the first page of the
o . Health Chapter and look specifically at the Indlcators
- - S ‘ Inc)uded !n that chapter.
QDR - /
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Table 3. (Continued)

e -y e - R

AT ISSUE

{ PROCEDURES

Removal of .appropriate

data ‘from report

Ana!ygis of data on an
indicator-by-indlcator
basls.

.‘é

e
What are some overall
Interpretations that
can be made based on

.the data analysis?

" -=The Intensity

Indicator data that may be used to/measure what you want to

Make a list of the page nwnbers w:7re you have found soclal-
know about your|county.

Write out the title of the table for each indicator you
have selected #n #5 of Step 1. :

For each Indicator, pull the agpropriate data out of the
report. Organ?ze the raw data and percent change data for
each Indlcator. . )

What are Your*flndlngs from the analyses of each iIndlcatqr?
Make an assessment of what the data seem to,be suggestln3\\
Pay particular attention to:

--The conditions that thg'data gé%crlbe

--The direction of change (Are thlng§ getting better or
worse?)

of change (How much better or worse do
things appear to be?) X
~-How your dounty compares with the multi-courity reglon
. and/or state In terms of changes In conditions.

Muke’a 1i8t of the findings you derlved from the analysls
of data-(from #3 of Step 2).

Look at all the findings from a comprehensive perspective.
Write down what your overall interpretations of these’
findings are. What are your flnal conclusions?

n,




