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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The Fort Rouge Resource Centre was established as a
three-year demonstration project in September 1970 through the
combined efforts of several social service agencies in an attefnpt
to introduce (Vincent 1970:1)

...a hnew and innovative approach to the delivery of social
services in the Fort Rouge community and to the involve-
ment and participation of citizens in its operation.

This thesis will be an organizational analysis of the Fort
Rouge Resource Centre using a model developed by Marion J. Levy
which is based upon an examination of the analytic aspects of re-
lationship structures (Levy 1952:238-298). The evaluation will

cover the initial twelve months of Centre operations and deal with

the following objectives proposed in the planning model (Vincent

1970:2):
(i) Cooperation between public and private agencies in the
delivery of social services.
(ii) Neighborhood or community development personnel to be

active in the Fort Rouge community.

(iii) Participation of neighborhood people in the planning and



evaluating of services.

(iv) Training of volunteers for new roles such as informa-
tion and reception.

(v) Inclusion of research and evaluation procedures.

(vi) The provision of a structure to coordinate and manage
the shared resources of the various participating agencies,

The review of these objectives and the overall planning
goals will take into account the demographic characteristics of
Fort Rouge and the types of agencies participating in the project.
This information will provide a framework for the analysis of re-
lationship structures within the Centre and will be used in the ex-

amination of the organizational components.

Background
The planning of the Fort Rouge Resource Centre began in
eptember 1989 through the collaboration of the Children's Aid
Society of Winnipeg, the South Office of the Department of Health
and Social Development, the Community Ecumenical Ministry and
the Community Welfare Planning Council. 1 An operational model
was formulated in July 1970 (Vincent 1970), and the agencies re-

ceived the necessary administrative approvals to allocate staff and

resources to the Centre facility located at 511 Stradbrook Avenue
in the Fort Rouge area of Winnipeg. September 1971 marked the
completion of the first year of operations at the Centre. A six-

month progress report (Advisory Committee 1971) was submitted



in March 1971, followed by a study published by the Institute of
Urban Studies which dealt in part with the impact of the Centre

as a social planning intervention in Fort Rouge (Vincent 1971b).
As an experimental approach to the delivery of social services at
the neighborhood level, this project has received considerable at-
tention, but as yet, there has been no attempt to evaluate the pro-
ject from an organizational perspective.,

The motivating force behind this project was the partici-
pating agencies' desire to experiment with new methods of deliver -
ing services to a local community. While each individual agency
was aware of its primary commitment to a particular client sub-
population, the overall planning goal called for a coordination of
agency resources to effectively respond to the various needs aris-
ing within the larger Fort Rouge community. A year's experience
has demonstrated that although the participating agencies have
served their Fort Rouge clientele, no real attempt has been made
to define community needs, utilize community resources or devel-
Op community programs., In this thesis I will demonsirate that
the goals outlined in the planning model were irrationally conceived;
at best they were inappropriate, in view of the divergent nature of
the relationship structures within the inter-agency Centre project.

During the twelve months under study, I have been as-

sociated with the Fort Rouge Resource Centre as Chairman of the



Advisory Committee, and have provided research assistance
through the auspices of the Community Welfare Planning Council.
This association began after the planning model had been fully
developed and the project was in the initial stage of implementa-
'tion.,2 I have therefore had access to all the relevant planning

materials as well as direct experience with the operation of the

Research Design

The design of this study has been set within an action re-
search framework; that is, no attempit was made to artificially
control any aspect of the normal activities of the Centre during
its first year of operation. The advantage of this approach is
that the research input does not distort the planned operation of
the project, but rather seeks (Marris and Rein 1967:201), "...to
devise an evaluation procedure which not only accommodates but
facilitates the feedback process, "

The effectiveness of individual agency programs will not
be directly evaluated and it will not be possible to assess the im-
pact of the project within the Fort Rouge community. The re-
search has been designed to evaluate the objectives proposed for
the Centre through an analysis of the organizational relationships

within the inter-agency and individual agency settings. A major



aim of this thesis will be to demonstirate that significant conclu-
sions can be drawn from an examination of a developing organiza-

tion.

Data Base

The data upon which the analysis is based has been drawn
from various sources. Documents related to the planning of the
Centre were available in the form of planning reports, transcribed
minutes of meetings, correspondence, and agency proposals. To
supplement this material, the key participants involved in the plan-
ning process have provided further information. Records of the
Fort Rouge Resource Centre's operations were examined and, as
mentioned previously, I participated in all the major proceedings
during the year under study. There are also several reports and
studies dealing with the Centre (Vincent 1970, 197la, 1971b), as
well as a wide range of material related to community planning
(Kahn 1987), program evaluation (Morris 1966; Torrens 1971), and
service delivery systems (Perlman and Jones 1967) which have
been useful in broadening the perspective of this thesis.

The data concerning Fort Rouge as a neighborhood and
community are primarily statistical; it has been obtained from
Statistics Canada, the City of Winnipeg and the Social Service Audit.

These data have been presented to illustrate the range of factors



which might be considered in any attempt to define the needs of a
given community. In the analysis of these data, the extent to
which the Centre was prepared to deal with Fort Rouge as a total

community will be assessed,

Methodology

Current organizational analyses tend to follow a systems
analysis approach borrowed from management theory (Churchman
1970). While this type of approach serves as a valuable instrument
for determining why particular programs fail or succeed through an
examination of management information systems, such analyses
appear to be unsatisfactory in terms of generating or supplying
principles of organizational process. As Robert Morris has pointed

"

out (1966:208), there is a need to develop, '...units of exchange as
a means of studying agency relationships."

The analytic framework developed by Marion Levy has pro-
vided a means of analyzing these relationships and arriving at con-
clusions which can then be used as a basis for predicting the out-
come of similar organizational ventureso3 Although Lievy's concepts
were formulated twenty years ago, their significance to the study
of organizational dynamics has not yet been fully explored.

This particular analytic instrument has been used to focus

upon the problems arising from inter-agency relationships during the



initial year of Centre operations. These problems were primarily
administrative involving policy and program planning. The decision-

making powers of the participating agencies were to be decentralized

through agency representatives so that decisions concerning the
agencies' input at the Centre were to be made by these represen-
tatives., Three main points soon became clear:

(i) Agency representatives were bound to their respective
agency policies;

(ii) Policy and program planning was viewed from the agencies'
perspective; and

(iii) Decisions concerning the Centre reflected agency interests
and could only be implemented when there was total con-
sensus among agency representatives.

These points reflect the strongly individualistic agency ori-
entation and were to be divisive factors which limited cooperation
among the participating agencies toward the achievement of Centre
objectives.

The focal point of this thesis is the relationships operative
within the Fort Rouge Resource Centre and no attempt has been
made to assess the impact of the project upon either the agency
clientele or the residents of Fort Rouge., These are certainly
important issues, but the emphasis here will be upon the relation-
ships among administration, staff, clientele and community as they
exist within the individual agency aand inter-agency Centre siructures.

While impact or effectiveness may be implied, those issues are not



germane to this thesis.

Analytic Framework

Levy has introduced six analytic aspects of relationship
structures as a means of characterizing any and all social re-
lationships. These analytic aspects can be used to examine
social interaction related to any and all of the following analytic
structures: role differentiation, solidarity, economic allocation,
political allocation and integration and expression. In Levy's
model, the Fort Rouge Resource Centre can be considered an
organization primarily oriented to economic allocation which is
defined as follows (1952:330):

Economic allocation in concrete social structures may be de-
fined as the distribution of goods and services making up the
income of the concrete siructure concerned and of the goods

and efforts making up the output of that structure among the

various members of the structure and among the members

of that structural unit with which it is in contact in these re-
spects,

This structure is in turn subdivided into the structures of
production and consumption. While the Centre does not receive
funds directly from the consumers of services, the participating
agencies are funded by public and private monies to provide these
services. Services produced by the administration and staff of the
participating agencies are consumed by the respective agency clien-

teles, The relationship structures involved in this organizational

setting are thus focussed to a large extent on both the production



and consumption of social services., The analytic aspects of these
relationship structures include the following:
(i) Cognitive Aspect (1952:240-244)

a) logical (or rational) action: that action in which the
objective and subjective ends of action are identical.

b) non-logical (or non-rational) action: all conscious
action other than logical action. Non-logical action
may be subdivided into two parts:

(i) illogical (or irrational) action: that action in
which the objective and subjective ends of the
action are not identical although both ends and
means are empirical,

(i) alogical (or irrational)action: all non-logical
action that is not illogical. This may be sub-
divided into two parts:

a) methodologically alogical action: that action
in which the ends of the actor are empirical
but the means are non-empirical, at least in
part.

b) ultimately alogical action: that action in which
both the ends and means of the actor are at
least in part non-empirical,

(i1) Membership Criterion Aspect (1952:248-2409)

a) universalistic: if persons are chosen for a relation-
ship or admitted to it on the basis of criteria that
satisfy two conditions: (i) that they be criteria such
that no individual is barred by social structures from
possessing or acquiring them and (ii) that they be
criteria such that they are germane to the purpose for
which selection is made.

b) particularistic: when any departure is made from the
conditions set up in the definition of universalism.

(iii) Substantive Definition Aspect (1952:256~258)

a) functionally specific: the activities or considerations
or rights and obligations or performances are precisely
defined and precisely delimited,

b) functionally diffuse: the substantive definition of the
relationship is more or less vaguely defined and de-
limited.
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(iv) Affective Aspect (1952:257-268)

a) predominantly avoidant: emphasizes restraint or
formelity in the overt display of affect and/or subor-
dinates the overt display of affect to other aspects of
the relationship.

b) predominantly intimate: emphasizes lack of restraint
and informality in the overt display of affect and/or
subordinates other aspects of the relationship to the
overt display of affect.

(v) Goal Orientation Aspect (1952:273)

a) predominantly individualistic: the emphasis is placed
on each party 'looking out for himself," i.e., on each
member acting in his own behalf to safeguard the
realization of his goals with relatively lesser emphasis
on those of the other member(s).

b) predominantly responsible: the emphasis is placed on
one (or more) of the members safeguarding the relevant
goals of the others if he is (or they are) to achieve his
(or their) own goals at all.

(vi) tratification Aspect (1952:274-280)

a) hierarchical: the relative rankings of the members
are expected to be different and the actions involved
in the relationship are differentiated with regard to this
difference.

b) mnon-hierarchical: mno differential rankings of the members
in any respect are considered relevant to the relation-
ship; when a relationship is one such that it is speci-
fically required that the members treat one another
without reference to differential rankings, it will be
termed egalitarian.

These concepts were borrowed from Talcott Parsons (1951),
but Levy has redefined them and does not impute the motivational
orientations which are significant in Parsons' approach. In examin-
ing these analytic aspects, Levy has suggested that certain of the

attributes or polar terms will tend to cluster for any given relation-



ship structure (1952:298), e.g. relationship structures may then be
characterized on the basis of a particular clustering of analytic as-
pects.,

Following Levy's model, the four major components of the
study population, the administration, the staff, the clientele and the
community were analyzed in terms of their relationsihips to each
other, and the relevant attributes of the corresponding analytic as-
pects were assigned to each. The hypothesis to be explored was
that there were critical differences between the relationships exist-
ing within the agency context and those existing between the agencies
as participants in the Centre operations. These differences were to
be revealed by examining the analytic aspects related to both agency
and inter-agency relationships, and demonstrating the degree to
which role conflicts frustrated individuals attempting to function in
two different sets of relationships, each with different demands.
After an initial analysis using all six analytic aspects, it became

clear that only three of these aspects, substantive definition, goal

orientation and stratification, provided valuable insights related to

the problems experienced at the Centreo4 hile it is possible that
the differences between agency and inter-agency relationships would
vary depending upon the individuals involved in the project, I believe
that the problems arising from these differences would have created

similar difficulties and organizational strains for any set of
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participants.



NOTES

Neighborhood Service Centres and the City of Winnipeg Re-
creation Department joined the project after its establish-
ment in September 1970.

I replaced a former staff member of the Community Welfare
Planning Council who had been involved in the planning of
the Centre.

In preparing the research design for this thesis, I considered
various other approaches including systems analysis, role con-
flict theory, and several current models of evaluative researci.
My decision to utilize Levy's analytic model of relationship
gtructures was based primarily on its value as a means of
examining several organizational components as they related to
a particular structural setting(s). Since the Fort Rouge Re-
source Centre involved a number of individual agencies attempt-
ing to cooperate in the delivery of social services it was
important to analyze and compare the operation of the Centre
with that of the individual agencies. Levy's design provided the
necessary frame of reference to explore this area of concern.

The cognitive, membership criterion and affective aspects were
not particularly useful in terms of distinguishing between intra-
agency and inter-agency relationships.



CHAPTER 1I
SETTING

All the agencies participating in the Centre project had
previously provided services to the residents of Fort Rouge from
other locations, 1 but as the planning model indicated (Vincent 1970:
2):

Social agencies had become increasingly concerned that many
people didn't know about the services they provide, that too

often these services were inadequate, fragmented and located
downtown and that users of services were rarely involved in
the determination and planning of services and programs that
affect their lives.

This concern with the users of service in the local com-
munity led to an examination of Fort Rouge as an area in which
agency and inter-agency programs could provide a range of supporti-
ive services readily available to the resident population through a
neighborhood facility. Two of the agencies initially involved in the
planning, the Children's Aid Society and the Department of Health
and Social Development, had very large clienteles in Fort Rouge.

The plan was to include other agencies in the project who had also

been active in the community or who provided services which would

- 14 -



contribute to the well-being of the community. In reviewing the
material related to the Fort Rouge area and the development and
operation of the Fort Rouge Resource Centre, it will therefore be
important to analyze what steps were taken to match community

needs with agency resources.

Fort Rouge Neighborhood and Community

When the Centre was still in the planning stage, the area
designated by the Social Service Audit as Osborne (Audit Area 116)
was proposed as the Fort Rouge neighborhood.,2 This area is
comprised of a triangle of land opening South and West from the
juncture of the Red and Assiniboine Rivers to Donald and Corydon
Streets on the South and Cockburn Street on the West (Figure 1).
Audit areas 119 and 120, West and East Fort Rouge respectively,
were not considered to be a part of the target area which the
Centre would serve. While other boundary delineations such as
census tracts or postal zones might have been used, the decision
was to adhere to the Osborne district because this area had been
well-documented in terms of its demographic characteristics and
social disorganization indicators. The population size was also
considered ideal in terms of available agency program resources.

Before examining the statistical data, it is important to

view Fort Rouge from a broad historical perspective. One writer
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has summed up the situation as follows (Vincent 1968:2):
This part of Winnipeg experienced a significant stage in the
movement of the first-class residential area that followed
the Assiniboine River from the early river lot homes of
Point Douglas, to the Hudson Bay Reserve and from there to
the Maryland-Crescentwood district. It was during this phase
of the movement of status homes that many pretentious re-
sidences and apartment blocks were built along River and
Stradbrook and adjoining streets. Thus Fort Rouge was a
status area, and to some extent, this status association still
pertains to part of the neighborhood.

A steady decline of this status association can be attributed
primarily to the positioning of Fort Rouge between the two rivers.
At the present, this area is situated near two main bridges linking
the various residential areas surrounding downiown Winnipeg. As
a result, Fort Rouge has been criss-crossed by these transportation

routes leading to and from the adjoining community areas and has

become a less attractive residential community.

Demographic characteristics
The Social Service Audit had produced quite extensive statis-

tical data for each of the Audit Areas in Metropolitan Winnipeg.
Unfortunately, this was achieved through special surveys conducted
within an area-boundary framework which had been developed for

the Audit study but which has not been used since in demographic
reporting. Consequently the Audit data for Fort Rouge applies only
to 1986. Although it serves as an excellent baseline, subsequent

data obtained through Statistics Canada or the City of Winnipeg
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relate to census tracts and polling divisions and thus are not read-

ily comparable,

Population

In 1968, the population of Fort Rouge (Osborne) was 10, 745
which represented a six percent increase from 1951, one of only
seven Audit areas in Winnipeg which recorded a population increase,
This trend seems to have continued in that population data for 1989
related to polling divisions showed an eight percent increase to

11, 676.4

Age-3ex structure

Approximately twenty percent of the 1968 population in
Fort Rouge was over 65 years of age as compared to a nine percent
average for all other Audit areas. The sex ratio was 80 males per
100 females which differed considerably from the 97:100 overall
ratio in Metropolitan Winnipeg, and the median age for females

was 35 years which was higher than in any other Audit area,.

Family, income and housing characteristics

An indication of the large single population in Fort Rouge
was the fact that thirty-three percent of the households were non-
family as compared to the thirteen percent Metro Winnipeg average,

Of that part of the population over 15 years of age, sixty percent
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were single and the percentage of widows significantly exceeded the
Metro Winnipeg average, Fifty percent of all the families had no
children living with the parent(s).

The average family income in 1935 was $6, 300 which was
the fourth highest in Winnipeg and only fifteen percent of the popu-
lation earned less than $3, 000. Fifty percent of the females over
the age of 15 were employed.,

Almost ninety percent of the dwellings were occupied by
tenants and Fort Rouge had the lowest rate of occupancy in Metro-
politan Winnipeg. The residential nature of this area was attested
to by the fact that fifty-eight percent of the land was classified as
residential with thirty percent undeveloped or vacant land and only
fourteen percent used for parks, schools, community clubs and

5 As might be expected in a neighborhood with a large

cemeteries.
elderly population, Fort Rouge contains many senior citizens' or
nursing homes as well as a variety of apartment dwellings for
single and family occupancy.

This conglomerate of statistical data tends to produce a
rather static description of the commaunity. One might well con-
clude that the average resident is a little old lady secluded in a
rented flat who manages to exist on a small pension supplemented
by a part-time job and whose only recreation is visiting with her

friends in the nursing home next door. This would be an extremely



narrow representation since Fort Rouge is a characteristically
diverse neighborhood composed of various ethnic groups, students,
professionals, businessmen and laborers as well as little old ladies.
Not only are the residents from diverse backgrounds, but almost
every aspect of the community is equally varied. The difference

in life styles between the wealthy, high-rise apartment dwellers

and the recent immigrants often occupying substandard housing is
reflected in the variety of schools, stores and community associa-

tions throughout the neighborhood.

Social Disorganization Indicators

Social disorganization was defined by the Social Service
Audit in terms of seven major indicators: vital statistics, infectious
diseases, alcoholism, welfare statistics, school dropouts, crime
statistics and mental illness,6 Table 1 provides the corresponding
statistical data for Fort Rouge related to each of the indicators.
These various indicators were grouped to form an index of social
disorganization and a scale was developed to rate the Audit areas
in terms of this index as "much above average," "above average, '
"average,' 'below average" and "much below average,

The individual rate of cases on public welfare as well as
the rates for alcoholism, juvenile delinquency and mental illness in

Fort Rouge were all above the Metro Winnipeg average and the area




TABLE 1

SOCIAL DISORGANIZATION INDICATORS

PERCENT?®
INDICATORS DIST,
VITAL STATISTICS
Illegitimate births N/A
Infant deaths 0.7
Suicides 1.9

INFECTIOUS DISEASES

Tuberculosis 2.6
Venereal Disease 2.0
ALCOIOLISM 5.2
WELFARE STATISTICS
Desertion 2.4
Public Welfare N/A
Child neglect 1.7
SCHOOL DROPOUTS
CRIME STATISTICS
Juvenile delinquency 3.3
Adult crime 3.6
MENTAL ILLNESS 5.1

BT, ROUGEb METRO RATE
RATE RATE DIFF,
15.9 11.2 +4, 7
0.0 1.2 -1.2

RATES NOT AVAILABLE®

0.4 0.2 +0. 2
2.2 2.3 -0.1
3.1 1.2 +1.9

RATES NOT AVAILABLE
38.0 33,7 +5.7
RATES NOT AVAILABLE

RATES NOT AVAILABLE

1.9 1.1 +0. 8
RATES NOT AVAILABLE

9.1 6.5 +2.6

& Percentage of distribution based upon the total number of

instances in Metropolitan Winnipeg.

It is important to note that

the population of Fort Rouge (Osborne) was 2.1 percent of the total

Metro Winnipeg population in 1966.
b

Fort Rouge and Metro rates are based upon the number

of instances per 100 (or 1000) population.

C

Rates were not computed for certain indicators.



was subsequently rated by the Socjal Service Audit as having an
"above average' index of social disorganization. A similar scale
was developed for the input of health and social services and Fort
Rouge rated only an "average' input of services from the following
five service areas: group services, family services, income main-
tenance services, individual services and institutional services,

Within Fort Rouge, the highest percentage of service in-
put was in the area of income maintenance, including financial as-
sistance and other public welfare services. Institutional services
were next in order with the emphasis upon health and rehabilitation
programs as well as nursing homes. Group or recreational ser-
vices had a rather low input in the community and most of the
available services were provided by outside agencies such as the
YMCA.

The diversity of needs and problems suggested by the Social
Service Audit data indicated that the service input was not entirely
adequate. While many agencies have and continue to serve Fort
Rouge residents, very few were actually located within the neighboxr-
hood, The Centre planners had a good understanding of the prob-
lems referred to in this section and felt that a community resource
centre could successfully meet a variety of needs as well as facilit-
ate an integrated approach to the delivery of agency services. They

felt moreover that this could be best achieved through the cooperative




efforts of several participating agencies located in a neighborhood

facility.

Fort Rouge Resource Centre

This section of the thesis will deal primarily with the plan-
ning and implementation of the Fort Rouge Resource Centre as a
necessary part of the overall organizational analysis. Most of
the data related to the planning developments has been summarized
elsewhere (Vincent 1970); however, additional informstion will be
drawn from the transcribed minutes of the discussion group meetings
which began in September 1959. Documentation concerning the first
year of operations at the Resource Centre is similarly available in
the form of minutes as well as several progress and evaluative re-

ports.

Review of Planning

Although formal discussions concerning the feasibility of
establishing a community resource centre did not begin until
September 1969, various professionals involved through their agency
affiliations in Fort Rouge had been considering ways to decentralize
services to the neighborhood level since 1968. During this time, a
local area council composed of professionals and interesv'ted com-
munity residents examined a paper entitled "Fort Rouge at the Cross-

roads' prepared by a staff member of the Community Welfare



Planning Council (Vincent 1968), This paper brought together much
of the data on community characteristics and social disorganization
which appeared in two interim reports of the Social Service Audit.
For the first time, the agency staff were presented with a rather
comprehensive statistical description of Fort Rouge.

Senior staff from the Community Ecumenical Ministry, the
Children's Aid Society of Winnipeg and the South Office of the De-
partment of Health and Social Development subsequently met with
staff members from the Community Welfare Planning Council to dis-
cuss their respective roles in the Fort Rouge community. Both the
Children's Aid Society and the Department of Health and Social
Development were anxious to establish field offices in the neighbor-
hood, and the Community Ecumenical Ministry, with its own com-
munity location, had offered its facilities since the agency also felt
that it was important to have services become more accessible to
the residents. The Community Ecumenical Ministry was already
providing a community information service operated by volunteers
from a house at 511 Stradbrook Avenue and had indicated that com-
munity development staff were needed to identify local problems and
work in cooperation with resident groups. At this initial meeting,
it was decided to invite a number of other agencies to a second
meeting in order to discuss the possibility of using the Community

Ecumenical Ministry's facility to house staff from several agencies.



During subsequent meetings, all the participants agreed
upon the need to develop a new model for the delivery of services
which would incorporate the following features: prevention, pro-
tection, rehabilitation and the involvement of citizens in the pro-
vision of appropriate services°7 This model would also have to
integrate services in such a way as to meke them more responsive
to the needs of the community. In developing this model, the plan-
ning group had been influenced by the Social Service Audit. A

principle recommendation appearing in the Report of the Social

Service Audit (1968:53) was that health and social service centres

be established throughout Metropolitan Winnipeg. While the Audit
health and social service centre model and the Fort Rouge Re-
source Centre model shared many common features, there was a
major difference too, The Audit had proposed that the Department
of Health and Social Development administer the program;8 in the
Fort Rouge model, several agencies would cooperatively manage
the program. The planning and discussion group clearly indicated
that legal or administrative authority would not be transferred from
the participating agencies to the host agency, the Community Ecu-
menical Ministry, or any other agency. The group was equally
concerned that neighborhood residents be involved in the planning
and evaluation of services. These two points will receive further

discussion in the next section of this thesis.



By April 1970, the planning and discussion group had pre-
pared a preliminary model which was sent to the administrations
of the four participating agencies. A meeting was called early
in June to clarify the plans and request formal endorsement from
the agencies so that implementation could begin in September.

The Community Ecumenical Ministry had agreed to act as the host
agency, responsible for the collection of rent, building renovations
and other housekeeping tasks, as well as providing two full-time
staff members and a group of volunteers from their Community
Information Centre to serve as receptionists. The Children's Aid
Society decided to allocate one staff member to serve agency cli-
entele in Fort Rouge, and the Department of Health and Social
Development was asked to place a field unit of four staff members
and provide funds for a community development worker for the
Cenire, The planning group had also requested that the Department
provide research staff to assess the Centre's development, and the
Community Welfare Planning Council had agreed to assist with this
research.

After the other agencies had officially responded, the De-
partment of Health and Social Development agreed to assign a field
unit to the Centre, but was not able to provide funds for a com-
munity development worker or assume any responsibility for the re-

search component. Apparently there had been some disagreement



among senior staff within the Department as fo the advisability of
becoming involved in this project, but since the plans were so far
along, the decision to assign staff was made.

From July to September 1970, the participating agencies
worked out the details regarding allocation of space and staff at
the Centre. During this time, the Recreation Department of the
City of Winnipeg was asked to place their Fort Rouge area co-
ordinator at the Centre and Neighborhood Service Centres, a com-
munity development agency, was asked to provide staff for the
Centre since funds had not been avaijlable from the Department of
Health and Social Development. Both organizations accepted the
requests and suitable arrangements were made. When the Centre
opened in September, the agencies occupied almost all the space
in the building except for the third floor which a young couple had

rented,

Review of Operations
The planning and discussion group had proposed an organi-
zational structure for the Fort Rouge Resource Centre project as
shown in Figure 2 (Vincent 1970). In this structural model, the
Advisory Committee was composed of representatives from the
participating agency administrations to carry out the following

functions:
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FIGURE 2

PROPOSED STRUCTURE FOR FORT ROUGE AREA PROJECT

ADVISORY COMMITTEE (MANAGEMENT LEVEL)

FORT ROUGE (FLEXIBLE AND

FRONT LINE
V7% UNSTRUCTURED)

COMMITTEE ~—  AREA COUNCIL™ A4

(Professional (Professionals

Staff at Centre) and Commaunity
Residents)

CITIZEN AND
CLIENT GROUPS



(i) To clarify common goals re: agencies.
(ii) To clarify priority goals re: agencies.
(iii) To clarify goals of the project.

(iv) To communicate the input from each agency in terms of
funding, service, etc.

(v) To develop guidelines for evaluation and research design.

(vi) To communicate the above to supervisor and worker in the
project oifice.

(vii) To communicate the above to the home agency.

When the Centre opened, the Advisory Committee met re-
gularly to discuss various housekeeping matters such as renovation
of the building, caretaking responsibilities and the installation of
phone service. Since the agency representatives themselves were
not located at the Centre_, these details had to be considered at the
meetings. It was not for two or three months that the Advisory
Committee began to study agency and Centre goals.

The Front Line Committee included all professional staff
from the participating agencies and was given the following re-
sponsibilities:

(i) Caseload coordination and treatment coordination.

(ii) Expectation that workers should get to know the local com-
munity and resources therein.

(iii) An evaluation and research function-collection of data.
(iv) Feedback to the community of the reasons for policy de-

cisions; feedback to other workers of information received
from community re: programs, attitudes, etc,



The agency staff assigned to the Centre were not familiar
with either the planning discussions or the planning model itself.
The Front Line Committee was not able to meet regularly when
the Centre opened because most of the staif were extremely busy
with agency programs, and as a result, had not understood what
was expected of them in terms of the Centre model. As the pro-
ject objectives began to filter down from the Advisory Committee,
the staff expressed considerable dismay at the prospect of carry-
ing any extra responsibilities besides those imposed by their re-
spective agencies. The Front Line Committee became defunct
after six months and the staff began participating on the Advisory
Committee,

The Fort Rouge Area Council was never successfully de-
veloped. This was to have been the continuation of the once active
South Area Council composed of professionals and community re-
sidents; however, the long delay between the initial plans for a
Centre in 1969 and the implementation of the Cenire a year later
seemed to have discouraged many individuals who had been involved.
Support for a renewed Council was not forthcoming.

Citizens' and/or clients' groups did not actively partici-
pate in the Centre project during the first year of operations.
Agency staff felt that the clients continued to relate to the individual

agencies serving them and were not interested in the Centre itself,
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The planning and discussion group had hoped that these clients
would play an important role in the planning and evaluation of ser-
vices; however, this appeared to have been an unrealistic goal since
the clients expressed no desire to become involved with these mat-
ters and the agencies made no real efforts to invite client partici-

pation in the project.

Agency and staiff concerns

During the first six months of operation at the Centre, the
Advisory Committee's main concern was with the rapidly increas-
ing caseload in the Department of Health and Social Developmen‘t.,9
The four professional staff working in Health and Social Develop-
ment were under tremendous pressure as were the volunteers try-
ing to manage the large volume of phone calls, The Committee
attempted to have the Department reduce the geographical area pre-
sently being served and thus transfer some of the clientele to other
regional units, but this was not possible since the Department
claimed that all their regional staff were burdened with this same
problem. As a result, members of the field unit were not able to
visit their own clients regularly, let alone work in the community
or with staff from the other participating agencies. This situation
did not significantly improve throughout the rest of the year.

The staff from the other agencies, Children's Aid Society,



Commuiinity Ecumenical Ministry, Neighborhood Service Centres,
and City Recreation Department were all similarly involved in
their own particular projects or programs and no attempt was
made to coordinate inter-agency staff efforts. The morale at the
Centre appeared to be low as a result of the confusion regarding
the Centre's purposes and objectives as well as the vague role

assigned to the Advisory Committee as a coordinating structure,

Data collection

The planning model had stressed the need to collect data
which would illustrate the guantity and nature of client problems
encountered by the inter-agency staff as well as the services pro-
vided. 10 The Community Welfare Planning Council produced a data
form which was to be used by all staff to record their cases.

Since the staff had to also keep agency records, they were not en-
thusiastic about completing more forms. Furthermore it was not
possible to design a form which would satisfy all agency require-
ments, These records were kept for approximately six months and
then discarded. Members of the Advisory Committee felt that there
wasg little use in keeping them since the inter-agency staff were not
working as a team, and since the same data could be obtained from
individual agency records.

The staff had also been asked to log their activities on a




daily time sheet. This was done for a period of six weeks, but
the results were difficult to assess since the staff had not man-

aged to fill out their time sheets on a regular basis. The Ad-

visory Committee had arranged for corresponding agency staff
at other locations to use these time sheets also, and the com-
parison of results indicated that there were no major differences

between the two groups with regard to their mode of operation.

Evaluation

At the end of six months, the Advisory Committee re-
quested one of the original members of the planning and discussion
group to prepare an interim evaluation report. This report sug-
gested that none of the proposed Centre objectives had been satis-
factorily attained and attributed this to the many service problems
encountered by individual agencies. As for the Advisory Committee's

role, the writer concluded that (Vincent 1971a:4):

The shared management function (once again) appears unreal-
istic to give focus, direction and leadership to this project.
It was realistic from the point of view of the participating
agencies and the extent to which they were prepared to share
their resources. The Advisory Committee manages what is
in its power to manage: the crucial areas of agency per-
formence and involvement of the community in plausible
decision-making roles do not seem to fall within this purview.
(Emphasis mine).

A month later, the Advisory Committee prepared its own

progress report (April 1971) to cover the initial six months of



Centre operations. In this report, the members agreed that the
objectives of the Centre were too vaguely defined to constitute a
baseline for measuring development. While the tone of the report
was moire encouraging than the interim evaluation mentioned above,
it was clear that during the first six months, many internal prob-
lems had hampered the Centre's growth. The goals were restated
in terms of issues facing the Centre.

During the second six-month period, some members of the
Advisory Committee felt that it was urgent to establish a com-
munity Board of Directors to govern the affairs of the Centre.
This topic was discussed at several meetings and the members
finally agreed that such a board should be established on an interim
basis until a coalition of community groups could be brought to-
gether to elect a permanent board. This interim body was formed
in the Spring of 1971 and a number of meetings were held to dis-
cuss its relationship to the Centre. It soon became quite clear
that this group had no authority over the individual agencies, and
thus was in the same position as the Advisory Committee. The
members decided to disband after several meetings and the board
was never subsequently reinstated.

Over the summer months in 1971, the agency representa-
tives and inter-agency staff spent considerable time reassessing

the Centre's operation. A report prepared by David Vincent for



the Institute of Urban Studies dealing in part with the impact of
the Fort Rouge Resource Centre was released in July. Since Mr.
Vincent had been instrumental in developing the plans for the
Centre, his final comments are noteworthy (1971b:67):
The Centre seems to give the impression of having much
greater potential to offer the community than it actually has:
it is the contention of this analysis that under the present
conditions the focus of the Resource Centre will be towards
the agencies rather than towards the community. This is
clear from an analysis of management and service fuactions.
The situation had not changed during the second six months.
In September 1971, a year after the Centre opened, the Advisory
Committee came to the conclusion that it was unrealistic to expect

PN

citizen participation in the planning and evaluation of services or to
encourage coordinated, inter-agency staff efforts. The Centre had
been the creation of the participating agencies, and it operated
basically to facilitate their individual needs. hile the Advisory
Committee could attempt to influence specific agencies, it had no
authority to intervene in agency programs and thus no means of co-
ordinating shared resources. The Centre was able to respond to

community needs only insofar as those needs came within the terms

of reference of the agencies' programs.




NOTES

The Community Ecumenical Ministry was an exception since
this agency had developed the Community Information Centre
which had been operating from 511 Stradbrook Avenue and was
to become the Fort Rouge Resource Centre.

The Social Service Audit was a study of the health and social
service system in Metropolitan Winnipeg completed in 1969,
For the purpose of the study, the former city of Winnipeg was
divided into twenty Audit areas and the fifteen municipalities
each represented a separate Audit area.

Unless otherwise noted, the statistical data used to describe

the demographic characteristics and social disorganization in-
dicators has been obtained from the Social Service Audit In-

terim Reports on Community Characteristics and Social Dis-

organization published in September 1968,

Office of the Assessment Commissioner, Metropolitan Corpora-
tfion of Greater Winnipeg, 1969 Population for Metro Area
Municipalities by Polling Divisions, December 1969, Polling
divisions 22, 23 and 5 are similar to the boundaries of Fort
Rouge,

Statistics Canada (Dominion Bureau of Statistics) data for 1969.

Similar indicators have been used in other studies of social dis-
organization to describe the social malaise of neighborhoods
and cities. See Cappon 1970,

Taken from the minutes of a planning and discussion group
meeting held on October 8, 1969,

This recommendation was particularly controversial since it
suggested to many private agencies that the provincial govern-
ment would take over their programs and services. The
members of the planning and discussion group seemed to have
strong feelings regarding this point.

This was due primarily to the introduction of new social




10,

agsistance programs plus the re-zoning of certain sections of
Fort Rouge for low-income housing increased the number of
Health and Social Development clientele.

While the members of the planning and discussion group had
access to the demographic and social disorganization data re-
lated to Fort Rouge, this material was not used directly in
developing programs for the Resource Centre. The planning
was focused on obtaining services from those agencies which
were already providing assistance to local residents from
other locations in Winnipeg.




CHAPTER III
ANALYSIS

This section of the thesis will deal with the relationship
structures among the four organizational components, e.g. the ad-
ministration, the staff, the clientele and the community. These
are to be analyzed in terms of their characteristic aspects, both
ideal and actual, i as well as their overall relationship to the
management and operation of the individual participating agencies
and the Fort Rouge Resource Centre. The components have been
defined in such a way as to differentiate their respective organiza-
tional domains within a given relationship structure:

(i) Administration: The administrative component would in-
clude those personnel with responsibility for policy and
program planning as well as the ongoing administration or
management of the concrete structural unit, Within each
participating agency, administration is the responsibility
of the executive officers (or senior civil servants) in colla-
boration with a Board of Directors (or government com-
mittees). The administration of the Fort Rouge Resource

Centre is carried out by the Advisory Committee composed
of representatives from the participating agencies.

(ii) Staff: The staff members are employed by their re-
spective agencies, and utilize the Centre's physical re-
sources to carry out agency policies and provide services
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within the administrative limits established by each
agency. The staff are expected to maintain their pri-
mary relationship to their respective agencies as well
as relate to the Centre's Advisory Committee.

(iii) Clientele: The clientele represents the users of agencies’
services, Each of the participating agencies served a
particular clientele within the Fort Rouge community.
Both the Children's Aid Society of Winnipeg and the De-
partment of Health and Social Development are respon-
sible under provincial legislation to provide services to
individuals meeting certain eligibility requirements, or
in situations where intervention is legally proscribed.

(iv) Comununity: The community would include users and
potential users of agency services (clientele) as well as
all other residents within Fort Rouge. The community
may or may not actively participate in the planning and
evaluation of agency services; however, the agencies are
ultimately responsible to the community for the services
which they provide.

These four organizational components were combined into
seven relationship structures as follows:

(i) Administration-Administration

(ii)  Staff-staif

(iii) Administration-Staff

(iv) Administration-Clientele

(v) Staff-Clientele

(vi) Administration-Community

(vii) Staff-Community
In examining these relationships, each pair has been ana-
lyzed in terms of the analytic aspects (substantive definition, goal

orientation and stratification) within both the individual agency



structure and the inter-agency Centre structure to determine how
these aspects are characterized in each of the siructural settings.
While it would be possible to generate three additional relation-
ship structures, i.e. clientele-clientele, community-community
and clientele-community, these have not been included as they have

no direct bearing on the main subject of this thesis.

Administration-Administration Relationships

The relationship between individual participating agencies
and the inter-agency Resource Ceatre involves a number of sub-
relationship structures of which the adminisiration-administration
relationship is perhaps the most important in that it sets a pattern
for all the others. The Centre had been developed with the under-
standing that there would be cooperation among public and private
agencies in the delivery of social services and the sharing of
agency resources., The Advisory Committee was identified as the
administrative vehicle responsible for coordinating and managing
the resources of the various participating agencies. The authority
to carry out these tasks was bestowed upon the Advisory Committee
by the agencies themselves. Thus the Advisory Committee re-
presented the administrative component of the Centre and was re-
sponsible to the corresponding administrative components lodged in
eacn of the participating agencies,

The membership of the Advisory Committee was initially



composed solely of agency representativeg2 who acted as liai-
sons between the Centre and their respective agencies. The
distribution of agency representatives was as shown in Table 2.
With the exception of the Executive Director of the Community
FEcumenical Ministry, none of these representatives were
actually located at the Centre. They were, however, respon-
sible for their agency staff at the Centre which involved super-
vision and interpretation of agency policies and program develop-
ment.,

Throughout the year, the Advisory Committee met at
least once a month to deal with those administrative issues that
required the consent of all participating agencies. During these
meetings the focus was usuallj upon specific agency concerns,
and it soon became clear that there were certain problem areas
which the Advisory Committee was not altogether capable of
managing. Because each agency maintained an autonomous status
within the Centre, the only decisions that could be enforced or
implemented were those in which a total consensus among the
agencies had been obtained., These decisions were almost always
limited to relatively minor housekeeping adjustments. Members
were aware of this situation and talked at length about problems
which could not be resolved within the Advisory Committee. In

examining the analytic aspects of these relationships within the



TABLE 2

MEMBERS OF THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE

AGENCY REPRESENTATIVE?
(i) Health and Social Development Regional Director
(ii) Neighborhood Service Centres Board Member
(iii) Community Ecumenical Ministry Executive Director
(iv) Children's Aid Society Adm. Supervisor
(v) Recreation Department Program Director
(vi) Community Information Centre Volunteer Coordinator

(vii) Community Welfare Planning Council Research Associate
(Chairman)

& Often the assigned representatives sent substitutes
from their agencies in their place.
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agency and inter-agency context, such problems have been viewed

as the results of conflicting relationship patterns.

Substantive Definition

The Advisory Committee evolved from the planning and

discussion group which had formulated the Centre concept.

When the Centre was officially established in September 1971,

the Advisory Committee included most of the personnel who had
been involved in plaaning the Centre.3 These individuals had
been working very closely with each other during the planning
stages, but when the Centre was implemented, this close inter-
action diminished considerably, The scheduled meetings of the
Advisory Committee were the only occasions when the agency re-
presentatives came together as a group.

Although the Committee had been charged with the re-
sponsibility for coordinating the shared resources of the agencies,
the means to achieve such coordination were never clearly de-
fined during the planning stages or after the Centre was formally
established. The only activity which the agency representatives
were obligated to carry out as a group was attending Comumittee
meetings at which time agency and inter-agency concerins were
raised. There was, however, no set of activities linking one
agency representative to another in pursuit of the goals of the

Resource Centre as outlined in the planning model.




Within the agency context, these same individuals were
responsible to their respective administrations since none of
them were in a position to unilaterally determine policy or
program development. Their roles within the agencies were
defined in terms of the assignments and activities which they
carried out in collaboration with other agency personnel.

While the administrative relationships within both the

agency aand inter-agency settings are ideally functionally specific,

the activities involving members of the Advisory Commitiee have
never been clearly defined or delimited, even though the mem-
bers share responsibility for managing the Centre resources.,

In the individual agencies, those activities related to administra-
tion are clearly defined to include all aspects of agency opera-
tions, but with the Advisory Committee, since final authority
rests with each participating agency, the activities themselves
have been confined to facilitating agency operations at the Centre.
As a result, the substantive definition aspect of Advisory Com-

mittee relationships is actually functionally diffuse in that the

activities relate to the functioning of the individual agencies
rather than the Centre as a separate organizational structiure.
In the absence of any defined activities related to the Centre,
the members of the Advisory Committee have substituted those

activities which concern the participating agencies as separate




units.

Goal Orientation

The planners of the Fort Rouge Resource Centre
had shown some understanding of the types of problems which
might result from an organizational structure based on the
concept of shared management (Vincent 1970:9):

It no doubt appears from what has been described...as the
goals of the Resource Centre and the resources at its com-
mand that certain tensions and strains in the operation of
the Centre are inevitable. The participating agencies are
also aware that the area of overall authority or mandate

is essential to the efficient operation of the Centre. Yet
within the organizational structure of the Centre no agency
has an exclusive mandate for decision-making and effecting
policies. However, with this awareness on the part of the
agencies of shared management is also a commitment to
the goal of marshalling resources for the benefit of clients
and that commitment must be shared by the agency that
enters into (the project) and by the individual who is assigned
to carry it out.

These organizational strains or tensions accumulated in
the Advisory Committee where agency representatives were faced
with the problem of administering both the separate agency pro-
grams and the inter-agency Centre program. During the first
year, the agencies maintained their autonomous status within the
Centre and there were no serious attempts to coordinate or inte-
grate the various agency programs at the staff or Advisory Com-

mittee level. An interesting example of the way in which prob-

lems developed concerns Neighborhood Service Centres' role at




the Centre. The planning group had been very anxious to obtain
community development workers for the project since they would
presumably feed back information to the staff from other partici-
pating agencies which could be used as a basis for modifying
current programs or initiating new ones. The community devel-
opment workers from WNeighborhood Service Centres, however,
did not view this type of communication as a necessary part of
their responsibilities and were supported by their agency re-
presentative in this matter. After repeated discussions, two
points emerged:

(1) Neighborhood Service Centres' understanding of com-
munity development was not shared by the other
agencies and the differences could not be easily re-
conciled.

(ii) Had Neighborhood Service Centres changed their position,
the other agencies were not prepared to adjust their
own programs or create different ones to meet a new
set of community needs.

In this situation, the members of the Advisory Committee
demonsirated that the participating agencies did not in fact share
common goals related to the operation of the Centre. Further-
more the programs of the individual agencies were allowed to
dominate in such a way as to place the emphasis upon accommod-
ating the agencies rather than developing the Centre. Although

administrative relationships in the agency and inter-agency settings

are both ideally mutually responsible, the agency representatives




are unable to maintain two sets of relationships which involve
mutually conflicting, responsible orientations. Since the ma-

jority of their time is spent on agency programs, and since

they are directly accountable to their respective agencies, the
administrative relationships in the Advisory Committee became

individualistic by default.

Stratification
The agency representatives serving as members of the
Advisory Committee occupy various positions within their re-
spective agencies. FEach member could be ranked vis-a-vis
another member on the basis of one or more of the following
criteria: education, work experience, salary and agency position.
Within the individual agencies, this type of criterion is used to

differentiate personnel and determine the organization structure

of the agency. The agency representatives on the Advisory
Committee all perform s variety of administrative activities
within their own agencies such as supervising staff, directing

programs, approving financial allocations and planning agency

services. These activities are assigned on the basis of an
individual's position within the agency and are carried out
through a set of dominant-subordinant relationships which func-

tion to facilitate the implementation of agency operations.



The stratification aspect of administrative relation-

ships in the agency setting is effectively hierarchical since

staff members ideally and actually occupy different positions
which determine their level of authority and responsibility in
the agency. The relationships among members of the Ad-

visory Committee, however, are ideally non-hierarchical in

that all the agency representatives are supposed to have equal
status with respect to Centre decision-making. In this sense,
the Advisory Committee is similar to a Board of Directors,
but with one rather critical difference; the decisions of the
Advisory Committee can only be implemented with the consent
of all the members.

While non-hierarchical relationships among members
of the Advisory Committee represent the ideal, these relation-
ships have actually become hierarchical in nature. This has
occurred for two reasons:

(1) Those members of the Committee who themselves
occupy important positions within their own agencies
tend to control the proceedings, and

(ii) These same members represent large agencies and
are able to make greater demands upon the Centre
because their agencies' programs operate under
government legislation and are more rigidly defined.

These covert hierarchical relationships served to further

weaken the potential for meaningful cooperation since they had



evolved from the agency settings and thus distorted the decision-
making process within the Advisory Committee by creating in-

equalities among the agencies themselves.

Staff-Staff Relationships

The nature and development of inter-agency staff re-
lationships had been one of the major items of discussion at
the Centre during the first year. Much of the planning for the
Centre project was based on the assumption that the staff mem-
bers from the various participating agencies would coordinate
their activities to meet those community needs which did not
fit neatly into any specific agency program. All the staff were
to have become familiar with the Fort Rouge community and
knowledgeable about its resources. Through their combined
expertise, the agencies' staff were expected to function more
effectively as an integrated unit and to develop new programs
in response to identified needs.

The professional staff comp].ement4 located at the
Centre is shown in Table 3. It should be noted that the Com-~
munity Information Centre has been operated by a core of
twelve volunteers alternating in pairs at the Centre to provide
reception and information services. Although these volunteers

cannot be considered as professional staff, they provided a



(i)

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)
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TABLE 3

NUMBER AND TYPE OF AGENCY STAFF

AT THE FORT ROUGE RESOURCE CENTRE

AGENCY STAFF MEMBERS

Health and Social Development 4 social workers

Neighborhood Service Centres 2 community development
workers

Community Ecumenical Ministry 1 minister

Children's Aid Society 1 social worker

Recreation Department 1 area coordinator

Total 9



valuable service to the other participating agencies. With
one or two exceptions, the staff personnel referred to in
Table 3 remained at the Centre throughout the year.

When the Centre opened in September 1971, the agen-
cies were allocated office space with staff from the same
agency being placed together. The Department of Health and
Social Development received two large rooms and a smaller
office for their four staff members and clerical support. The
Children's Aid Society worker and the Director of the Com-
munity Ecumenical Ministry were each given their own offices
and the rest of the staff were fitted into the remaining space.

The interaction among the staff in this setting appeared
to be informal with staff from the different agencies mixing
together during coffee breaks and lunch hours. However they
carried out their agency activities separately or as a staff
group from the same agency. Although lack of time has
hampered any sustained effort to coordinate inter-agency staff
activities, an examination of the analytic aspects of staff-staff
relationships suggests other problems which have blocked the
development of an integrated approach to the delivery of social

services.

Substantive Definition

The staff-staff relationship canbe described in terms




of the work activities performed within both the agency and
inter-agency or Centre setting, These activities stem from
the agencies' programs and must be clearly defined to en-
able staff to function effectively. All the participating agen-
cies have employed their respective staff members for the
purpose of completing certain agency tasks which are usually
written into the staff members' job descriptions or agreed
upon at the time of employment. Since these agencies are
primarily oriented toward the social services, the staff are
expected to utilize one or more of the following basic social
work ‘tech'niques:E’ casework, group work and community
development, depending upon the specific agency program
which they have been assigned to. These techniques become
the instruments which enable staff to provide services to agen-
cy clientele. As an example, the staff from Health and Social

Development are responsible for providing income maintenance

and personal care services., This involves a variety of activi-
ties such as determining eligibility and counselling which are
carried out through office interviews, home visits, telephone
conversations and the preparation of reports using the basic
casework method,

For an agency program to function effectively, the staff



must clearly understand what is expected of them in the way
of work activities. These activities must therefore be de-
fined as precisely as possible so that an individual staff mem-
ber can relate his or her own activities to those being car-
ried out by other members within the same agency. The
staff-staff relationships in the individual agency setting in-
volve both formal and informal activities. There are certain
times when staff meet as a group to discuss general agency
matters as well as individual concerns, but the most important
interaction usually takes place between staff working on specific
cases or projects. If communication at this level is fo be
meaningful then the staff members involved must be able to
relate to each other on the basis of shared or similar activities,
One of the objectives of the planning model was that the
inter-agency staff should cooperate with each other in the de-
livery of agency services. The nature of this cooperation was
never clearly defined, as the planning group had felt that this
process would evolve as the Centre developed. The staff,
however, interpreted such cooperation in terms of individual
consultation and referral related to agency operations, i.e., a
staff member from one of the participating agencies consults
with a staff member from another on a particular case and,

if necessary, refers clients to that staff member for needed



services. Some members of the Advisory Committee felt, how-
ever, that the staff should be working together more as a group
to develop programs or projects which were not available
through the individual agencies. The staff replied that their
own agency workloads precluded their involvement in inter-
agency activities, This point was accepted by the agency re-
presentatives on the Advisory Committee, but left open the
question as to what priority the Centre goals had for the in-
dividual agencies in the absence of any defined activities related
to cooperation among staff in the delivery of services.

The staff-staff relationship can be described as ideally

functionally specific in the sense that the implementation of

agency programs requires that staff activities be clearly de-
fined. The substantive definition aspect of inter-agency staff

relationships in the Centre is also ideally functionally specific

in that coordination and/or cooperation in the delivery of ser-
vices indicates a need for certain well defined staff activities
related to inter-agency efforts. However, since such activities
were never formulated, the staff-staff relationships at the

Centre were actually functionally diffuse. As a result, the

staff concentrated exclusively upon their own agency activities

where responsibilities and tasks were clearly understood.



Goal Orientation

In both the individual agency and Centre setiings, the
staff-staff relationship has as its primary objective the imple-
mentation of programs and services as defined by the re-
spective administirations. Within the agency, staff share
similar concerns related to this overall objective. These con-
cerns include working with individual clients or groups to in-
sure that they receive needed services. The staff members
assigned to each of the participating agencies are responsible
to one another for providing services in the best possible man-
ner. If one staff member was to shirk his or her responsi-
bilities, this would have an immediate effect upon the clientele
being served and would place an added burden on the other
staff members involved in the program. This mutual concern
exhibited in staff-staff relationships, however, can only occur
when the members are working together toward some identified

rogram objective(s).

The objectives of the inter-agency staff relationships
were never clearly defined. In fact, most of the Centre ob-
jectives deal with processes on an abstract level without
identifying any concrete goals or specifying the mutual respon-
sibilities of the participating agencies. As an illustration, one

of the guiding principles upon which the Centre was developed




had been conceptualized as follows (Vincent 1970:2): 'Social
services (are) to be made available and accessible in the best
possible way to the Fort Rouge community.' This was to be
achieved through cooperation between public and private agen-
cies, but this type of objective never reached down to the
level of staff-staff relationships because the details had never
been worked out.

The goal orientation aspect of staff-staff relationships

within both the agency and the Centre is ideally mutually re-

sponsible. In the individual agency context, staff-staff re-
lationships can be characterized as effectively responsible since
their objectives are clearly defined. But within the Centre set-
ting, the absence of clearly defined objectives has lead to an

essentially individualistic orientation with regard to staff-staff

relationships. Since the staff are not bound to a specific

Centre program, staff-staff relationships tend to follow agency
lines where the objectives are well understood. This orientation
is reinforced by the agencies themselves who have employed
their staff to carry out separate agency programs and naturally
expect agency goals to take priority. For the staff, strict ad-
herence to agency programs serves to reduce the strain fostered
by competing claims by eliminating one of them for all practi-

cal purposes.



Stratification
The stratification aspect of the staff-staff relationship

involves the following factors as measures of relative status

among agency staff: education, work experience, seniority,
position and salary., Staff members from the participating
agencies can be ranked on the basis of these factors which are

used in determining job classification. Within the agency con-

text, staff relate to each other in termsg of their respective
positions. Siaff-staff relationships can then be considered pre-

dominantly hierarchical in that rank differentiation is evident

and affects both the structure and content of the relationship.
For example, the role of the supervisor vis-a-vis the field
worker differs in terms of the authority which the supervisor
has over the worker related to his or her performance of agency
tasks., This hierarchical aspect of staff-staff relationships ex-
tends the lines of accountability and authority from the admini-
strative to the staff level and facilitates the implementation of
agency programs. In a large agency with various programs,
this staff hierarchy is essential to insure that work activities
are well regulated. Within the Department of Health and
Social Development or the Children's Aid Society, staff-staff
relationships build upon a hierarchy which involves varying de-

grees of authority at each level,



The staff-staff relationships within the Centre setting
are susceptible to the same type of ranking in terms of the
factors mentioned previously; however, these inter-agency

staff relationships are ideally non-hierarchical in that those

factors do not constitute any rank differentiation within the
Centre. In this context, all staff memhers, even those from
the same agency, are considered equal in terms of Centre op-
erations. While the hierarchical distinctions among the inter-
agency staff are evident, they do not form a basis for regulat-
ing Centre activities since they are rooted within the individual
agency siructures., This creates a problem in developing co-
ordinated efforts since no staff member can legitimately super-
vise the activities of staff members from other agencies or hold
them accountable for their performance, The staff themselves
have been trained to function within a hierarchical system and
therefore expect to be assigned tasks which they can carry out
under direction. To avoid the ambiguities involved in working
within a non-hierarchical framework, the staff remain tied to

their agency struciures.

Administration-Staff Relationships

The analysis of administration-staif relationships is
crucial to an understanding of the operations within both the

agency and inter-agency settings. Through this relationship, the



administration must translate policy and program planning to
the siaff members who are responsible for providing agency
services; and the staff members themselves must feed back
information concerning the effectiveness and/or impact of

these services so that programs can be modified, if necessary,
to make them more responsive to the needs of the clientele,
For an organization to function effectively, the translation of
policies and programs into activities and objectives must be
very clearly stated so as to enable staff to proceed without
undue confusion.

Within the Centre context, the agency representatives
serving on the Advisory Committee are responsible for the
staff members from their agencies who are located at the
Centre. In other words, just as there is no autonomous Centre
administration, there is also no autonomous Centre staff, i.e.
each staff member at the Centre is linked to a parent partici-
pating agency. Under these circumstances, the administration-
staff relationships have largely remained within the agency con-
text. In examining the analytic aspects of this relationship,
certain areas of conflict are revealed which have frustrated at-
tempts to develop a Centre-oriented, administration-gstaff re-

lationship.



Substantive Definition

At the interface of this relationship within the agency
context, there are certain defined activities which involve staff
and administration. In the area of program development, the
administration is responsible for allocating staff and other
agency resources to carry out program services. When the
Resource Centre opened, the agency administrations deployed
staff from other locations to the Centre. Having established a
particular program, the administration then becomes responsible
for monitoring staff performance, which involves meeting with
staff members on a regular basis to determine how the pro-
gram is operating. Another related aspect of the administration-
staff relationship concerns activities related to personnel
practices. In this area, the administration is responsible fox
determining salary scales and vacation benefits as well as deal-
ing with staff grievances. Administration-staff relationships in
both these areas should be clearly defined in terms of the
activities involved; otherwise, there is a danger that either staff
or administration may arbitrarily assume responsibility for
certain activities which conflict with others.

At the Centre, the Advisory Committee as the admini-
stration has the responsibility of directing staff activities; how-

ever, this was accomplished on the basis of agency affiliations,



i.e. the agency representatives were individually responsible
for their own agencies' staff, While these agency representa-
tives were not located at the Centre, they kept in contact with
their staff by means of telephone, meetings at the agency oxr
Centre location, and other types of communication. There
was virtually no contact between agency representatives and
staff memhers from different agencies.

In both the Centre and agency settings, these relation-

ships should ideally be functionally specific in that the re-

spective goals of the agency and the Centre necessitate care-
fully worked out relationships between staff and administration.
Although relationships were effectively functionally specific in

the agency context, they were actually functionally diffuse with-

in the Centre. The difference has to do with the role of the
administration vis-a-vis the staff in the agency as contrasted
with the Centre. While the agency representatives related to
their agencies' staff on the basis of defined activities leading
to the attainment of shared program objectives, the Advisory
Committee as a whole was not responsible for administering
programs which were separate from those provided by the
participating agencies. The lack of any defined activities bet-
ween staff and Advisory Committee at the Cenire made it that

much moxre difficult to develop a separate program or to




coordinate the delivery of agency services.

Goal Orientation

In the agency context, both the administration and the
staff share a set of common concerns and interact regularly to
achieve certain objectives. While each has different respon-
sibilities, their respective activities are sanctioned and co-
ordinated through agency policies. The relationship is neces-
sary in that agency programs could not be implemented without
the cooperation of the administration and the staff.

In the Centre setting, each agency administers its own
program with no direction from the Advisory Committee. The
agency represeitative serving on the Advisory Committee is
responsible to his agency for the particular agency program at
the Centre, and the staff member is responsible through the re-
presentative for his or her performance in carrying out the pro-
gram. Although one of the major goals of the Centre was to
achieve cooperation among the participating agencies in the
delivery of services, such cooperation has not included any
changes in the nature of agency services or the means by which
these services are delivered. At various times, members of
the Advisory Committee have talked with staff about the pos-

sibility of initiating cooperative agency ventures, but inevitably



the staff, with support from their agency representatives, have
claimed that this proposal was unrealistic in terms of the
amount of time available. The implication is that Centre goals,
which were never operationally defined, are clearly of little or
no importance to staff or administration in contrast to in-
dividual agency goals.

In both sets of relationships, a mutually responsible

orientation could be viewed as mandatory since the objectives
of the administration-staff relationship must coincide and be
directed toward the goals of the agency or Centre. For the
Centre to develop its own program, the relationships between
the inter-agency staff and the Advisory Committee would have
to be mutually responsible; however, the Advisory Committee
as an administrative structure is not independent of the partici-
pating agencies, each of which has its own particular program
with staff and administrative components. As a result this
type of orientation can never properly develop and the relation-

ships become individualistic in that the mutually responsible

adminisiration-staff relationships in the agency context effectively

eliminate the development of similar relationships for the Centre.

Stratification

Within the participating agencies, there is a very clear




distinction between administration and staff based upon their
respective levels of authority and responsibﬂi’tyr regarding the
implementation of agency programs as well as other aspects
of agency management. Within specific relationships, the
roles may not be as clearly defined; however, the staff must
remain accountable to the administration or agency programs
would soon become highly fragmented and confused,

The Advisory Commiitee inter-agency staff relation-
ship did not follow the same pattern. The agency representa-
tives on the Advisory Committee took individual responsibility
for their agency programs and staff performance in carrcying
out those programs, but had no authority to deal with programs
other than those provided by their own agency. Similarly, the
staff were not obligated to follow the direction of the Advisory
Committee unless specific proposals had the agreement of the
particular agency representative in charge of their program.

In both agency and Centre operations, the administration-

staff relationships should ideally be hierarchical to allow for a

separation of decision-making responsibilities regarding the
implementation of programs. Administration-staff relationships
in the Centre context might have become hierarchical if the
mutual trust and sharing of resources among participating agen-

cies had occurred as proposed by the planning and discussion




group. However, because the agencies have remained autono-
mous and held control over all policy and program decisions,
these relationships have been hierarchical only from the agen-

cy perspective and non-hierarchical vis-a-vis agency represen-

tatives and staif members from different agencies. During

the second half of the year, staff were invited to attend meet-
ings of the Advisory Comimittee and it was interesting to note
the solidarity between representatives and staff from the same

agency whenever potentially divisive issues were raised.

Administration~Clientele Relationships

Most agency programs are developed to meet the needs
of a specifically designated population group. This group is
often referred to as the target population and is usually de-
fined in terms of geographic area and/or population in need.

Since no single agency offers a totally comprehensive service

available to all residents of Winnipeg, there are a variety of
agencies whose programs address themselves to different social
problems or different aspects of the same problem. Under
these circumstances, a single individual may receive services
from a variety of agencies during the same period of time. In

addition to serving geographic areas where services are needed,

some agencies provide their services only to those individuals



who meet certain eligibility requirements., This is
particularly true of public welfare agencies that provide funds
or social allowances directly to the clients.,

The agencies within the Fort Rouge Resource Centre
all serve specific clientele population and also share some of
each other's clientele., Table 4 illustrates the relationship
between the participating agencies and the clientele served.
While these agencies may appear to provide wide«ranging ser-
vices, it is important to remember that these services apply
to the total agency and not just the field office at the Centre,
The point is that most of the agencies within the Centre are
represented by only one staff member so that the impact of
these services through the Centre itself is very limited.

While the agency staff interact with clientele on a
regular basis, the administration is responsible for planning
and developing the services which the agency provides and
therefore the relationship between administration and clientele
brings into focus the planners and the consumers of service,
In many cases, the staff act as intermediaries in this relation-
ship, but there are also important situations which involve

direct interaction between administrators and clientele,

Substantive Definition

While the frequency of direct interaction between



i)

ii)

iii)

iv)

V)

vi)

- B -

TABLE 4

TYPES OF CLIENTELE

SERVED BY THE PARTICIPATING AGENCIES

AGENCY

Health and Social Development

Children's Aid Society

Community Ecumenical Ministry

Neighborhood Service Centres

City Department of Recreation

Community Information Centre

CLIENTELE

Individuals and/or families
within the Fort Rouge area
of Winnipeg who are eligible
for social allowances.

All individuals and/or fami-
lies within Fort Rouge needing
child welfare services.

All individuals and/or groups

within Fort Rouge requesting

counselling or community ser-
vices.

Local groups requesting as-
sistance in organizing and
pressing for needed community
changes,

Local groups needing as-
sistance in developing re-
creation programs.

All residents of Fort Rouge
requesting informasation on com-
munity resources,



administrators and clients is quite low, there are some areas
of mutual concern involving both administration and clientele in
joint activities. During the past few years, clients have taken
the initiative in demanding that agency programs conform more
closely to the real needs of people, Client groups have dev-
eloped to pressure agency administrators and to function as
advocates for other clients who have not received satisfactory
services. These types of action have forced administrators re-
sponsible for agency programming to deal directly with the
clients using the programs. This has occurred primaearily
through two chaanels., The first is with regard to grievances
and appeals. Dissatisfied clients nave submitted their griev-
ances to agency administrators who then review the clients'
cases and meet with them to reach a decision. The second
channel of direct communication concerns program planning.
Administrators have recently come to the conclusion that if
programs are to be designed for the benefit of a particular
group of people, it is important to find out from these people
what kind of programs they feel would best meet their needs.
Most often such discussions take place after a program has
been implemented, but in some agencies there has been colla-
borative planning.

One of the major objectives of the Fort Rouge Resource
J J g



Centre was to involve neighborhood people in the planning and
evaluation of services. While neighborhood people are not
necessarily resiricted to the agencies' clienteles, it was as-
sumed that the latter would play an active role in developing
the Centre. Since this did not occur during the first year of
Centre operations, it is important to view the differences bet-
ween administration-clientele relationships with respect to the
substantive definition aspect in the Centre and agency settings.
Since both the Advisory Committee and the agency ad-
ministrations seek some form of direct contact with clients,
the substantive definition aspect of this relationship is ideally

functionally specific in that this contact is related exclusively

to activities directed toward the improvement of services, in-
cluding the resolution of grievances. The clientele are able
to relate to the agencies since they are involved as users of
agency services, and the agency administrators are in a posi-
tion to respond to their requests or demands. The situation
vis-a-vis the Advisory Committee and the agencies' clientele,
however, is not the same. Since there are no autonomous
Centre programs, the Centre's clientele is composed of the
total clientele of the participating agencies. And since the
agencies control their own programs, clients relate solely to

the agencies that serve them. As a result, the Advisory



Committee-agency clientele relationship is actually functionally
diffuse as there are no clearly defined or delimited activities

which involve both sets of members.

In trying to prepare a progress report for the Centre,
some members of the Advisory Committee felt it was impor-
tant to elicit the viewpoint of people who had used the Centre.

After some discussion, the members came to the conclusion

that this was inappropriate since clients did not relate to the

Centre as a whole, but rather to the individual agencies.

Goal Orientation
In the agency setting, the administration-clientele re-
lationship is focused upon the program and service components
as these are areas of mutual concern. The rationale for pro-
viding certain types of services is based on the assumption

that they are or will be needed in the community. An agency

with no clientele could hardly continue to operate, and an

agency whose services were totally ineffective would be sub-
ject to considerable client outrage. The focal point of the ad-

ministration~clientele relationship is thus those programs and

services which the agency makes available. The administration's
role in this relationship is to insure that services are delivered

in the best possible manner so that the clientele will benefit,



The Advisory Committee, however, is in a different
position vis-a-vis the agencies' clientele. The Centfre does
not have its own program and has been unable to develop one
so that the clientele served through the Centre facilities re-
main agency clientele and do not share any mutual concerns
with the Advisory Committee as the Centre's administrative
structure, The clients relate to individual agency represen-
tatives on the Committee responsible for the provision of ser-
vices, but are not involved with the Committee as far as the
planning and evaluation of the Centre is concerned.

Within both the agency and Centre settings, this re-
lationship would ideally be characterized as responsible from

the administration's perspective and relatively individualistic

from the clients' point of view in that the administration's
concern is for the clientele while the clients are usually pri-
marily concerned about themselves. This mutually responsible/
individualistic orientation related to the administration and
clientele respectively can only be maintained in the agency
context because the Centre cannot achieve its responsible ob-
jectives vis-a-vis the agencies' clientele, As a result, it is
impossible to refer to a separate Centre clientele in that every
client is linked to one or more of the participating agencies.

Under these circumstances, the clientele has no role to play




in the planning and evaluation of services for the Centre except

as these relate to a specific agency.

Stratification

The stratification aspect of this relationship structure
involves qualitative rather than quantitative differences. The
agency administrator's position is clearly dominant in matters
regarding the nature or provision of agency services. While
the clientele may try to influence the agency, final decision-
meaking powers rest with the administration. Administration
and clientele cannot be ranked along a continuum, for in this
relationship, the two do not occupy the same occupational
space,

In the relationship between the Advisory Committee and
the agencies’ clientele, there is no dominant side since the
Advisory Committee itself is not in a position to deal with
client concerns. The individual agency representatives are in
an authoritative position regarding their own agency's clientele,
but their authority is not extended over the clientele from other
participating agencies. Whereas the agency administration-
agency clientele relationship can be viewed, both ideally and

actually, as hierarchical, the Advisory Committee-clientele

relationship is non-hierarchical. This has served to reinforce

the impotency of the Advisory Committee as an administrative




structure.

Staff-Clientele Relationships

While the administration-staff relationship was focused
upon the planning and development of services, the staff-
clientele relationship is concerned with the actual provision
of services. The frequency of interaction in this relationship
is very high since staff and clients are in regular contact with
each other. As the msjority of clients do not interact with the
administration, the staff often come to represent the agency
from the clients' perspective.

Within the Fort Rouge Resource Cenire, individual staff
members from the participating agencies each have their own
caseloads, i.e. clientele for whom they are responsible, just
as they would if they were working from a regular agency of-
fice. When an individual enters the Centre, the following pro-
cedure takes place:

(i) The volunteer receptionist asks the person if he or she
has an appointment with a staff membexr.

(ii) If not, the receptionist inquires about the person's
need or problem and then calls a staff member from
the appropriate agency.

(iii) The staff member interviews the persons and either
opens a case or refers the person to another agency,
either within the Centre or elsewhere,

(iv) If the person is accepted as adient, his or her case
becomes the responsibility of the staff member



assigned from the appropriate agency.

When a client is accepted for services, although the
case is assigned to a single staff member within the agency,
other staff members share the responsibility of handling the
case in situations where the assigned worker is not available.
For instance, if a client comes in or calls with an emergency
situation and his or her particular worker is not available,
another staff member from the same agency can provide the
necessary assistance. Staff from one of the other participating
agencies may be concerned, but have no authority to deal with
the case.,6

An analysis of the analytic aspects of this relationship
within the Centre and agency setfings points out some of the
difficulties involved in the development of an integrated ap-

proach to client needs,

Substantive Definition
In providing agency services to clientele, staff members
are involved in a variety of situations. Most client contact re-
dquires direct interaction either in person or on the telephone.
Staff members will sometimes visit the client or client's fam-~
ily in his or her home, but more often interviews take place

at the agency itself. The frequency of contact is usually higher




when the client has a specific type of problem and counselling
services are required. While some agency staff work ex-
clusively with individuals or families others may work with
groups in order to resolve common problems. In dealing
with a client or group of clients, staff activities are directed
toward assisting the individuals by making agency resources
available to them.

The situation within the Centre follows the above pat-
tern with individual staff members from the participating
agencies working with clients and providing those services
which the agency makes available. When the Centre was be-
ing planned however, the idea was that staff resources and
expertise would be shared to provide all the clientele with bet-
ter service. As an example, if the staff member from the
Children's Aid Society found that a sizeable number of his
clients were having difficulty because there were no day care
facilities in the community, he or she might collaborate with
the community development worker from Neighborhood Service
Centres to try to organize a group of mothers who all shared
this concern and were interested in setting up a day care pro-
gram. This might involve staff from other agencies as well.
This type of cooperative effort has not, in fact, occurred at

the Centre because the staff find that they do not have suf-




ficient time, in terms of agency-oriented priorities, to become
involved in other projects.

The only operation which might be considered a true
Centre service is the Community Information Centre program
which is staffed by a group of volunteers from the surrounding
neighborhood. While the planning and discussion group had
envisioned a flexible volunteer program, the agencies needed a
receptionist service. As a result, this group of volunteers
was set up to facilitate the agencies themselves and provided
only limited direct service to the community.

The Centre had been established partly because in-
dividual agencies were not able to provide comprehensive ser-
vices to their clientele, hile the staff-clientele relationship

within the agency context is functionally specific, this re-

lationship in the Centre setting should have become relatively

mozre functionally diffuse in that the staff would not be dealing

with clients entirely from an agency framework, although the
interaction would still involve specific and clearly defined
activities related to the delivery of services. Since Centre
staff and Centre clientele never existed as such, the relation-
ship between staff and clientele is effectively restricted to the
agency context. The only means of providing clients with sexr-

vices which do not exist within a particular agency is to refer



them to another agency. This referral procedure normally
occurs whether agencies are located miles apart or within the

same building.

Goal Orientation

Staff and clientele relate to each other in terms of a
set of objectives which can ideally be aclrﬁeved through the re-
lationship. For the staff, the primary objective is to assist
the client(s) so that eventually agency services will no longer
be required or will subside to a minimal level. The client,
on the other hand, seeks to utilize the agencies' services pro-
vided by the staff to alleviate or eliminate a particular prob-
lem which has required this special assistance. In providing
services to the client, the staff need the client's cooperation

which will usually be forthcoming if the staff gain the clients?

trust. A parallel situation exists in the doctor-patient relation-
ship. The doctor who prescribes a certain type of medication
or treatment therapy expects the patient to follow the in-
structions. If the patient has confidence in the doctor, he or
she will most probably follow the treatment plan. The effect-
iveness of social service programs depends to a large extent
upon the degree to which staff and clientele share similar ob-

jectives and have confidence in each other.



Within the Centre setting, the agencies' clientele main-
tain relatively close relationships with the agency staff assigned
to their cases, but have limited contact with staff from other
agencies located at the Centre. Therefore the only effective
relationships in which a sharing of objectives exists is between
agency staff and corresponding agencydientele. Throughout the
year, there had been some pressure from staff and members
of the Advisory Committee to develop a more integrated ap-
proach to clientele. Some felt that it should be possible for
any staff member to work with any client and, when necessary,
refer him or her to another staff member for needed services.
This team concept was never applied since many individuals
felt that all staff would have to become totally familiar with
the procedures of every agency, and that this was an unreal-
istic expectation given the amount of time that would have to
be spent in training. The staff-clientele relationship can then

be described ideally as mutually responsible from the staif

viewpoint and relatively individualistic from the client view-

point since staff members! concerns are for the clientele, and
not for themselves, whereas the situation is just the reverse

from the client's point of view.



tratification

As was the case in the administration-clientele re-
lationship, the staff-clientele relationship cannot be analyzed
in guantitative terms with regard to the stratification aspect.
In providing services, the staff control both the frequency of
interaction as well as the means by which the services are
delivered. This is not to say that the clients are totally at
the mercy of the staff members assigned to their cases since
there are provisions for making appeals or expressing griev-
ances. However, in the normal course of events, the staff make
decisions which importantly affect their clients, whereas the
reverse is rarely the case. If a staff member from the
Children's Aid Society apprehends a client's child or a Health
and Social Development worker legitimately reduces a client's
financial allowance, the impact in both instances would be
considerable,

Since the staff at the Centre deal only with their bwn
agency clientele, this dominant-subordinant aspect of the re-
lationship is confined to the agency contexi. If a client has
been referred from one agency to another, the new staff-
client relationships takes precedent over the former, Certainly
in any attempt to coordinate staff resources, all staff involved

with a client or clients would have to have similar control or




the relationship would quickly dissolve.

While the staff-clientele relationship is hierarchical

4

within the agency setting, it is non-hierarchical within the

Centre setting due to the fact that only agency staff are al-
lowed to make decisions concerning their respective clientele.
This is an untenable situation since the same individuals are
involved in both cases; it is impossible to have arelationship
that is hierarchical and non-hierarchical simultaneously. This
again points out the fact that, in practical terms, there are no
Centre or inter-agency staff; i.e., all staff members located
at the Centre are agency staff., Furthermore there can be

no other staff-clientele relationships aside from those which

exist within the agency context.

Administration-Community Relationships

The basis for administration-community relationships in-
volves accountability. Since social service agencies are non-
profit organizations, they rely upon the community's willingness
to support their programs and services. The private or
voluntary agencies receive most of their funds from the United
Way of Greater Winnipeg which holds an annual campaign to

fund fifty-two major agencies. The public or government

agencies, on the other hand, are funded by the taxpayers, and



these funds are allocated by elected goverament officials.
There are also meny agencies who receive funds from hoth
the United Way and other private fund-raising organizations

as well as from the government. Whenever funds are granted,
the agencies receiving them must publicly document the source
of funds (input) and the expenditure of funds {output).

There are also two secondary issues regarding the
administration-community relationship. The first deals with
community relations and/or education. Agencies consider that
support for their programs will increase if these mrograms are
"vigible'" and people in the community are generally aware of
the purposes of the programs as well as the problems which
they seek to reduce or eliminate. Most agencies therefore
spend a considerable amount of time attempting to educate the
public as to the value of their services. The second point re-
lates to the participation of community residents on the Boards
of Directors of private agencies. Traditionally these boards
have been composed of the elite members of the community re-
presenting business, labour, the professions and the well-to-do.
These individuals were sought because of their generosity, de-
dication and influence as a means of lending further credibility
to the agency. In recent years, however, board membership

has shifted sligatly to include users of service or clientele who
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are directly affected by agency programs and thus able to
evaluate and assist in the development of services from an
important perspective.
The agencies represented at the Fort Rouge Resource

Centre include both public andprivate organizations as des-
cribed in Table 5. While each of these agencies have some
type of formally established relationship to the larger Winnipeg
community, the Advisory Committee as the Centre's admini-
strative component has no such bonds; or, more accurately,
the bonds have been fragmented among the participating agen-
cies. In analyzing this relationship within the Centre setting,
it is important to keep in mind the following statement from
the planning model (Vincent 1970:5):

The Resource Centre, though having set up the Centre under

professional auspices, will attempt to be guided by the ex-

pressed wishes of the community in the various stages of

its development. The Resource Centre is working towards

broadening the basis of its decision-making, and does not

see its 'call to involvement' as simply another devise as

Roland Warren points out to get people 'to jump through

the proper hoops'. The extent to which the Centre achieves

either of these two results will be a real measure of its

success or failure.

Substantive Definition
The relationship between administration and community

within the agency context can be described in terms of the

activities which are carried out through the relationship. The
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TABLE 5

PARTICIPATING AGENCIES

BY SOURCE OF ACCOUNTABILITY

AGENCY

Health and Social Development

ACCOUNTABLE TO

A provincial government de-
partment under the direction
of the Minister of Health
and Social Development.

Community Ecumenical Ministry A private organization funded

Children's Aid Society

Neighborhood Service Centres

City Department of Recreation

primarily by three churches
in the Fort Rouge area of
Winnipeg with a Board of
Directors.

A private organization funded
by the United Way and the
provincial government with a
Board of Directors.

A private organization funded
primarily by the United Way

with a Board of Directors.

A municipal department under

the direction of a committee

of elected councillors.



private agencies have formselized this relationship through the
establishment of Boards of Directors composed of commiunity
residents, A Board's main responsibility is to set agency
policy in cooperation with the agency administration. To ac-
complish this task, members of the Board must be kept in-
formed of all agency activities and meet regularly to discuss
problems or proposals brought forward by the admiﬁistration,
An example of this process relates to the implementation of
the Centre itself. The agency representatives who were in-
volved in the planning of the Centre submitted recommendations
to their respective Boards requesting approval for agency
participation in the Cenire project. Omnce this approval was
obtained, the agency was committed to deploying staff and re-
sources to the Centre. If any major problems in connection
with an agency's participation arise, these would have to be
reported to the Board of Directors., Since the two government
agencies, Health and Social Development and the City Depart-
ment of Recreation do not have Boards of Directors, similar
transaction occur between the administration and the elected
government oifficials or civil servants responsible for depart-
ment operations.

Agency administrations also carry out other types of

activities inrelationship to the community., They must provide




the public with a detailed financial statement indicating the
amount of revenue and expenditures. This is usually dis-
closed at the agency's Annual Meeting and included within

the Annual Report. In addition, most agency administrators
spend a portion of their time speaking to interested community
groups about agency programs. During the United Way
campaign, administrators are called upon to assist in educat-
ing the public about the services which the United Way funds.

The goals of the Fort Rouge Resource Centre would
seem to necessitate a well-developed community orientation.
Neighborhood people were to have participated in the planning
and evaluation of services, and the Centre was to have been
capable of responding to commaunity needs. The Advisory Com-
mittee, however, was never able to develop a viable relation-
ship to the Fort Rouge community and community input by way
of the participating agencies was too removed from the local
community to be considered an effective basis for this type
of relationship.

Ideally both the individual agencies and the Centre seek
administration-community relationships which are functionally
specific in that this type of relationship tends to foster com-
munity confidence in the organizations and assists the admini-

strations in evaluating the impact of their programs. To this




end, agency administrators will often include community re-
sidents on program planning committees and in other activities
related to agency operations. The Advisory Committee of

the Cenire, however, has not been able to develop this type
of relationship because there are no specific programs over
which the Comumittee has any authority. The substantive de-
finition aspect of the Advisory Committee-community relation-

ship is therefore at best functionally diffuse, and virtually

non-existant in fact, since there can be no defined activities

involved in this relationship.

Goal Orientation

Agency services and programs receive both direct
and indirect commuinity sanction in the form of financial sup-
port and participation in policy and program development by
community representatives, The administration-community re-
lationships play a substantial role in assuring the community
that efforts are being made to ameliorate the effects of chronic
social problems and in providing the administration with a
formal mandate to proceed with agency programs. This is
not to say that there is always agreement between the agency
administration and the general public as to the nature of prob-
lems encountered or the best means of approaching them. In

many cases, agencies are publicly attacked for failing to provide
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adequate services, but such responses at least initiate or
continue an important dialogue between agency and community.

The result might be a change in agency programs or a better

understanding within the community of agency functions. Both
the agency administration and the community have somewhat
the same concerns regarding social problems and the more
communication that can be generated around such problems, the
closer everyone comes %to deciding upon acceptable objectives.
Within the Fort Rouge community, there has been lit-
tle response to the Resource Centre from residentis-at-large.
Two researchers who completed a study of social planning
interventions in the area found that very few neighborhood
people knew anything about the Centre (Vincent 19'71}:))','7 As
the Centre had been designed specifically for the residents

of Fort Rouge, this is not a particularly enoo uraging sign.

During the first year of operations, a Board of Directors
composed of community residents was established on an interim
basis but dissolved itself after several meetings because the
members felt that they would not be able to play a significant
role in the development of the Centre as the participating
agencies were autonomous, self-governing units.

Both the Advisory Committee and the individual agency

administrations have felt that close relationships with the



community were important to develop. In the agency context,
the administration-community relationship is ideally mutually
responsible in that both should share similar objectives re-
garding those problems which the agency seeks to combat.
The Advisory Committee, however, has not been able to

devd op any functioning relationship with the community. Thus
the ideally mutually responsible orientation does not, in fact,

exist because the objectives of the Centre cannot be implemented

apart from the programs of the participating agencies.

I

Stratification

The stratification aspect of the administration-com-
munity relationship within the agency context can be analyzed by
focusing upon the relationship between agency administrators
and members of the agencies' Board of Directors {in the case
of government agencies, a parallel situation exists civil ser-
vants and elected government officials). While the administra-
tion and the Board work together to develop policies and pro-
grams, the Board is ultimately responsible for making final
decisions concerning all aspects of agency operations and
these decisions are binding upon the administration. Since the
administration and staff represent the professional component

within the organization, their recommendations will usually




gain approval; however, the shift in board membership from
community elites to users of service has created some prob-
lems for many administrators accustomed to having their
proposals automatically approved. Agency programs are now
being seriously examined at the Board level and consequently

the Board's authority in agency matters is being used mozre force-
fully. Comrunity residents not serving on such Boards are

also challenging agency administrators and becoming involved

in the planning of agency programs.

All the agencies participating in the Centre project
have experienced such challenges., The Department of Health
and Social Development, in particular, has received close
scrutiny from various groups of mothers in social allowance
programs who have confronted the administration and demanded
changes in the delivery of services. While not all of their
proposals have been implemented, the administration has been
forced to re-examine department operations.

Although the relationship between the Advisory Com-
mittee and the Fort Rouge community should ideally be

hierarchical in that the Centre had been set up to respond to

the community, it is actually non-hierarchical because the com-

munity, through its non-involvement, has failed to exercise any

authority. While there has been no effective vehicle developed




through which the community could assume direct control of
the Centre, it must be realized that such control is theoreti-

cally always within the community's reach.

Staff-Community Relationships

Among the participating agencies, the Community Ecu-
menical Ministry, the City Department of Recreation and
Neighborhood Service Centres all employed staff predominantly
for the purpose of assisting community residents to develop
programs or projects in such areas as senior citizen's housing,
recreation and day care. The staff from these agencies tended
to spend more of their time organizing community efforts than
did staff members from the Children's Aid Society or the De-
partment of Health and Social Development who worked with fixed
clienteles.

Ideally the Centre was to have coordinated individual
agency staff efforts and thus develop an overall program with
the flexibility necessary to respond directly to expressed com-
munity needs, Foxr this to have occurred, it was felt that the
inter-agency staff would have to work as a team on various
projects as well as becoming more knowledgeable about com-
munity needs and resources. While the Centre planners had
spent considerable time examining the statistical data, especi-

ally the social disorganization indicators, related to Fort Rouge,



this data was never used as a means of defining potential prob-
lem areas. As has been noted in previous sections of this
thesis, the agency staff and members of the Advisory Committee
were not able to commit themselves to any projects which lay
beyond the scope of existing agency programs so that the
identification of community needs which were not covered through
the various agency programs was considered by some to be a
futile exercise.

Staff-community relationships in the agency context
developed through the work of individual staff members in con-
tact with community residents who either needed assistance or
were able to assist the staff in carrying out their tasks. Since
the community represents a population of potential users of
gervice, it will be important to differentiate between those
staff-community relationships where the staff is actively en-
gaged in providing services to the community and those where

the community can be viewed as a supporiive resource.

Substantive Definition
There are a number of activities which agency staff
normally carry out which involve the community-at-large. In
working with clients or community groups, staff utilize a

variety of non~agency resources which bring them into contact



with members of the community. The most common activity
is the referral procedure whereby a staif member refers a
specific client to another agency, organization or individual
who might be of assistance. For instance, a Health and Social
evelopment worker may have a client who is secking employ-
ment. The worker in this case might locate a prospective
employer or refer the client to an employment agency.
Similarly a community development worker involved with a hous-
ing issue might call upon local politicians for assistance. Such
initiatives bring staff and community together around specific
problem areas where the activities are clearly defined.

In a more general sense, the interaction between staff
and comrunity is often based upon an informational or educa-
tional service. Staff members can be asked to speak to interested
comrunity groups about their agencies' programs or provide in-
formation to individuals concerning such programs. The
activities involved in the relationship will depend upon the
nature of the contact; however, they are defined in terms of
the staff member's role within a particular agency.

One of the expectations of the Centre was that the
inter-agency staff would become actively engaged with the re-
sidents of Fort Rouge. This would have involved spending a

portion of their time talking with residents and attempting to



identify some of the more critical neighborhood problems.
Such information could then have been used as a basis for
developing new services or programs. As part of this pro-
cess, the residents would learn about the resources avail-
able at the Centre. Another channel for inter-agency staff-
community relationships was to have been through the Com-
munity Information Centre program. In providing informa-
tion to local residents, the volunteers would be collecting
data which identified certain recurrent problems. The staff
and/or volunteers would then use such data to support the
need for special programs. Neither of these activities were
adequately developed because the staff were fragmented
among the participating agencies and thus never able to ef-
fectively cooperate as a group.

In both the Centre and agency settings, there should

ideally be functionally specific relationships between staff and

community where activities relating to areas of mutual con-
cern are clearly defined and delimited. This type of relation-
ship would support interest in programs as well as enable

the staff to provide services more effectively and reach a
larger percentage of the community needing assistance. Al-
though the agency staff have succeeded in developing some such

relationships, the individual staff members are identified with




their respective agencies and not with the Centre. This leads
to functionally non-existant staff-community relationships in the
Centre setting and further reinforces the point that Centre

staff, as such, do not in fact exist.

Goal Orientation

The goal orientation aspect of the staff-community
relationship takes into consideration the degree to which both
staff and community share a set of common concerns which
they seek to have resolved. In the ideal relationship, the staff
and the community would agree upon the means and objectives
of the particular program or project which had been developed.
The actual level of mutual concern between agency staff and
members of the comminity can only approach this ideal. While
the relationship is closer among staff and community residents
working together on the same issues, their interests do not
always coincide. During the first year, one of the staff from
Neighborhood Service Centres worked with a group of local
teenagers who had established a drop-in centre in the base-
ment of a nearby church. Many of the residents in the area
where the drop-in centre was located were totally opposed to
its continuation. In this situation, the staff member was

placed in a rather awkward position. While some attempts



were made to reconcile the conflict between the young people
and the neighborhood residents, this never really succeeded.

The major problem for most staff is that there are

too many problem areas and not everyone in the community is
in agreement concerning those which should receive priority
attention. Compromises are however reached and the staff
attempt to provide as much service as possible. The dis-
appointing aspect of this situation is that much more could bhe
achieved if all the staff at the Centre were able to join forces
and approacn problem areas cooperatively.

In terms of the Centre, the inter-agency staff have
no shared relationship with the community. Each of the staff
members from the participating agencies has a different set
of goals and objectives which the community relates to in

terms of the particular agency services provided. TUnder

these circumstances, the staff can onlyrelate to a specific
sector of the community, usually composed of agency clientele,
and the community has little means of relating to the Centre
as a single entity. In this agency context, the staff-com-~

munity relationship approaches a mutually responsible orienta-

tion, but is still relatively individualistic from the community's

perspective since concerns are localized in terms of specific

issues expressed by small numbers of community residents.



Stratification

While agency staff activities are directed by the ad-
ministration, the overall policies are set by a Board of
Directors or government officials representing community
interests. From this perspective, the staff relationship to
the community can be characterized as dominant-subordinant.
Within the agency program, the staff are given leeway to
respond to community concerns other than those specified
in the form of policy directives. This is not to suggest that
the staff are free to disregard agency policy, but that within
the policy framework there is usually sufficient flexibility to
allow staff to provide a wvariety of services within the total
agency program.

Since the Fort Rouge Resource Centre does not have
its own Board of Directors, there is no guiding policy aside
from the policies of the individual agencies which the staff
are bound to. Although the objectives of the planning model
do express the principles under which the Centre was to have
operated, the participating agencies have the authority to
interpret or modify these objectives as they see fit. Under
these circumstances, the community has had no role in direct-
ing the affairs of the Centre, though the plans had called for

active community involvement in the decision-making process.



The staff-community relationship within the agency

context is effectively hierarchical in that the members of the

Boards of Directors dictate agency policy. This relationship

should ideally be hierarchical within the Centre framework,
but as there is no similar Board of Directors to which all
staff are responsible, the relationship is actually non-hier-
archical. Consequently the staff have no concrete indication
as to what the Centre means in terms of the Fort Rouge
community or what the community feels the staff should

really be doing.




NOTES

For the purposes of this analysis, 'ideal" refers to
"most productive' in terms of the functioning of a
particular relationship within a given organizational set-
ting. "Actual' refers to the observed functioning of a
particular relationship within a given organizational set-
ting.

During the Spring of 1971, the staff from the participat-
ing agencies were invited to join the Advisory Committee;
however, their status as voting members was not
clarified for another six months.

Two notable exceptions were the Chairman of this group
who left the Community Welfare Planning Council and
was replaced by me as Chairman of the Advisory Com-
mittee and the Executive Director of the host agency,
Community Ecumenical Ministry, who was ''on leave' for
the first three months., These two individuals had been
primarily responsible for formulating the planning model.

Clerical staff have not been included in this analysis.

This categorization of social work techniques is very
general; however, it encompasses a variety of specific
interventions.

There are naturally exceptions in this situation; however,
the point is that a staff member from another agency
cannot make decisions which would conflict with the
policies of the agency serving the client.

This part of the research was not entirely covered in the
report, but has been obtained through personal comimunica-
tions with Mr. Vincent.




CHAPTER IV

CONCLUSIONS

In this section of the thesis, the organizational strains
encountered by the inter-agency staff and members of the Ad-
visory Committee will be examined further to determine their
impact upon the goals and objectives of the Resource Centre.
From the perspective of an individual staff member and an
agency representative, a recapitulation of the relationship
analyses will serve to focus upon the problems involved in meain-
taining an integrated set of functionally specific, responsible,
and hierarchical relationships coterminously within the Centre

and agency setting. An analysis of the dynamics in each re-

lationship, including the role conflicts, will demonstirate the
effects of fragmented inter-agency relationships upon the staff
and members of the Advisory Commitiee,

By isolating a single staff member and an agency re-
presentative, it is possible to explore the matrix of relation-

ships shared by all the other individuals related to the Centre.
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In this way, the organizational conflicts as well as the means
of resolving them can be studied more closely, The clientele
and comraunity components must be regarded as of secondary
importance since the aim here is fo examine the internal
organizational fuactioning of the Centre. These two com-~
ponents will however be considered in terms of their relation-

ship to the staff and members of the Advisory Committee.

Staff Relationships

In describing the four major relationship structures
with which a single staff member is involved, it is important
to differentiate whether that staff member is acting within the
agency or the Centre context. Figure 3 illustrates the nature
of theserelationships. In this diagram, the staff member
actually relates to eignt different organizational components
since the relationships within the agency context{ are not the

same as those within the Centre.

Inter-~Agency vs. Agency Staif Relationships

The relationships among staff from the same agency
have been described as functionally specific, mutually respon-
sible and hierarchical, While those among staff members from
different agencies should ideally have followed this same pat-

tern, they have instead been functionally diffuse, individualistic
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FIGURE 3

DIAGRAM OF ALIL THE ORGANIZATIONAL
RELATIONSHIPS WITH WHYICH A SINGLE
STAFF MEMBER IS INVOLVED®

CENTRE SETTING AGENCY SETTING

Inter-Agency Staff
Advisory Comimittee

Agency Staff
Agency Administration

Agencies' Clientele Agency Clientele
Fort Rouge Community - Agency Board or
' Government Body

% While this diagram is centred around a single
staff member, an agency representative can be substituted to
indicate the same relationship patterns which are discussed
further on in this chapter.



and non-hierarcnical, In reaching this conclusion, I argued
that inter-agency staff members did not share similar activi-
ties or program objectives, and were not accountable to one
another for the delivery of services. Although some of the
staff members were motivated to develop an integrated staff
approach, this was never realized during the first year of
Centre operations,

The individual staff member was under considerable
pressure throughout the year. Agency programs are neces-
sarily demanding in that services must be provided to every-
one who is eligible or has a legitimate need. Within a large
agency, caseloads can be shared more easily among the stafl,
but within the Centre, most agencies were represcnted by a
single worker. Under these circumstances, the prospects for

initiating cooperative efforts outside the scope of current

agency programs would have to be considered very dim. A
staff member may be interested to work on a new project,
but if he barely has time to keep up with his agency workload,
there is little opportunity to become engaged in extra-agency
concerns.,

Let us assume, however, that enough time is avail-
able and that the staff member wishes to pursue a particular

project. The first problem is to involve other staff
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members from the various participating agencies., If they
are either overworked or show no interest in the project,
nothing more can be done. Assuming that other staff are
interested, the next issue to arise concerns staff organiza-
tion. Who will be responsible for coordinating staff efforts
and insuring that the project is successfully implemented?
There is no inter-agency staff coordinator and none of the
staff members is in a position to take on such a respon-
sibility since this would conflict with agency staff super-
vision. Bven if all these obstacles could be overcome, the
commitment would have to be maintained over a period of
time and it is extremely doubtful whether such voluntary
cooperation could last. Either the staff member would fall
behind with his agency responsibilities, or the agency would
find other tasks for him to do, or a combination of both
would most likely occur.

In reality, no inter-agency staff effort advanced much
beyond the discussion stage for the problems mentioned above
were all quite predictable. Rather than become embwroiled in
a losing cause, each staff member remained within the con-

fines of his or her individual agency program.



s

- 104 -

Advisory Committee vs. Agency Administration Relationships

The relationship between the agency staff member and
the individual representing the agency administration on the Ad-
visory Committee was defined as functionally specific, mutual-
ly responsible and hierarchical; however, these characteristics
have not carried over to the relationship between inter-agency
staff and the total Advisory Committee. As a result, the
staff-administration relationship has functioned effectively only
within the agency context. Since the purpose of the Advisory
Committee was to manage the shared resources of the partici-
pating agencies, the fragmentation of administrative respoa-
sibilities among the individual agencies can be considered de-
structive from an organizational perspective. Situations such
as the following indicate the problems which staff had to cope
with under these conditions.

On several occasions members of the Advisory Com-
mittee discussed the possibility of initiating programs which
they felt were needed in the community. The first concern
was always the availability of staff. Since the staff member
requires some form of administrative approval to move into a
new area oi service, a decision has to be made by his agen-
cy representative on the Advisory Committee, If involvement

in an outside program is likely to detract from agency work,



which it undoubtably would, the representative cannot approve
regardless of the individual staff members interest or the
interests of other members of the Advisory Committee. In
such cases, the staff member has no recourse to the Ad-
visory Committee as a body since the only member of the
Committee who can legitimately rule on the issue is his
agency's representative., It is important to remember here
that agency tasks and responsibilities are clearly defined and
that agency staff are deployed on the basis of need for agency
services. If staff were to become involved in outside pro-
grams, the resulting gap in agency services would not be
automatically filled.

The staff member's responsibility to the agency through
his agency's representative could not be effectively challenge
by either the staff member, other staff at Centre, or the Ad-
visory Committee, In this situation, the staff member soon
realizes that his relationship to the Advisory Committee is
virtually meaningless, and that decisions affecting his role at
the Centre are to be made exclusively by his own agency.
The result was that the Advisory Committee could not achieve
a mutually responsible orientation in its relationship to inter-
agency staff, and the functionally diffuse, mnon-hierarchical

aspects of the relationship negated such a development.



Centre Clientele vs. Agency Clientele

The relationship between agency staff and correspond-
ing agency clientele was functionally specific, responsible
from the staff perspective and relatively individualistic from
the client's view, and hierarchical. The idea behind the
Centre was that clients would benefit from the range of ser-
vices available at the Centre through the participating agen-
cies., This was reinforced by the planning and discussion
group who emphasized the need for shared management and
cooperation in the delivery of services. These concepts,
however, were never translated into action at the staff level,
and consequently, the only meaningful staff-clientele relation-
ships existed within the individual agency context. In this
instance, relationships between the inter-agency staff and the
total Centre clientele were functionally non-existant since
neither existed as a separate entity.

The agency stalf member has no difficulty so long as
he woirks exclusively with his own clientele. But, if the staff
member becomes involved with another agency's client or
works with a client that should theoretically belong to another
agency, the question of jurisdiction is inevitably raised. This
is a problem which social service agencies have been battling

over for a long time. It arises most frequently when staff
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members from different agencies become involved with the
same client, Within the Centre setting, staff had been led
to believe that there would be a coordinated approach; some
staff took this to mean that such coordination would extend
to the delivery of all agency services. Other staff member
felt that their responsibilities could not be relinquished to
someone irom a different agency. These two points of view
were resolved by default in favor of the agency position. In
order to avoid complications, the staff restricted their
activities to agency programs having concluded that coopera-

tive efforts could not be realized.

Local Community vs. Agency Board Relationships
The Centre's relationship to the surrounding Fort
Rouge community was to have been an important factor in the
type of programs to be developed through the Centre, The

ES

planning model had called for neighborhood residents to
participate in the planning and evaluation of services so that
the Centre would respond to the needs of the community., This
did not occur, In its absence staff members were particularly
concerned as to how community needs were to be defined.

This was not a problem for the individual agencies since their

policies and programs were determined by Boards of Directors
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or government bodies whose relationship to staff is functionally
specific, mutually responsible and hierarchical, In this agen-

cy context, the staff member is assured that his work has re-

ceived some type of formal community sanction.
Whenever discussions concerning community needs

arose, one of the first questions to be asked by a staff

member at the Centre was how such needs were going to be
identified and ranked in order of importance. Assuming that
staff are free to engage in community efforts, there is still

the problem of finding out what the community wants in terms

of service, When a short-lived community board was established,
the staff were then faced with another major problem, i.e.

what relationship would they have to this board in view of their
accountability to the individual agencies. These problems were

never satisfactorily resolved. The staff members from the

participating agencies continued to express their frustration

because they felt some obligation to the local community, but
the community had not declared itself and had played no part

in the development of the Resource Centre.

Summary of Staff Relationships
The major distinction between staff relationships with-~

in the agency context and those within the Centre context have
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been reviewed in terms of their analytic aspects. The gen-
eral conclusion has been that while all staff relationships

should follow the functionally specific, responsible and hier-

archical pattern, this has occurred,in fact, only within
agency-based relationships. The organizational strains which
have paralyzed the Centre's development towards cooperation
among agencies' staff and the coordination of agencies' re-
sources can be partially attributed to the conflicting demands
of the Centre and the individual agency operations which have
frustrated inter-agency staff relationships. The expectations
of the participating agencies were clearly not compatible with
thosed the Centre in terms of the utilization of staff resources.
since the Advisory Committee is a fragmented body with no
autonomous authority, staff continue to function under agency

direction. In this situation, there were few opportunities for

the staff to engage in cooperative activities and thus agency
resources could not be coordinated to any significant extent.
Whiile there was some initial disappointment with this sytem,

the staff soon realized that their jobs had not changed as a

result of moving to the Centre and settled more comfortably

into the agency routine.
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Administration Relationships

The second organizational component which needs to
be examined in further detail is the administration. This
category includes those individuals serving on the Advisory
Committee as representatives of the participating agency ad-
ministrations. They performed a dual function in that they
were responsible jointly for the administration of the Centre
and individually foxr the staff members from their respective
agencies assigned to the Centre. A number of these in-
dividuals had also been involved with the planning and discus-
sion group and were thus familiar with every aspectd the
Centre's development.

Since the Advisory Committee was responsible for
implementing the Centre model according to the guidelines
put forward by the planning and discussion group, a close
examination of the relationships involving the members should
reveal how the organizational conflicts which have character-
ized each major relationship structure affected these agency
repregentatives. While few of the goals and objectives of
the Centre were attained during the first year, the members
of the Advisory Committee dealt with many issues, and it is
important to understand how problem areas at this level were

resolved.
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Advisory Committee vs. Agency Administrative Relationships
Relationships involving agency administrators within the
agency context were described as functionally specific, mutually
responsible and hierarchical. This has seemed to be the most
productive pattern in terms of facilitating the decision-making
process and the implementation of agency programs. The re-
lationships within the Centre's administrative body, the Advisory
Committee, should ideally have been the same, but instead
these relationships were to become functionally diffuse, individ-
ualistic, and hierarchical. The contradiction between ideal and
actual relationships has led to a variety of administrative prob-
lems which were never satisfactorily resolved within the Ad-
visory Committee. While the Committee had been structured
on the basis of a concept of shared management, the interest
of the individaal participating agencies dominated throughout
the year. This situation can be illustrated with an example of
the type of conflict which plagued the Committee. One of the
participating agencies had an especially active program which
was demanding upon its own staff and over-loading the volunteers
who answered the phones and received clients at the Centre.
The problem was that the area whicn the agency served had
been expanded to jnclude a larger client population. The

members of the Advisory Committee were concerned with this
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because the quality of service had been reduced as a result of
the increase in clients, and no additional staff had been sup-
plied. The representative of this participating agency was
responsible for the administration of the program, and, while
he was sympathetic to the concerns expressed by the other
members of the Advisory Committee, there was nothing he
could do about the problem. His own primary concern was
with his agency and he could not adjust the program to suit
the needs of the Centre. If he was to reduce the number of
clients being served at the Centre or increase the number of
staff, negative repercussions would be felt elsewhere within
the agency program. !

Under these circumstances, the agency representative
is in an extremely difficult position. If he succumbs to the
pressure of the Advisory Committee, this will create prob-
lems within the agency; if he disregards the Advisory Com-
mittee's concern, then he can be accused of not cooperating
with the other participating agencies. While this is a rather
clear-cut example, there were many, more complicated in-
stances in which the agency representatives were faced with
similar predicaments. Some compromises were possible;
however, in the end the members' responsibilities to their

agencies had to come first since they were agency employees.
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This fact often had to be grudgingly accepted in the face of

unresolvable dilemmas.

Inter-Agency Staff - Agency Staff Relationships

The analysis of staff-administration relationships in a
preceding section of this thesis concluded that the only viable
relationships within the Centre involving staff and administra-
tion were between agency representatives serving on the Ad-
visory Commiitee and the corresponding staff members from
the same agency. As a result, the interaction between the
Advisory Committee and the inter-agency staff has been re-
stricted to the agency context. This fact has definitely created
problems for both staff and administration in developing a
coordinated approach to the delivery of services.

While the interaction between agency staff and the Ad-
visory Committee has not usually been focused upon Centre
operations, there have been times when the Advisory Com-
mittee has allocated certain responsibilities to be carried out
by the staff. Farly in the first year of Centre operations, the
agency representatives asked the staff to assist the volunteers
by explaining to them what services the various agencies pro-
vided and what the procedure for applying for such services
was., The volunteers had requested this information because

they were having some difficulty referring callers to the propex
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agencies within the Centre. The Advisory Committee asked
all the staff membhers to help prepare an information sheet
to be used by the volunteers. There were several delays,
and after two months the information still had not been pro-
vided. It was not until the individual agency representatives
made a point of insuring that their staff member provided
this material that the job was done.,2

In other situations, the agency representatives have
had to defend staff actions which had been questioned by other
membpers of the Advisory Committee as well as by other staff.
In these instances, the agency representative was inclined to
side with his staff particularly since he had to rely upon them
for regular information concerning the Centre.

The relationship to staff members from other partici-
pating agencies was never clearly defined. As a result, the
agency representatives did not develop woirking relationships
with them. This meant that it was very difficult to initiate
coordinated staff efforts from the Advisory Committee level
because the relationships to staff followed agency lines and
thus complicated further the translation of Centre objectives

into staff activities.

Agency Clientele vs. Centre Clientele Relationships

The relationship between agency administrators and
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agency clientele rarely involves direct interaction; however

it can still be categorized as functionally specific, responsible
and hierarchical in that the administrators produce the agency
programs and services which the clientele consume. The ad-
ministrator may, if necessary, make direct contact with an
agency client to deal with any aspect of the agency's operation
and vice-versa., The same situation does not hold true within
the Centre context. While the agency representative on the
Advisory Committee may communicate with a client receiving
services from his agency, the representative cannot legitimate-
ly deal with a client from one of the other participating agen-
cies. The Advisory Committee Centre clientele relationship
was thus defined as functionally non-existant since the Ad-
visory Committee did not exist as autonomous unit and the
clientele were all linked to one or more of the participating
agencies.

There are certain situations in which agency clients
may wish to appeal a refusal of service or submit a griev-
ance concerning the type of service received. Within the
agency context, such cases are reviewed by the administration.
As the Centre is committed to providing better services to
the residents of Fort Rouge, it would have been useful for

the Advisory Committee as a group to have been able to deal
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with such matters; however, this was strictly an agency re-
sponsibility. The Advisory Committee had little way of
determining what the client reaction to the Centre had been.
It is also true that the clientele did not approach the Ad-
visory Committee since their relationships were with the

specific agencies themselves.

Local Community vs. Agency Board Relationships

The agency representatives on the Advisory Committee
are all ultimately accountable to their agencies' Boards of
Directors or governmental bodies. This is the primary com-
munity input into agency operations. The relationship between
the agency representatives and community decision-makers in
the agency context is functionally specific, mutually responsible
and hierarchical. The Advisory Committee, however, is not
directly accountable to the local community in that there is no
autonomous body which sets policy for the Centre,

Many members of the Advisory Committee have felt
that the Centre should be administered under the direction of
a community board. Unfortunately when such a board was
formed, the membhers soon disbanded having realized that
there was very little for them to do since the participating

agencies masaintained control over their individual programs.
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In the absence of any local community input, the Advisory Com-
mittee has not been able to evaluate the impact of agency pro-
grams in the Fort Rouge neighborhood. This has made it
difficult to plan ahead or even attempt to introduce new pro-
grams.

The programs which the agency representatives ad-
minister at the Centre do not differ substantially from similar
programs offered at other agency locations. Certainly one
might have expected some changes in these services as the
Centre's development was to have proceeded on the basis of
community reduirements. However, since there was no viable
w;elationship between the Fort Rouge community and the Ad-
visory Committee, agency programs continued to operate in

their normal manner,

Summary of Administration Relationships
As the preceding analysis suggests, the agency re-
presentatives on the Advisory Committee were in much the
same position as the agency staff in terms of their relation-
ships within the Centre and the agency settings. There could
be no autonomous Centre administration under the circumstaaces
described. The authority of the agency representatives was

confined to their own agency staff and programs. Because
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each agency was guided by a different set of policies, the
areas in which cooperation among agencies was possible was
severely limited. Throughout the year, the members of the
Advisory Comimittee discussed this problem from every angle,
and always reached the same conclusion. At the close of
the first year of Centre operations, the Advisory Committee
issued a statement to the participating agencies to the effect
that the goals and objectives of the Centre were incompatible
with its structure, and that while agency services would
continue to be provided, there would be no further attempis
fo coordinate programs or involve community residents directly
in the affairs of the Centre, The dead end had finally been
reached although a perceptive observer might have predicted
this conclusion hefore the Centre even opened.

The experience was often frustrating and created hard-
ships for members of the Advisory Committee as well as the
staff., It seemed as if cooperative efforts were always just
within reach if only one more obstacle could be passed. New
attempts are even now being made to work out a different
approach, and these may eventually succeed given a better
understanding of past experiences, but some Committee mem-
bers have been discouraged and tend to act more cautiously.

The demonstration period will end in another year when the
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future of the Fort Rouge Resource Centre will receive its

final evaluation.
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NOTES

The agency program under discussion is the provision of
social allowances or financial assistance which exists in
all the regional offices of the Department of Health and

Social Development.

This was the case in only one or two of the participating
agencies; however, it indicates the relative ineffective-
ness of the Advisory Committee in contrast to the
individual agency administrators.
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