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(ABSTRACT)

This research employed a model of interorganizational relations (Van
de Ven, 1976) based on social action theory to examine the interagency
relationships between Title III/Area Agencies on Aging (AAA) and Social
Services Block Grant (SSBG) agencies across the country. The specific
purpose of this study was to investigate five AAA/SSBG agency
relationships using case study methodology to determine the adeguacy of
Yan de Ven’s model in portraying the relationships. I also examined
possible changes in the framework that might enhance its ability to
characterize the relationships.

In general, qualitative data analysis supported the model’s ability
to depict the interagency relationships. The following factors were
influential in the formation and continued functioning of at least three
of the five interagency relationships: (a) resource needs, dependence, and
exchange; (b) a commitment to serving older adults; (c) a commitment to
the interagency relationship; (d) interagency communication, awareness,
and information exchange; (e) interagency consensus (i.e., agreement

between agency representatives on the goals and expectations of each

agency in the relationship); (f) domain similarity (e.g., overlap 1in



client populations and geographic service areas); (g) informal means of
interaction and communication; and (h) perceived effectiveness of the
interagency effort by agency representatives.

Based upon the results of this investigation, I have proposed a revised
framework that incorporates the major components of the original model but
also simplifies and conceptually clarifies important relationship factors.
It places more emphasis on the individuals 1involved 1in interagency
relationships and is tailored to fit the special circumstances of social
service agencies.

An important implication of these findings for further research is the
need for examining other social service agencies with the original and
revised framework to further enhance their usefulness in characterizing
interagency interaction. Implications for practice include the use of
this information about AAA/SSBG agency relationships to improve
interagency collaboration, service delivery and planning, and public

policy decisions.
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DIMENSIONS OF THE INTERORGANIZATIONAL RELATIONSHIP
BETWEEN AREA AGENCIES ON AGING AND SOCIAL
SERVICES BLOCK GRANT AGENCIES
Chapter I: Introduction
Development of the Problem

According to Rich and Baum (1984), the older proportion of the
population in the United States has grown steadily in this century and
promises to continue to grow over the near future. Currently, older
adults sixty-five and over represent 11.3 percent of the total population,
or one in every nine Americans. Those adults over the ages of seventy-
five and eighty-five are increasing more rapidly than the overall elderly
population.

Because the aging population is not evenly distributed, some states
will be spending more of their resources on services to older persons than
others (Rich & Baum, 1984). For those individuals with an interest in
public policy and service delivery, the importance of these issues cannot
be ignored.

Adults over the age of 60 have a variety of identified needs that
include physical and mental health care, economic and financial
assistance, employment, retirement counseling, housing and transportation,
educational opportunities, and legal support (Rich & Baum, 1984). Because
those aged sixty-five and over do not belong to a homogeneous group, their

economic and health related ability to meet service needs without

assistance varies a great deal.



In the United States, there is no national aging policy, nor is there
a single overall program designed to meet all of the needs of the elderly
population. Often there are several public and private agencies and
organizations within a single coomunity that attempt to meet similar needs
of the aging population. Funding sources for the various organizations
involved in service delivery come from a variety of public and private
sources, resulting in multiple funding bases. Community service agencies
may or may not take each other into consideration as they plan and deliver
services for older adults.

Whether or not various agencies collaborate can have important
ramifications for the service delivery system. Issues often cited as
reasons for interagency collaboration include the following: (a)
fragmented service delivery systems, (b) overlap in service definitions,
(c) multiple funding bases, and (d) varying models for service delivery.
However, agencies have their own missions, goals, and eligibility
requirements; establish different operating procedures; and receive
directives and funding from different governmental bodies at the local,
state, and federal levels (McLaughlin and Covert, 1984). Such interagency
differences can make cooperation much more difficult.

Among the agencies responsible for social services to older adults are
local area agencies on aging (AAA) and departments of social services
(DSS). The agencies are funded, in part, by two federal funding streams,
Title III of the Older Americans Act (OAA) and the Social Services Block

Grant Program (SSBG), and they support many valuable social services for



the elderly population. Although AAAs generally have responsibility for
Title III-funded services and DSSs are responsible for Social Services
Block Grant-funded services, sometimes an agency may be responsible for
both funding streams as they are applied to services for older adults.

Similarities and differences in the service structure supported by the
funding streams exist. For example, the Title III and SSBG funding
streams are primarily federally financed and state administered, while the
programs and services supported by each are planned and delivered at the
local level. Often, services provided to older people through Title III
and the SSBG are similar in nature. However, the SSBG program funds
services to children and adults of all ages, and its overall expenditures
are much larger than Title III of the OAA. SSBG directly funds services
to maintain self sufficiency, prevent dependency and abuse, and provide
protective services among individuals with lower incomes.

In contrast to the SSBG, Congress enacted the Older Americans Act of
1965 to serve older adults exclusively. The 1973 Amendments to the OAA
began an effort to establish a comprehensive service system providing for
the needs of older adults (Rich & Baum, 1984). The OAA directs local AAAs
to foster the development of a comprehensive, coordinated system of
services and programs for older adults, and local SSBG agencies are often
participants in this service system. Title III of the OAA provides for
several diverse assistance programs including nutrition, home health care,
legal services, transportation, and employment services. Although all

adults over the age of 60 are eligible for Title III programs, the 1984



Amendments to the OAA established a principle of targeting services toward
individuals in greatest social and economic¢ need (Ficke, 1985).

Often AAAs and DSSs collaborate and enter into agreements or
arrangements to better serve the segment of the aging population for which
they have responsibility. According to Christensen and McLaughlin (1984,
p. 2) "interagency collaboration can be viewed as a process in which two
or more agencies work together to join separate programs and services for
the purpose of providing a continuum of service alternatives” to a target
population. Collaboration does not suggest that new organizations are
created nor that existing agencies are reorganized. Collaboration does
imply that priorities are changed to reach the common goal of providing
services for a target population. It also implies that reduced funds and
other resources may be utilized more efficiently to reach the common goal.

Currently, there is akgap in the existing literature about the nature
of the collaborative relationship between agencies administering Title III
and SSBG funds or the outcomes of these relationships. Portraying AAA/DSS
relationships and making generalizations is difficult, in part, because
the characteristics and operating procedures of the agencies are 1likely
to differ from area to area. The specific research problem I address is
two-fold: (a) what is the current nature of the interagency relationship
between Title III and SSBG agencies, and (b) how can the application of
a theory-based model be used to portray AAA/DSS interaction. There is no
apparent investigation in the current 1literature that addresses these

issues. Therefore,. I applied a general theoretical model of



interorganizational relations to the relationships between Title III and
SSBG agencies to address the research problem.

More specifically, I employed a model based on social action theory
(Van de Ven, 1976) to conduct five case studies of 1interagency
relationships between AAAs and DSSs across the country. In two
applications of the model, Van de Ven studied the interaction of child
care and health organizations. He concluded that it is important to
determine the different reasons for interagency relationships if one is
to understand the various patterns of coordination among organizations
(Van de Ven, Walker, & Liston, 1979). He also suggested that although the
model dimensions he proposed can be used to understand different types of
interorganizational relationships, characteristics are likely to differ
according to the needs of each individual relationship (Van de Ven &
Walker, 1984). Because of its general nature, the model seemed
appropriate for incorporating both common and unique characteristics of
AAA/DSS relationships.

In using the model based on social action theory in this investigation,
I expected to contribute knowledge regarding its applicability to the
portrayal of Title III and SSBG interagency relationships. I also planned
to examine ways of changing the model if it did not appear to adequately
depict the interaction or if there appeared to be ways to refine it to
better fit the circumstances of AAAs and DSSs. The proposed outcome was
a better overall characterization of AAA/DSS interagency relationships.

In general, more knowledge about AAA/DSS relationships could be used by



interorganizational relations researchers, public policy makers,
practitioners, and applied researchers in gerontology and other social
sciences to generate new research hypotheses regarding interagency

relationships and to make better informed decisions regarding service

delivery.



Chapter II: Review of the Literature

Introduction

Seven principle topics are addressed in the review of literature: (a)
Title XX of the Social Security Act, (b) Social Services Block Grant
(SSBG), (c) The Older Americans Act: Title III, (d) Coordination Issues
Between Title XX/SSBG and Title III of the OAA, (e) Interorganizational
Relations, (f) Theoretical Perspectives on Interorganizational
Relationships, and (g) Van de Ven’s Theoretical Framework and Related
Model.

Title XX of the Social Security Act

In 1974, Title XX was included in the Social Service Amendments to the
Social Security Act. The Title consolidated most of the previous sections
of the Social Security Act relating to social services. Title XX funds
were distributed according to the size of the state’s population. Each
state was required to design a package of services and to define the
populations eligible for them (Gelfand, 1984). Several services for older
adults were funded in various states under Title XX. They included (a)
adult day care, (b) foster care, (c) homemaker services, (d) nutrition
programs, (e) senior centers, (f) protective services, (g) services in
long-term care residences, and (h) funds for comprehensive community
mental health centers. Eligibility for social services provided under
Title XX was means tested. Under means testing, specific income criteria

must be met for service eligibility.



Limitations in services for older adults resulted, in part, from
federal requirements that states fund at Tleast a specific group of
mandated services across all age groups. Services mandated by Title XX
included (a) adoption, (b) day care for children, (c) early periodic
screening, (d) diagnosis and treatment of chronic and potential illnesses,
(e) employment counseling, (f) family planning, (g) foster care for
children, (h) information and referral, (i) protective services for abused
and neglected spouses and children, and (j) services to the disabled,
elderly and blind. Schram and Hurley (1977) examined the Title XX plan
for New York State and estimated that 45 percent of the funds were'spent
on services for children. Based upon another study of Title XX state
plans, Schram (1979) suggested that as much as 60 percent of all Title XX
allocations may have been spent on children. The number of mandated
services involving children and young families, funding allocations based
on overall state size, and the requirement that at least 50 percent of the
federal funds be spent on welfare recipients limited the Title XX funds
available to serve older adults as a group (Lammers & Klingman, 1984).

Overall, there was disagreement in the literature of the late 1970’s
and early 1980’s regarding whether older adults were receiving a fair
share of Title XX funds. After examining New York’s state plan, Schram
and Hurley (1977) concluded that there was reason to doubt that elderly
clients were receiving an equitable share of Title XX funds. Other
articles also suggested that older clients were disadvantaged in the

distribution of Title XX funds. Schram (1979) suggested that the intense



competition between various groups for Title XX funds had resulted in
discrimination against the elderly population in the allocation of Title
XX funds. Alfaro and Holmes (1981) stated that children and young
families received the highest priority and the greatest share of Title XX
funds. Their conclusion was based on their research involving data from
interviews and documents from 12 state and area agencies on aging, 12
state and local Title XX agencies, and 114 service providers.

In contrast to this body of research, Gilbert and Specht (1982)
examined Title XX service allocations for older clients during the first
five years of the Title (1976-1980) and concluded that older adults had
received their fair share of Title XX resources. Nelson (1982, 1983)
examined Social Security Reporting Requirement Reports and Title XX
Comprehensive Annual Service Plans (CASPs), and he concluded that, on the
average, both older adults in general and elderly SSI recipients received
a fair share of Title XX funds. However, this equity may differ depending
to some degree upon the state of residence and the rural or urban
characteristics of an area.

An objective comparison of the research by various authors is very
difficult. There is great variation in the methodologies as well as the
definitions of the older population’s fair share of Title XX allocations.
State plans and allocation records of Title XX agencies make comparisons
between age groups difficult, because the figures are not broken down into
specific age groups. Many services are delivered to "adults,” not just

adults over the age of 65 (Schram, 1979).
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Social Services Block Grant (SSBG)

The funding for Title XX was converted to the Social Services Block
Grant Program (SSBG) by the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981 (Morell,
1982). The funding conversion was part of the consolidation of some 57
categorical grant programs into 9 different block grants. The SSBG was
one of these nine new block grants. The previous funding by categorical
grants provided allocations for specialized purposes. The activities of
agencies administering the categorical grants'were narrowly defined at the
federal level, and the federal government played an active role 1n
determining how these funds were administered (Estes, Newcomer, Benjamin,
Gerard, Harrington, Lee, Lindeman, Pardini, Swan, & Wood, 1983). In
contrast to the categorical grants, the new block grants provided funding
for a wide range of activities within a much broader area of functions.
The federal role was minimized and wide discretion was given to recipient
governmental bodies for identifying problems, designing programs, and
allocating resources (Estes, et al., 1983). Conversion to block grants
was part of the New Federalism approach to public policy that proposed to
reduce the bureaucracy of the federal government through decentralization.
Decentralization transferred administrative responsibility for many social
service programs to states and localities.

As part of decentralization, the establishment of the block grants
offered states and local communities increased flexibility to det.ermine
program and population priorities at the local level (Beyle & Dusenbury,

1982). Although the block grant concept was received with enthusiasm by
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many state and local governments, there was a 20 percent reduction in
federal funds for the SSBG program, when compared to Title XX allocations
(Lammers & Klingman, 1984). The reduced funding that accompanied the
block grants gave greater funding responsibility to state and Tlocal
governments, along with their increased discretion about allocating funds.
Many areas could not afford to replace the funding losses.

Under the new Social Services Block Grant, the original goals of Title
XX were retained, while several federal restrictions and requirements were
dropped. The federal requirements for state matching funds, targeting of
welfare recipients, and placing restrictions on income for eligibility
were eliminated. States and localities could determine their own
eligibility criteria. The reporting requirements to the federal
government by those governmental bodies receiving funds were also
lessened.

In summary, SSBG is a continuation of Title XX with much broader
eligibility criteria, more state and local responsibility for supplying
funds, and greater administrative discretion for the areas receiving
federal funds (Lammers & Klingman, 1984). SSBG combined Title XX social
services with the smaller Title XX programs for the training of state and
local social service workers and day care for children.

The effects of the Social Services Block Grant on services to older
persons, along with the accompanying reduction in funds, have not been
easy to assess (Alfaro & Holmes, 1981; Gelfand, 1984). One result that

could have occurred was increased allocation of funds to services for
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older adults. However, Alfaro and Holmes suggested that the change in
funding from Title XX to a block grant administered by the states would
not necessarily change allocation of funds to different client groups.

There were several reasons for concern about the elderly population
under SSBG funding. First, the agencies administering public social
services at the state and local levels would be the same agencies that
provided services under Title XX. There was concern that these
departments would continue to operate under the same, or even dreater,
financial and bureaucratic constraints. Second, the reduction in funding
under SSBG would 1ikely result in increased competition for services among
different client groups served by Title XX (Gelfand, 1984). Third,
establishing eligibility criteria under the block grant approach would
become an issue because states could ultimately determine the eligibility
criteria for social services in their areas, without a great
deal of federal direction. There was considerable apprehension that the
older client population would not benefit from this new discretion about
how funds were spent (Nelson, 1982; Nelson, 1983).

After 1984, there is little discussion in the literature about the way
in which older adults benefit from services under Title XX and the SSBG
program. How older adults benefit from the SSBG funded Title XX program
now varies tremendously among states and localities. The variation in
eligibility criteria, types of services, and reporting of expenditures
continues to make generalizations about the effect of SSBG on the aging

population in the United States very difficult.
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The Older Americans Act: Title III

Issues surrounding the funding of services for older adults under the
Older Americans Act (OAA) are quite different from those under SSBG. In
contrast to the SSBG, the OAA serves older adults exclusively and is not
a means-tested program. A1l adults over the age of 60 are eligible for
services under the OAA. According to Gelfand (1984), the OAA’s basic
purpose is to "help older persons by providing funds to the states for
services, training, and research” (p. 9).

The Act, passed in 1965, was the beginning of what is known today as
the Aging Network. The OAA and the service system involved in carrying
out its objectives are referred to as the Aging Network. The federal
Administration on Aging was established to oversee the creation of a
service system at the community level designed to meet the social and
human service needs of the elderly population (Ficke, 1985). State units
on aging and local area agencies on aging also make up the administrative
structure involved in the implementation of the OAA (Rich & Baum, 1984).

Among the important factors that contributed to the passage of the OAA
was the increasing number of older adults and the shift of responsibility
for their well-being to government. This shift in responsibility began
with the passage of the Civil Service Retirement Act in 1920 and the
passage of the Social Security Act in 1935 (Ficke, 1985). Other
legislation followed concerning the health, housing, nutrition, and
transportation needs of older adults. Overall, there was a tremendous

increase in public awareness of the aging population.
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The Older Americans Act, as first enacted, included ten objectives for
meeting the needs of older adults: (a) an adequate income in retirement,
(b) the best possible physical and mental health, (c¢) suitable housing,
(d) full restorative services, (e) opportunity for employment, (f)
retirement in health, honor, and dignity, (g) pursuit of meaningful
activity, (h) efficient community services, (i) immediate benefit from
proven research knowledge, and (j) freedom, independence and the free
exercise of individual initiative (Ficke, 1985). The Act, as currently
amended, retains these major objectives. However, Rich and Baum (1984)
stated that these objectives have little relationship to reality, because
they are far too broad and idealistic for a single program with limited
funding to address adequately.

Under the original Act, six Titles were designed to meet the
objectives. Each Title had specific provisions concerning services to
older adults. Subsequent amendments added provisions and established new
Titles. One of the most important groups of amendments were those snacted
in 1973. The 1973 Amendments to the OAA initiated a focus on establishing
comprehensive and coordinated service systems to provide for the needs of
older adults (Rich & Baum, 1984). Title III became more directly tied to
this directive than any of the other Titles. Title III received the
largest funding appropriation of any of the Titles, and this greater
funding continues today.

The new provisions of Title III established by the 1973 amendments

required state units on aging (SUAs) to divide their states into planning
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and service areas (PSAs). The SUAs were also directed to designate
networks of area agencies on aging (AAAs) to plan and develop
comprehensive systems of services for older adults within their areas
(Ficke, 1985). State unit on aging is a generic term for a variety of
state governmental arrangements ranging from independent, single purpose
agencies to those in multipurpose agencies, such as departments of social
services or human resources departments. The existence of a state agency
is required in every state to carry out Title III specifications. Each
SUA develops policies and program directions for AAAs in their state.

Area agencies on aging are responsible for carrying out the Title III
specifications at the Tlocal 1level. AAAs can be public or private,
nonprofit agencies or offices. They are designated as the focal points
within their PSA for planning, coordinating, developing, and pooling
resources to create comprehensive systems of services for the older
population (Kusserow, 1987).

AAAs foster the development of coordinated systems in several ways.
They conduct needs assessments and develop area plans for state approval.
Working with other agencies and organizations in the community is very
important to the coordination effort. Contracting with local agencies to
provide services, working with other agencies and organizations in the
community to promote awareness of concerns affecting older adults, and
seeking to stimulate additional funding resources for services to the
elderly population adults contribute to the development of a comprehensive

system. According to Ficke (1985), the successful achievement of the
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Older Americans Act coordination goals are very dependent upon the success
of state and area agencies and the Administration on Aging working with
other agencies, organizations, and service providers in each 1local
community.'

The AAA takes a leadership role in a community for coordinating service
provision for older adults. When AAAs were originally established, often
there were existing agencies and organizations in the area already
providing services (Ficke, 1985). 1Instead of establishing the AAA as a
new direct service agency, the area agency’s role became that of
coordinator of services for older adults, and this role continues today.
However, the resources and, more importantly, the power to bring other
agencies 1in a community together was not adequately established by
Congress (Stanfield, 1979). The entry of the new area agencies into
localities where service agencies already existed was often seen by heads
of the established programs as invasion of their territory. This
perception of invasion often lead to problems in coordination between the
AAAs and other agencies in the area, including the Title XX agencies.

Currently, the efforts of other public and private agencies serving
older adults are supported and funded by Title III money. AAAs are
generally prohibited from delivering direct services, with two exceptions:
(a) a provided service must be directly related to the administrative
functions of the agency, or (b) services of comparable quality can be

delivered more economically by the AAA than by another provider.








































































































































































































































































