If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.

This microfiche was p'roduced from documents received for
inclusion in the NCIRS data base. Since NCIRS cannot exercise
control over the physical condition of the documents submitted,
the individual frame quality will vary. The resolution chart on
this frame may he used tn evaluate the dncument quallty

s S LE

]4._‘
10 Bhe s ,
. i
= = [ ”mz.zf*
======= gg 12 =
m Tl 2
[ =
LTS . A
o
T
é
JL2s HIH"1 I
' —— em—— E
MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART % :
NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANDARDS-1963-A . :
fi
i

Microfilming prqcedures used to create this fiche comply with
the standards set forth in 41CFR 101-11.504

Points of view or opinions stated in this document are
those of the author(s) and do not represent the official
position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

LAW ENFORCEMEKRT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION
NATIONAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE REFERENCE SERVICE
WASHINGTON D G 2053! |

bate filmed)

i i
%12/30/754

G IS v

g AT e oS

Lo

Evalvalion

Akl

2 Research and Planning
Organization and Process
in the Family Court -

by David Dyffee, Ph.D.
vann Wright, M.A.

- ,Update Evaluation Report, SRPMU»V‘JUL 2%, 170 i w70, 195
hhiladelphia~Family Court—‘ .
SR lesearch & FPlanning Unit="
PH 2637LA

Duration of project: July 1,1974-June 30,1975
Duration of Evaluation: September 28,1974 - June 30,1975

Date of update report: June 30,1975

Evaluation initiated by: Philadelphia Region, G.J.C.



Research & Planning Organization

and Process in the Family Court

This report closes out the external evaluation efforts for

1974-5 on the Research and‘Planhing Unit of the Philadelphia Family
Court. An attempt has been made to bring the Governor's Commission
up to date on Unit and,evéluation activities that have been conducted
since the submission of the refunding report, lResearch and Planning

in a Court Bureaucracy,'' which was submitted on February 28, 1975.

The two major sections are (1) an analysis of research and planning
process and its application to a court system, and (2) a report
of a survey conducted in March and April 1975 on the attitudes of

Family Court officials to the Unit's activities in the course of

the grant period,
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. Research and Planning Unit lmpact on Court Processes

The assessment of research and planning impact is not an easy

task. It involves researching research, while trying not to evaluate the

organization as‘the Unit itself should. Basically, inférences of im-
pact can be obtained from two sources. First, recommendations can Be
evaluated in térms»of'their potential for influencing the organization.
Secondly, inferences of impact can be obtained from observfng changes
in the Court and eliciting the perceptions of organizational per-
sonnel about such changes.-

During the first stage of theuieva]uation 'the evaluators con-
centrated on the first source for information.iThe areas in which the
Unit's products have potentially sigrnificant impact on the Court
have been identified and discussed’briefly. After this discussion,
data, on the perceptions of court executives about the Unit are pre-
sented. Five aréas ére listed, all of which can or may have had a
signif?cant effect on the processes and operations of the Philadel-
phia Family Court, and consequently, on the juvenile justice system.
A. Legalistic

1. Juvenile Court Act of 1972. In the preparation of procedures

manuals, the R&P Unit has taken special precautions for the inclu-
sion of the new act. The development of these documents has involved
the explanation of how operations are carried out in a Unit or an
area. This specification has allowed the R&P Unit fo make recommenda-
tions for changes in procedures basedkon a comparison of the exist-
ing operational and newly legiélated procedures."T%iﬁfactor has

been relevant in the areas of transfers, detention, consent decree

and particularly deprived cases.
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2. Expungements. Du}ing'the analysis of expungement procedures

the R&P Unit identified several areas where blockages were cecurring

which prevented the judges' orders from being completely implemented.

Recommendations were prepared which would alleviate this problem.

‘B. Client Services

1. Special Intake Procedures. In the area of intake involving

sex cases, it was found that a complainant had to deal with a number -

nf Court officials. In order not only to improve efficiency, but to
minimize’difficulties incurred by the complainant, a procedure was
developed by the REP Unit to reduce the cdmp]exity of the situation.

2. Continuances. One of the first projects undertaken by the

REP Unit was the study of continuances. It was found that in many of
.the instances where a case had to be ;ontinued, the problem was with
éhe Court and not the client. Suggestions for better paperflow and

eaf]ier notification were recommended.

. 3. Date Certain Hearing Procedure. Following the issues raised

in the above area, the REP Unit has been involved in an examination
of the possibility of date certain hearings,This project has identi-
fied the many problems involved in such a procedure. Recommendatibns
which involve somé major changes in the Family Court prqcedures were
‘made. | |
C. Client Flow

The Philadelphia Family Court'processes an extremely large
number of individuals. With each individual there are usually a
number stages which must be passed, and a great deal of péperwork
involved in each of thé stages. Not surprisingly, the REP Unit has

spent a large portion of its time in improving client flow and paper
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flow. Almost every project which has been undertaken by the Unit has
dealt with the improvement of the system in this area by increasing
the eFficieﬁcy of client processing; However, it should be noted that
efficiency has not been the only criterion considered in developing
recommendations. The obligations of the Court to the clients, the law,
traditions, potentiality for change and various other criteria have
been taken into consideration.
D. Procedure Manuals -

A large portion of the activity of the R&P Unit 'has also
involved the development of procedures manua]g for the various Units
of the Court. Before the development of the Unit, procedures were
defined by tradition or memoranda and were communiéated at times
unsatisfactorily. Such a procedure created a gross inefficiency in
the training of some new employees. On-the-job traihing was in some
cases the responsibility of peers and administrators. Any information
which was not communicated in this process to the new individuals
could serve to modify the system of informal ways or create a 'bottle-
neck.!" The development of procedures manuals has served to reduce this
problem and provide for copsistendy in the processing of clients.

E. Data Collection

1. The Annual Report. The R&P Unit has served an instrumental role
in the preparation of the Annual Repoft for tHe past two years, lLast
year the Unit redesigned much of the ;eport with reference to the new
Juvenile Court Act of 1972 'and new data needs of the Court. The Unit
has‘developed autbmated methods of data analysis which were previously

prepared by'hand.' a
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2. Unit Record Processing of Data. The Unit Record Processing

of Data is a significant part of the total information system which
is being developed by the R&P Unit. This system provides for‘the
colleét?dn of numerous variable concerning clients of the Court.
There are two substanfia] benefits for the Court. The system provides
for ihpromptu requests of information by judges and administrators
concerning various attributes of Couff clients. The system will also
provide much of the data base for studies of Court effectiveness.
F. Survey of Executives on Research & Planning Operatioﬁs
The data presented below is the results of a survey conducted
in March and April, 1975; on the satisfaction of different Court and
related officers witﬁ the work of the Research & Planning Unit. The
' qppendix provides a list of the officials who were interviewed. The
questions asked are provided in the text. Results reported as per-
Aceﬁt ”agréeing” o} ""disagreeing'' are the combination of persons
z;'év"i’reéﬁoﬁding favorably or very favorably, unfavorably or very unfavor-
f‘ W§bTy on a fiQe point scale. The percentages were calculated from a
basevof 20 interviewees, who included Mr. Casey, Chief Voluntary
Defender, and Mr. Mit}ano; Chief Assistant District Attorney.
1. How many fimes;have members of the R&P Unit come into your
Unit, Division,etc. to study its operations?
Results o% this duestion were very scattered from 'never'' to
!'many. contacts' with the mode being 3-5.times.
| 2.kAdequate initial contact was made by the staff of the R&P
Unit before they began their study in the Unit, Division,etc.
Seventy;nine percent of the respondents agreed with this

statement.
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3. The head for this Unit welcomesvthe REP study when it began
(i.e. were in favor of its being undertaken).

- 86% of the respohdents agreed with this statement, others
were neutral.

L, The'R&P Unit was careful to explain what it was going to do
and for what purpose.

79% agreed with this statement, others were neutral.

5. The R&P Unit worked with you to develop the strategy by which
your Unit would be studied.

93% of the respondents agreed with this statement. Conclusions
from questions 2-5 would indicate that the Unit emphasizes strong
introductory relationships priof to actual research operatioris, and
that the great majority of managers are clearly informed and involved
}n the course of study to be pursued.

6.. The REP Unit study was badly needed in your Unit.

71% of the respondents agreed that the study was necessary.
There was only one manager who disagreed with the statement.

7. The R&P Unit members have an a. quate knowledge éf the Court and
its operations.

79% agreed, although several respondents also mentioned that
it had taken some of the REP Units a year or so to obtain that knowledge.
Last year many interviewees commented about the lack of knowledgé in
the R&P Unit about basic juvenile process and Couft operations. There
has evident¥y‘beén demonstrable improvementiin this second year of the
project. |

8. The R&P Qnit members have an adquate , knowledge of research and
planning strategies, methodologies, and processes. |

86% of the respondents agreed with this statement, others were
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‘neﬁtral. This response should be interpreted cautiously, since the
respondents probably knew little about research and planning, Clearly
the’Unitvstaff impress executives that they know what they are

&oing, and in addition, can articulate to line managers what they

are Erying to accomp]ish..

9. When gathering data inyour Unit, Division, etc., the ReP"

Unit members tried to adapt their schedule to the schedule of your
Unit in order that daily operations would not be disrupted.

93% agreed, .again suggesting that Unit attentfon is high
to protocol and cooperative relationships.

10. The data collected by the R&P Unit about your Unit was
accurate.

86% agreed that the data were valid. Two respondents men-
tioned that inaccurate data were originally given to the Unit by the

'stéff in tHe,Operationa] unit being studied, and that later con-
ta;ts and review of preliminary documents corrected these situations,
11. The information collected by'tge REP Unit was used in the
'méﬁner you expected.

77% agreed with this statement. Several managers remarked
that several impractical suggestions based on the data were modified
in later reports. Others suggested the R&P Unit recommendations wefe
by and large expected and necessary but that administration had held
up implementgtion, which was unexpected.

12. The reports prepared by the R&P Unit accurately reflect the
operations of your Unit.

71 % agrged with this statement, suggesting that operational
managers at time have had more confidence in the accuracy of raw data

than in Unit interpretations of that data.
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13. The reports prepared by the REP Unit have been helpful in
improving the operations of your Unit.

86% of £he respondents agreed with this statement. Contrasting
the responses to statements #13 and #12 we would conclude that imple-
mentation of certain recommendations has suggested betfer results to
the maﬁagers than they would have anticipated. '

14. Your were consulted before the R&P Unit repoéts were widely
distributed.

79% of the respondents agreed with this statement. Only one
respondent disagreed, bthers said that the R&P Unit study of their
operations had not yet reached the report stage.

15. You do not find the R&P Unit reports threatening.

86% agreed;;others said they had not made up their minds.
Overt resistance to chanée based on Unit reports was not expressed.

16. After reports have been prepared by the R&P Unit, and recom-
mendations accepted, the communication about implementation betwean |
your Unit and the R&P Unit have'been good,

| 64% of the respondents agreéd with this statement. There was
no disagreement. Several respondents said that'they had not yet reached
the implementation of reéommendations. It should be noted that since
the refunding report in February, many of the documents produced by
the R&P Unit are specifically addressed to implementation problems,
especially on bench warrant procedures and the Medical Branch evalua-
tion,

17. The recommendations of the R&P Unit have’been helpful in
iﬁproving the~operatiohs of your Unit.

862 of the respondents agreed. No one mentioned particular

recommendations that were not helpful. Most respondents‘said reco-
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mmendations were significant rather than trivial in impact. No
respondent cbu]d recall a single recommendations that had been
explicitly turned down, although several mentioned that actiAns
were pending -- particularly in instances. that required judicial

approval.

18. What percentage of the R&P Unit recommendations which

involve your Unit have been implemented.

57% claimed that at least 80% had been implemented. Three
respohdentsAreported that recommendationé were yet to be decided
upon. In general, the line managers perceive greater success at
implementation. for Unit recommendations than does the Unit itself,
although several recommendations were acted upon after we polled the
Unit staff aﬁd prior to our poll of the line managers.

19. The R&P Unit does not understand the problems involved in
changing ybur unit.

57% did not agree with this statement. This was the least
favorable respdnse. Three respondents agfeed that the Unit did'not
understand the problems in changing Eheir operations; several others
were either unsure or would make a statement. This response is
consistent in the top administration perception of problems in this
area with frustratioﬁ on the part of Unit étaff concerning imple~
mentation.

20. Your relationship with the REP Unit is good.
92% of the respondents agreed to this Qery general statement.
21. a) When the R&P Unit has studied your wnit,conflict has
arisen within your Unit. l
79% disagreed with this statement.

b) Conflict has arisen between your unit and the R&P Unit.

71% disagreed with this statement.

S
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c) Conflict has arisen between your Unit and another sub-
division of the Court.

57% disagreed with this statement. It would seem apparent

 from those three responses that pressure points arising during the

administration of research and/or planning studies are more likely
to occur at the interfaces of line units than within any single
unit, or between the target unit and R&P: In other wprds it would
seem that resist&éce to change is stronger when no one is clearly
in charge or clearly involved in a cooperative effort (i.e. between
one line unit and the REP Unit) than when authority relationships
are clear or cooperation arrangements clearly established. This
condition should be expected, and might imply as well that part of
the difficulty in changing line operations based on Research and
Planning recommendations is explained by the complexity involved
in inter-unit coordination.
22. Taking everything together, | would say that the output of
the R&P Unit has been vefy beneficial.
92% of the respondents agreed, va]idat?nginxpart the very
favorable response to statement #20.
23. | feel that the R&P Unit has had too much freedom to define
their own work, when they were involved in my Unit.
79% disagreed with this statement.
24, Do you feel that top Court administration limits the potential
of the R&P Unit?
25% of the respondénts agreed, and an equal number disagréed,
the rest were unsure, Many suggested that-there were financial constraints

which were unfortunate but unavoidable. One responded that the R&R

Unit needed more ''clotit" when dealing with outside agencies that jnfluenced
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Family Court operations.
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25. The problems and issues which the R&P unit have addressed so
far appear to be the most critical to the improvement of the Court.
57% of the respondents agreed with this statement, and there
was considerably more variance in these responses than to others,
Major d}sagreements involved fhe expressed need for study of effective-
ness in services delivered by various units to clients of the Court.
26. | feel that the work done by the R&P Unit in other parts of
the Court has been very good.
50% of the respondents agreed and the 50% were unsure. This
latter .50% stated that they simpjy ddd not know of the kind of work

done in other areas.

27. As far as | am concerned the worst problem with the R&P Unit has
been...
56% said there had been no problems. Other comments were:
a) '"There was a communication problem with myself and the head
of R&P which has been corrected."
b) " Getting the Unit started up Has been time consuming."
c) "There has been a communications problem, but of no fault to
the Unit. There have been no meetings as a group (i.e. line
mangers and R&P Unit) and communication has not been natural.
Vle need on-going and regular meetings with the RéP group,
There has Been ayprob]em in the time lag between .research
and implementation."
-.d) "'In this unit, the R&P group did not cooperate and encouraged
us to use our old system rather than moderniie because it was

convenient."

e) " They have attacked low priority problems in probation rather

st
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than our important problems so far.'
f) ' The Unit needs more help to do thelr work."
g) ' The ReP staff have limited knowledge about some Court unicts.'
h) " | havn't heard complaints, but personally | do not think
the Unit is qualified to look at treatment processes.
28. As far as | am concerned , the best thing about the R&P Unit
has been ...
a) ""They have supported my goals and viewpoints.!
b)"'They have simplified documentation and have integrated reporting
procedures.' |
c)"'They have attacked problems of reporting and systematizing. They
have acted as middlemen between Administration and probation."
| d) "Their procedural manual (for my unit) is very accurate."
e) ' They have ]ocatea operational problems and developed solutions.
They have facilitated communication among units,"
f) "'"They have been able to revise the system."
“g) Al fheir material taken together één be utilized az a
manual-which puts current policy and uniformity of process together
for the entire bui!ding.“
h) " The Unit is a good‘idea and badly needed. |t has served as
a connector between'the*Family Court and the rest of the Court system.'!
i)" They are a hardworking group with a good mix of staff
who work well in the system and have high competence in their area.'
h) ' They have been a tremendous help.'"
k) ' They have helped with communication.'
1) "They have a systematic, uniform way of operating and have
been very cooperative.'

29. 00 you have additional comments about the Unit,

3
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a) "There is not enough work for five people and there I
not enough emphasis on processing data."
K b) "They shculd provide a manual type Format for all project
reports -~ constant revisions make difficult reading."
c) ' The head of the Unit is‘especia]ly good to work with,"
d) " The procedures manuals are excellent, but we need guide-
line; for implementation of suggested changes.'
e) ' They should work on an operational manual for parole
officers and court personnel.'
f) "They have done a very good job."
g) ' They have shafed data and views with our unit, have asked
us for information and have always emphasized that they are available."
“h) " They have done a magnificant job, but | think the judges
need to be informed about their work."
| i) "They or we need a way of notifyipg judges when judges are -
causing a problemyor not following proper procedure."
In general,we would conclude that the survey responses were very favorable.

Areas that need attention in some way would appear to be:

1) Increasing the R&P Unit knowledge of probation and treatment

LA
practices and purposes, or

2) Increasing awareness of line managers with ''social work" or "treatment''
functions of the knowledge or competence the REP staff hay have in this

area, and/or, .. i

»3)“Increasing communications in this area with an emphasis 66 estab~
Jiébing understand?ng in line managers of difference between competence to
ggmﬁfreatment“ work and cém#éééhcies fieeded to'research'treament work;{

:ﬁ) Estab]ish}ng'procedurss for ‘involving these line managers Th setting

parameters of research problems or suggesting crucial areas for investigation;

Xy

G

B ik met-stsan

5) Studying reasons for conflict between units when REP .work is

initiated in one of the units.

_]5_
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%; A. The Role of Research and Planning

I1. Research and Planning Process and Organization

Quite often, research and planning are considered two separate
functions. Organizational planning is conceived as the conjecture of
desirable future states and the identification of methods Lo achieve
those states. Research, on the other hand, is conceived as the evalua-
tion of some state or states. VYet, if research and planning processes
are to produce optimal outﬁut, they cannot be considered separate
entities, but as components of a single process: ideal organization
engineerfng. Research and planning should have the combined goal and
function of moving the organization toward the ideal state defined for
it. Logically, ideal states can never be achieved or they would cease
to»be ideals, vyet through a combined research and planning process an
organization  ¢3% approximate such a state.

 However, implemen%ing a program‘or'unif to accomplish these ends
is not easy. A group of individuals within a court structure cannot
simply be assigned the funciion of '"ideal organization engineering' and
be expected to accomplish their goals. One musg» take into considera-
tion that courts are socio-political systems of a special type. Research
and planning in such‘a system will therefore be bounded.by the peculiar
constraints that exist in that system. ‘Simi]ar]y, research and planning
processes must also fit into a large collection ‘of processes which
Compri;e 6fganizational decision making. The authority and maneuvering

space of research and planning unit must be defined within the

decision making network. The development of research and planning within:

a court, if it is to be effective, must be designed as it will be

operationalized in a ''real'' system.

Defining the role of research and planning in an extremely difficult
task. Let us begin by analyzing the situation within any organization and
then funneling attention toward courts. Clearly, the major function of
a research and planning unit must be information oriented. Data necessary
to the management of the organization must be coliected and analyzed.

The organizational activities comprising management have been defined by
Katz and Kahn (1970: pp. 42-43) as follows:
These systems comprise the organized activities. for
controlling, coordinating, and directing the many
subsystems of the structure. They represent
another slice of the organizational pattern and are
made up of cycles of activifies cutting across the
Structure horizontally to deal with coordination of
subsystems and the adjustment of the total system
to its environment. .
By affecting managerial processes, research and planning are capable of
influencing .in substantial wéys both the nature and the direction of. the
organization.
" A central question is how the role of management and that of research

and planning are to be distinguished. A natural response to this problem

would be to state that there is no distinction, and research and planning

are that functior of managerial activity concerned with adaptation.. Essentially,

this response would be correct, since;ﬁan;gerié] functions have been con-
ceived as those of production, support, maintenance, and adaptation; and
adaptafi;n mus tconcern changes in the former thfee (Katz gnd Kahn, 1966:
pp. 39-42). However, such a rejoinder avoids the subtleties of the

question; how does a research and planning unit derive its authority,
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how does it '""fit" into the organizational structure, and in what manner is

the unit responsive to the individual who is held responsible and accoun-

table for the actions of the organization?

Beer (1966) has stated that research and planning must’be independent
of other organizational structures and must be gfven a freedom in the
development and analysis qf problems. Such a sifuation is fmperstive
if the unit is.to be able to define problem parameters accurately and

develop an unbiased solution. However, Beer raises an extremely pertinent

point with reference to such an orientation:

At this the manager might well say that (research and planning)
is trying to arrogate to itself a managerial function and pre-
rogative. ~ If there is no factor known to the manager that was

.unknown to the scientist, then (he may ask) what decision is there
left for the manager to take?

The answer to this is really quite simple. (Research and
planning) exists to try and eliminate, or at least reduce, guess
work. Sometimes it succeeds; and when it does so entirely, there
is no managerial decision left to take. No-one should be more
pleased about this than the manager...  Value judgements are the
decisions that management really has to take. Ohce it has Ffully
specififed its set of values, a unique scientific solution should
become possible. Sometimes the values can be quantified in
advance and built into the study. In this case, the manager has
exercised his premgatives before the work begins, and can stand
by to await a unique solution in the knowledge that he has
already done his job. At other times, it takes (a research and
planning) investigation to isolate clearly the value judgements

that have to be made, and in this case the manager is left with
a decision at the end. (1966: pp. 67-68)

The role of research and planning is therefore to serve as an

organizational intelligence group.

‘'High - quality intelligence designates information that is
clear because it is understandable to those who must use it;
timely because it gets to them when they need it; reliable
because diverse observers using the same procedures see it
in the same way; valid because it is cast in the form of

i
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concepts and measures that capture reality; adequate because
the acceunt is full; and wide-ranging because the major policy
alternatives promising a high probability of attaining organi-

zational goals are posed or new goals suggested" (Wilensky, 1967:
pp. viii-ix).

Research and planning takes on a special nature as it serves an

organization intelligence function within a court, the court structure

being bi-dimensional, operationally. On one dimension there are the

personnel involved with hearings and the decisions about clients, and on
the other dimensions are the personnel concerned with the maintenance of
the client before and after the trial. Generally, the personnel involved.

in each of these dimensions are distinguished by organizational structure,

although some overlap exists. The head of the hearing dimension is a

(=)
judge, while the head of maintenance dimension is a court administrator.
In number, most personnel are responsible to the administrator. Research

and plahning is therefore in a unique position within the court., It
must be responsive to the court administrator but must also relate and
have access to the judicial elements.of the bFQanization.

Certainly one function of research and p]anning'within a court
invo]ves-documénting, analyzing, and suggestihg change in the client-
processing system. Such action can only be initiated with coﬁcurrence
of the céurt administrator, but qﬁite often must also involve judgés.
Becauée of the fndependent status of these individﬁals, the operatfoné]i;
zétion of a research and planning unit must,invo]ve a compromise with the
Jjudges. The analysis in the next section of HoW'decisLon making and

planning are operationaiized will explicate this pointi.
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B. Decision Making and Planning.

Planning in its pufest form would be based on a rational deliberation
which has been described as follbws:

Instrumental rationality is an open selecfion of means to

serve a goal. In much of the work on administrative analysis

and practice, the prevailing image still seems to be that of

an actor who becomes aware of a problem, carefully weighs

alternative means to its solution, and chooses among these

according to his estimates of their respective merits in

terms of the stateof affairs he prefers (Etzioni, 1968: p. 254).

As various students of decision making have pointed out, rationality
as such is impossible to implement (Etzioni, 1968 and 1967; Dror, 1968;
Dahl and Lindblom, 1953; Braybrooke and Lindblom, 1970, and March and
Simon, 1958). Frequently there is a lack of concensus as to what the goals
should be. In most decisiors, there are several groups who have vested
interests in the implications of goal selection and these interests are
u;ua]ly competing. This point is particularly relevant in a court.
The judges, the public defenders, the district attorney, the police, the
client, the probations officers, and so on, have their own goals and values,
which are quite dfgeﬁ incongruent.
| Although competing values and goals are detrimental to uni-dimensional
decision making, they do serve a functional purpose. As long és an
equilibpiim.i is maintained, social life tends to remaim statiénary with
little change.’ Conflict‘of'va]ues predisposes change. That is, if a
collective relatjonship of people is to be maintained, social change or
adaption must occur in response to conflict.  Change may be ''good" or

- ''bad", but nevertheless conflict is one of the primary factor of.sutch a

process.
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The point is that there seldom existsone goal which can be considered

the ''best™ of all alternatives. Goals are therefore subject to change

t
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and are as dynamic as the system for which they provide direction.

Man is-also limited in his ability to identify and analyze alterna=
tives. As Dahl and Lindblom {1953: pp. 51—92) have indicated, man makes
decisions with limited knowledge. - Not only is this phenomena caused by
uncertainty of the future, but by man's finability to ﬂprocess and inter-
pret large quantities of information.!' Problems are caused by a multipli-
citf of factors, some of which are known, some unknown. Compounding this
limitation is the fact that we cannot '‘do only one thing'' (Hardin, 1973).
The planner's ability is therefore “boundgd“ and predisposed to operate
within a simplified model of the real world (Berry: p. 16).

The p;oblem of selecting a goal and working toward it is compounded
by shifts in technical ability, increased knowledge, changes in the
environment, market fluctuations, and public impatience. All of these
factors act in combined fasbiion to mediate the implemention of decisions
énd ghus'redesign aﬁ'érganiéation. It should thérefore be fruitful .to
explore héw decisicns ~are made.

Dror (1968: pp. 81-83) has provided an extremely comprehensive

and useful list of how organizational decisions are made:

(1) Decision making is usually not a structured process
dictated by formal rules.

(2) Even if there are officially accepted and dictated
. methods by which decisions are to be made, decisions
are not made by the specified processbut by other means.



(3)

(5)

(6)

Most officials no not have an understanding of how
decisions evolve and the factors impacting this
process. Those individuals who have ''tacit'' under-
stand:ng of the process are able to successfully
manipulate the situation to varying degrees.

Decision making processes are partially ''structured

by traditions, power relations, formal divisions

of labor and so on'i;therefore, despite factors 1, 2

and 3 there is an informal, non-random process by which
decision are made.

A number of ''subdecisiong'' throughout an organization
usually combine to create an organizational decision.

The impact of a unit's subdecision on the organization

is made up of a number of variables such as ''the unit's
relative power, the image of the issue, the effectiveness
of communication between the units, and the unit's image
of its interest and involvement in the decision.''.

The process of decision making revolves around the
relationship of units of the organization. Compro-
mises, bargaining, and ‘'give and take” are integral
variables of the process

""Organizational decision making usually proceeds
without clear operational goals, with littie data,
and with very limited search for alternatives."

""Organizational decision making tends to follew the
line of least resistance; innovation and originality are
rather scarce.

""Decision making resources are concentrated on acute
and pressing issues. Long term considerations are
neglected."

”Organiiationa] decision making tends to try to mini-
mize risks and achieve defensibility."

Organizations do not admit to 'uncertainty and
ambiguity,; therefore, decisions are based on well-
defined “subjective expectations."

""Decision making in organizations that survive is
adaptive, adjusting itself slowly to new needs and
technologies, and to the feedback of its activities.!



There is a general concurrence 'with Dror's perception of decision
making in the field of policy science, and it is felt thét these specifi-
cations are generally applicable to any oréanization. The operationali-
zation of planning strategies in their purest form within a court therefore
seems imprébab]e. Givgn the unlikelihood of some prodigious change,
decision making will remain basically the same for some time in the future.
This factor and the urgency of solution that some problems require,
negate the possibility of simply waiting until the decision making changes.

The limitations of planning and decision making which have just been
discussed, do not totally eliminate the utility of the methodology for
redesigning an organization. Théy simply place consttraints on the method
and predispose the consideration of other alternatives. |

Oné body of theory which must be considered is that which centers
around the concept of '"disjointed incrementalism.'" The small band of
individuals who have supported the strategy since Gunnar Myradal, Johh
Dewey, and David Hume began setting the stage. for such a theory (Etzioni,
1968) have been subjected to a violent barrage of criticism. Some of
the academic»attack is with merit, but aspects of disjointed increment-
alism are extremely importanf to the development of a viable strategy to
solve the problems with which we are faced in the future.

Lindblom, whose work is mosf significant»in the presentation of
incrementalism, has suggested that the rational strategy is to be the
preferred process of.deci3ion making (Dahl and Lindblom, 1953), yet
because of the.various factors influencing the system, rationalism ’

is not possible. The decision maker should therefore proceed by ¢ffecting

*
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'small'* changes. "Small" ~ is a relative term, varying with the novelty
of the change to be made (Braybrooke and Lindblom, 1970). Such a
strategy is based on the utility of ''successive limited.comparisons,”
whereby decisions become more e#acting with time (kindblom, 1959).

Etzioni (1967) has suggested that there arn two problems basic to
incrementalism. Firgt, the theory fails to consider ''fundamental"
decisions which lead to social fnnovations. For example, although a
pericd of muddling through may have preceded  the Supreme Court did
make a decision that capital punishment as it was implemented was not
legal. Secondly, incrementalism ''legitimizes' driftirg; that is, action
without direction.

Etzioni (1967 and 1968: pp. 282-290) has proposed a third strategy
of decision making, '""mixed scanning,' as a mediation between the advan-
tages and disadvantages of the rational and incremental strategies. Mixed
scanning posits that solutions to macro problems should be approached
through incremental type steps based on a rationalistic conception of the
problem. In other words, alternatiVes should be scanped but not exhausted,
and a series of consecutive steps with feedback and learning as integral
components should be implemented to explore the alternatives to the
solution. It is on such a theoretical basis that a model for research and

planning will be based in the next section.

e R

C. A Model of, Research and Planning

Figure 1 presents an Organizational Research and Planning Operational
"Model. Since ideal organizational engineering is a process, it can be

depicted by a flow-chart of consecutive stages, which at decisive points
may take one of two directions. Each stage is also a process since some
action must be taken at each point. Since each stage involves some
activity, an explanation of each process label will be beneficial before
explicating the model.

Documentation of Existing Organization -- this process involves the

identification of the structure of the organization of interest, the

function of each of its units, their operations, and the inter-
relationship of the various units, at a particular point in time.

Model Existing Organization -- a mapping of the operations, including
the elements documented in the above process, of the entire
organization is conducted by this process. In essence, the objec-

tive of this stage is to ''photograph' the organization as it
presently exists, but to generalize from the concrete actions of
the documentation stage to a smoothed out or extremity free version
of the organziation, in its present state.

Abstraction of Organizational Goals of OQutput, Values, Function

and Purpose -~ this process involves the collection and analysis of
information which will provide the substantial basis for the ideal
model. The process concentrates on the perceived ideal goals of
output, values, function and purpose of the administration of the
organization, but cannot neglect the same perception of organiza-
tional members and the enyironment. .

ldentification of Organizational ldeal -- the information. collected
in the above process is negotiated and factored into a concise
conceptualization of the reason for the organization's existence.
Both '"'what the organization does'' and "how it does it' should be
identified for optimal situations.

Model ldeal Organization -- a mapping or photograph of what the
ideal organization shouid look like is conducted during this phase.
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Test -- A test for disparity involves the comparison of the output
of two processes for difference or consequence. For example, the
model of the existing organization is compared to the model of the
ideal organization. |If they are found to be different, then steps
need to be taken changing the existing organization so that..it will
ook more like the ideal organization type.

ldentification of Problems -~ |f a difference has been found between
the ideal model and the existing model, then the problem areas where
- such differences lie are identified during this process. In other

words, the apparent or assumed areas of divergence are identified.
Additional research is necessary to test whether indeed the assumed
problems are the real sources of disparity.

Information Gathering -- This process involves the collection of
information relevant to change of the existing organization in order
to alleviate the problems which have been identified in the pro-
ceeding stage.

Long-term Change Goals - The-positing of long-term change goals
serves as a macro-approach to organizational change. In essence,
the process identifies a plan which will be implemented over some
specified length of time in order that an organization can be
changed from its existing state to a more desirable state in the
future. |t is necessary at this point to test whether the ideal
model might also have changed or need to be changed.

Priority Assessment -- After a series of long-termgoals have been
identified. the organization must decide. on priority, implementation

of goals. Two criteria are importance ,and feasihility. That is, the need
"for a given change and the probability of accomplishing that change,
given the existing status of the organization and its environment,

must be considered in the identification of tasks.

Assessient of Organizational-Unit Performance -- This process resembles
a pre-test. The unit of the organization which has been perceived as
needing change is-assessed in terms of its current operations.

Develop Short-Term Change Goals -- Given that an organizational unit
is operating at some level of performance and it is perceived that
change is needed to change that level, short-term goals of change
are posited in this stage. :

Design and Construct System for Change -- This process involves the
development of a strategy for implementation of the short-term
change goals.

L
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Implement Change -- The changes which have been identified by the
short-term goals are implemented under the strategy developed in
the above stage.

Monitor -- After a change has been implemented it should be moni-
tored over a period of time until that change has been integrated
into the organization, or until evaluation of the implementation
suggests the change is not feasible or not desirable.

Internal and External Environment -- This element is not a process,

but does continually influence an organization and therefore must be
considered during the research and planning process. The internal
environment are those factors which are internal to the organizational
structure but external to the recognized organizational processes,

and which @ffect the operation of the organization as a whole. The
external environment lies outside both the organizational structure

and processes, yet also impacts upon the organization and its processes.

The first thing to be noted about the Research and
Planning Operational'Model is that it is a dynamic process which will be
operationalized in a dynamic system. That is, since the organization of
interest will be continually changing, then planning and research outputs
must be continually changing.

The research and planning process begins on two dimensions, simul-

taneously, that of examining how the organization exists and how it
should exist. It should not be expected that either of the two models
be completely comprehensive or accurate initially. Rather, the models
should be very general and only after several Feiterations of the process
in which additional information is collected shkould the models assume a
comprehensive nature. Such an operatiohal strategy will prevent research
and planning form becoﬁing ""sogged down'' in their initial stages and
neglecting needed changes within the organization of interest.

After models of the existing and the idedl organization are developed,

a test for disparity is conducted. |f no differences are found,



which is highly unlikely; then only monitoring of present operations is
+ hecessary. If a difference is found, then steps to change the existing
model should be taken. Problems with the existing organization are
identified with reference to the internal and’external environments of
the organization. Information is gathered about the problems,‘ahd long-
term goals of organization change are pdsited. These goais must be made
With Special‘cpnéigeration given to the organizational goalsAof output,
values, function; and purposé;
A-second test for disgarity is ﬁer%ormed between the formulated
long?terﬁ goals and the model of the idegl organi;ation. If a difference

is found, then one or the other or both must be modified, 'so that congruence

with the ideal type will be established. |If no difference is found between long

term strategies and the ideal type, then additional steps toward the
solution of the problems may be taken.
The lgst step of the.planning stage ‘is the assessment of the prior-

ititas of organizat(onal changes. Both the ‘internal and external environﬁent
. and the organizational ggglé_df outpuf, valuss, function; and purpose

must be used during this process. The enVironmental variablles affect
primarily the feasiblity of change, While'the’organizational goals affect
importance. Both issﬁes togethervdetermihe‘priorities.‘ Ohcebfhis listing
has‘been deve]éped, the orgénization is ready to begin to research and
implement change. Spchia process is uSuélly concentrated in sub-units of
fhg organization, but éﬁéhges in sub-unitsmustbe coordinated with each

other and with the overall ideal and real models of the entire orgsnization.
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The implementation of change is conducted in four steps. First,
an assessment is conducted of unit functioning at the present time.
Secondly, short;term‘change goals can be developed which are hypothesized
as the objectives whose achievement will reduce the disparity betweén unit
achievement and organizatiénal function for the unit. The final two steps
involve devg]oping a strategy for change and implementfng that stra£egy.

After the change has taken place, a third test is performed between
the performance éf the change unit and the effect of fhat performance on
the previous disparity (Test #1) in the mapping of the ideal and exiétant
organizational models. If a disparity still exists, then the change process
is modified. and reiterated. If no disparity is found, then the change is
monitored for a period of time until the,change’has became internalized by
the organization, or thé environments have changed, or the ideal modef
needs alteration. | |

At this point in fhe process, reiteration occurs in two directions.
First the process returns to the listing of priorities and selects the
next problem area to be changed. Secondly, the process returns to the
documentation of the.exi;fing qrganization and the entire»process is
started again with consideration of thosechanges which have juSt been

implemented and those which have occurred exogenous to the planned

change process.
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D. Organizational Climate for Research and Planning.
1. Three general research and plannfng problems

Research énd planning, or other similar managerial functions,
always take place in'a viable organization. In smaller and less complek
organizations, research and planning may be done in the chief executive's
head during a golf game. Under more complex and more changing circumstances,
top line management will probably devote a good deal of time to thinking
about the futﬁre, about present problems or states of operations, and how
to map desired future states into dn-going organizatfon. But there is
usually a point in time when organization is too complex and other manager-
ial duties so time consuming that the kind of process for research and
planning discussed abové becomes not only a cost-effective endeavor, but
a necessary one. At this stage, the organization is confronted with rede-
signing these adaptive functions of managemeﬁt so that they receive
their own shgre of ‘resources and, importantly, formal legitimization in

the organization decision making arena.

This redesign for the formalization of research and planning structure -

is always problematic in any organized enterprise. It is likely to be

more difficult, however, in‘a court system, which, like other 'human
service organizations' i§-concerned with the processing of or changing

of people rather than the manipulation of raw‘materigl, which is not pro-
active to the method or outcomes of processing. -Simon (1957:244)vsuggests
that the ]0cation of the research and plénniné function fn the ofrganization
is relatively ﬁnimportant to the extent‘that the organization is ''rational®
~(i.e. goal-directed). But when goals themselves are in question, fhé
organizationa]‘location and authority of the planning function are all
important.

Another dilemma confronting the design of research and planning is

gt g
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discussed by both katz and Kahn (1966) and Burns and Stalker; (1971).
There is the problem on the one hand of locating pianning, research,
and design functions in sufficient daily proximity to line operations
that the user's statement of his requirements cén provide daily feed-

back to designers. Concommitantly, even valid research and development

- work can falter if the distance between users and designers is such

that feedback from'research and planning to the operational level is
unlike]y to be accepted. On the other hand, another problem of research
and planning is the prdvision of sufficient freedom from the directives
of top line manégemeqt so that true problem solution strategies are
available to a research and planning group. There must be enough

"ivory tower' cloistering of the problem solvers that they are free

tg consider as part of the prob]em'some aspects of policy or operation
that line .managers might perceive as givens, or as paramefers of the
problem (Katz and Kahn-,1966:255, Bradley,1969:91-2). Burns and Stalker
(1971:40-41)) go so far as to state that a satisfactory solution to
this dilemma of organizational location is all imbortant: it is the
linkage between user and designer rather than their individual competencies

that is important.

" The last ';problem to consider in the phasing if not the

outright structure of research and planning, concerns the sequencing of.

research and p]ann?ng.efﬁorts‘ and the Eiggg;of;problems to which they
have legitimate claim for inpéstigatioﬁ. This is perhaps the most
difficuit iésue to érticu]ate, because Itylikely is not manifested in.
particuiar top management statements.or fhéjf cognitive understanding

of research and planning activities. As the literature reports the

1nftiétioh,0f research and planning units in various organizational settings,

the prdblem'might be restated as one of overspecialization of the research
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and planning unit and the ovéradaptation of the’organlzatloo Lo
research and. planning activities as they begin (Ritti and Funkhouser,
1975). To state it briefly, new research and~plannlng units frequently
find themse]ves locked into doing''the same old thing'' because these
unlts sought ''success' narrowly defined and management bought that

kind of success as the only solutions within the sphere of research

and planning (Ritti and Funkhouser 1975 : 212-214). To place this
-phencmenon in. Wilkins' (1973) terms,.the reaction of research and
planning and management together can make research and planning functionally
obsolescent. That is, to the extent that research and planning addresses
the most current pressing problems, the less likely will the solutions
be relevant to future'oondltions. |

?* Application to the Court

To this point we have discussed three typlcal problems conlronting
the formation and implementation of an organizational research and
planning unit. These are (1) a problem with conflicting organlzatlonal
goals, (2) a problem in locating the unit in close proximity to line
‘operatlons, but-divorcing it from line managers' perceptions of preblem
parameters, and (3) the problem of organizatlohal overadaptaticn to
initial research and planning efforts, locklng ‘the unit into increasingly
outmoded des:gn and development problems.and strategies.
All three of these problens are,relevant'to the evaluallon of’and

ﬁyture planning for the Famlly Court Research and Planning Unit. We

will discuss these problems briefly, drawing on conclusnons and data
from both ‘the 1974 and 1975 final evaluation reports.

Mult:ple/Confllctlng Goals

Humon service organizations are likely to have more difficulty in

establishing and articolatlng goals than other kinds of enterprises becausc
they function in a oolltically and culturally sensitive area: the processing
of human beings. Street, Vinter and Perrow (1966) suggest that goals in
such organizations are likely to remain flexible and frequently unarticu-
lated for two basic reasons:

(l)‘goals are likely to be based on beliefs about effective or-
desirable ways of handllhg people rather than knowledge ol outcome, and,

(2) articulated goals are likely to conflict with the beliefs of a
significant portion of the salient public (see also Duffee and Ritti, 1975).

These problems will impact on research and planning in at least two

ways. First, the activity which Simon (1957) iabels ''substantive planning'

" will be frustrated because the substantive, broad aim, future desired

states of the organization will not be delineated clearly, nor is there
likely to be a highvdegree of consensus in the organization concerning

any particular version of these broad substantive aims, In the Court
case it ohould be recalled that the 1974 interviews demonstrated little
distinotion in the minds of line managers between unit functions aod Court

goals. The 1975 evaluation demonstrated some degree nf frustration on the

. part of Unit staff concerning long range administrative policy and goals for

the Court.

What Research and Planning Unit staff may not understand in this
regard is that in all likelihood their perceived exclusion from long range
policy discussion or ''substantive planhind’ is’a function of the nature
of Court vuinerability to attacks on SUbstantive goal statements rather
than a‘conscious~choice by top managementvto keep Research and Planning
out of this éréa{ A conslstent, although EQEﬁ.hQSJ explanatlon of several
_managers' unwilliﬂohess to have Research and Planning lnveotigate'treatment

operatlons and goals also involves this problem of multiple»and/or conflictlng



-36-- ,

goals. We wbu]d predict that as the Reseach and Planniﬁg Unit does

tendw(even'slowﬂyj to take on substantive planning responsibilities - as

would be entailed in any investigation of treatment/supervision

effectiveness, that conflicts will arise between the unit under investi-
gation and other units of the Court, or outside agencies.

We have no réal solutions to this problem, except that of increasing

REP Unit awarenesé‘of this kind of problem, and of the socio-political
dimension of courtkorgahization in general. Unfortunately, the ap@arent
.alternative to moving into the area of ideal-model building or substantive
planning is to utilize the Unit for procedural planning only. However, as
both Simon (1957) and Berry (1974) point out, procedural planning that is
not directed by rqtiona]‘decisions on the substantive level amounts to

?o more than disjointed incrementalization (Etzion-, 1967). The probability
of favoring this latter alternative is heightened by some organizational
reactions that we will discuss in a moment, under the heading of lnftia]
‘Tasks and Obsolescence. |

b. Proximity‘to Operations/Freedom to Define Problems

Most of the indicators that we possess concerning the linkage of

Research and Planning to line mapagers would suggest that this potential
dilemma has been’haﬁdled fairly well in the Family Court. Responses
“to the 1975 intervfeWs suggest adéquatevpre-projgct communication and
cooperation between the Unft and the line managers. The linkage at the
othgr end of projecté (i.e. on implehenfation problems) are apparently
less adequate,.ﬁut still satisfactory. There is some~evidence,both'fn‘
the interviews with managérs and interviews Qitﬁ Unit staff that the
IinkagggbetWeen‘USer and designer is less easy to establish 'when the
“'probjeTfat hand reaily occurs bétween or among unfts. We.WOuld suspect

,that‘Research,and4PIanning projects which are systemic in scope rather
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than unit-Spécific will receive lesser priority. Satisfactory Unit

endeavors involving these interface problems are probably dependent on

the ability of top management to undo old traditions or protocols in

the communiéation patterns at the interst[ces of organizational structure.
The issue of préviding Unit staff with the freedom to define problem

parameters js, again, a less crucial préb]em to Research and Planning than

some others. There was seme complaint by Un?f staff concerning constraints

in following a problem through, from one unit to another or from the Court

to outside agencies. Managers, however are apparently satisfied with the

manuvering room allotted to research and planning. We would suggest that
the apparent constraints that the staff have felt in this area are due

nof to managerial interferen&e but are apparently related to thé problem
with multiple/conflicting goals, and problems in line unit-to-line éoordi-
ﬁation.

c) Initial Tasks and Obsolescence

To ‘the extent that Research and Plannlng cannot delve |nto areas_ of

substantive and long range planning, the more it is likely that their con-

. centrat?on of procedural plénning will become dysfunctional for the Court.

I¥ the highly favorable reactions of managers to the past two years' acti-
vity of the Unit (wnsch is apparent} are not tempered by or conjoined by
Unit art1Vtt|es in the areas of lorig range planning, genera] policy ‘and
treatment effectiveness, there . is ample evidence to suggest that the
Unit may |ndeed get locked into procedural planning. If the Court is
effective in terms of client outcomes, and if the Court successfully

adaptsktc rapid environmental changes without Research and Planning Unit
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k ‘ i ‘ rt, or
contribution, there is no problem here in any case. But the Court,
?

i . o . . O
the law, or the County of Philadelphia can at some point, change s
?

quickly and urastically, that all the energy and resources spent on

al concern will be outmoded.

‘analysis and development in areas of topic

This problem is probably so tinie djstant, that its probability.w111_
arm. It would seem to

not give Court administration much cause for al

A
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It1. E.E.0C.C. Compliance

This brief section presents the evaluator's analysis of the Research
and Rlénning Unit practices in regards to an affirmative action program.
The evaluators have not yet had a chance to study the E.E.0.C. plan de-
veloped by the Court. While the full court plan, presumably filed in City
Hall, has been requested for study by the evaluators, wéxhave'not re-
ceived it. There .is apparently some confusion as to wheiher the fu11791an
should be studied by the evaluators as most of it would be irrelevant to
analysis of recruitment to a unit with a professional staff of five and
cne sécretary. ‘

Without having the plan available, we can report that the level of
minority hiring in the Research and Planning Unit‘project is in accordance
With EEOC guidelines, in our estimation. The commission should remember that
it is extreme]y'hazardous to attach significance to divergence or to con-
gruence between actual percentages and required percentages of minorities
hired, when the project includes only six people.

According to 1974 population estimates provided by the Pennsylvania
Field Research Laboratory bf the Pennsylvania State University:

1) at least 45% of the project staff should be women .

2) at least 25% should be black.

3) at least 4% should be Spanish speaking.

In actuality.
1) tﬁrée of the six project personnel; including two of the professional
staff and the secretary are female (50%).
2) one of the five professional staff is black (20%5.
3) there are no Spanish speaking employed.

4) of the two professional staff who are women, Ms. Mary Lou Alken holds

,~a SUperY{sory Position as assistant to the director.
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Whether SUCh;é small unit should or can be required to meet more
exactly the population percentage requirements {s not for the evaluators

to determine. We feel that the employment breakdown appearg resonable.

Mr.

Mrs.

Mrs.

Mr.

Mr.

Mrs.
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. Mrs.
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Appendix

List of Interviewees

James Stieber
Marie Faunce
Florence Drummond

Brian 0'Donnell

Earl Harris
Lois Brown

Joseph Sudler
Blanche .Gibson.
Barbara>Hudson'

Charlotte Butler

Agnes Simmons

Robert Frost

Viiliam Joyner

Clarence™ Watts

Anne Walowitz
Aiphonso Albarelli

Niché]as Frignito

Lewis Mitrano

Joseph Casey

Rocco Donatelli

Director, Data Center

Supervisor, Statistics Unit

Assistant Chief, Juvenile Branch

Supervisor, Enforcement Unit

Supervisor, Southwest District

Supervisor, Pre-Hearing lntensivg Supervision
Supervisor, Parole Unit

Supervisor, ‘Intensive Probat ion

Supervisor,; Petition Room

Acting Juvenile Court Services Manager, Clerk
of Quarter Sessions

Deprngd Intake Interviewer

Assitanf Supervisor Northeast District ‘

Supervisor ,Central Dustrict

~Training Director

Chief, Legal Liason Office

Supervisor, Adult Unit

Chief, Medical Branch‘

Chief Assitant District Attorney, Family -
Court Division

Chief Voluntary Defender, Family Court Division

Supervisor, lntake Unit Youth Study Center
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