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country and others that estimate a preya]

per 1,000 population, with more age-specific prevalence rates of 3.6 per 1,000 persons
under 15 years of age and 2.2 per 1,000 persons aged 15 and over. Application is then
fairly straightforward. Table 5 1 Presents an example of a hypothetical county’s age
distribution.

The number of those in Frankjip County’s population under the age of 15 is 111,521.
When we apply the prevalence rate of 3 ¢ per 1,000, we can conclude that the number of

Table 5.1 Age Distribution, Franklin County

[ Age Male Female s Total
[ 0-4 17,896 17,072 34,968
E_g 18,891 18,025 36,916
110‘14 / 20,273 19,364 39,637
| 15-19 [ 20,103 19,338 39,441
20-24 17,411 17,124 34,535
25-29 | 15,641 15,811 31,452
30-34 } 16,951 17,304 34,255
35-39 ) 19,061 19,835 38,896
40-44 | 19,448 20,343 39,791
45-49 [ 17,630 18,463 36,003
50-54 [ 15,544 16,429 31,973
5550 | 11,834 12,824 24,658
60-64 [ 8,876 10,120 18,996
65-69 | 7,639 9,553 17,192
70-74 [ 6,402 8,935 15,337
Over 74 [ 8,851 16,918 25,769
Total 242,451 257,458 499,909
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Strengths and Limitations of Surveys e i
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well as rates for the “young elderly” (those 65 to 74 years of age; see Table 5.2). This refine.

ment will generate more sensitive and precise estimates.

Table 5.2 Impairment and Disability, by Age (Rates per 1,000)

Age Very Severely Disabled Severely Disabled I Appreciably Disabled Total
16-29 0.46 0.41 1.02 1.89
30-49 0.86 2.28 4.18 7.32
50-64 2.65 9.59 16.47 28.71
65-74 8.28 23.99 50.67 82.94
> 74 33.91 .
e 52.95 74.90 161.76
ota 3.47 7.68

: 13537 24,52
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Table 5.3  Estimates of Persons With Disabilities, Franklin County

Rate per 1,000 No. Handicapped
1.89 190
732 1,088
28.71 2,170
82.94 2,167
161.73 4,167
9,782

e 1930s: A study by the United States Public Health Service estimated that 3.5% of
the population €xperienced mental illness (National Resources Committee, 1938).

® 1960: Leo Srole (1962) eéstimated that 40% of the residents of New York City were
éxperiencing mental health problems.

® 1978: The President’s Commission on Mental Health (1978) estimated that 10% of
the population experienced mental health problems.

* 1998: Applying the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders
definitions, it was estimated that 18.5% of the population experienced mental
health problems (Tonja, Overpeck, Ruan, Simons-Morton, & Scheidt, 2001).

® 1999: The Surgeon General reported a mental illness prevalence rate of 20%
(U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 1999).

Although all five studies used the term mental illness, they used different definitions, In the
earliest study (done in the 1930s), assessment tools were primitive, and only the more
seriously and obviously ill would have been counted. Srole, a sociologist, built his assessment
largely on Durkheim’s notion of anomie and related that to signs of depression. The President’s
Commission estimates were based on an analysis of existing studies that used more stringent
criteria than the earlier studies, and the final two were similar in their estimates.

On a theoretical level, none of these studies is more correct than the others. The
program planner must choose the study that incorporates definitions that are the most
meaningful for program development in his or her community. To use only prevalence

rates and not evaluate the appropriateness of definitions can be dangerous. The definitions
used must correspond to the specifics of the planned intervention.

A complementary approach to the above also addresses the category of normative need
and is based on professional or expert Judgment. In the previous chapter, for example, we
introduced the New Jersey Plan for Physically Abused Women and Their Families (Department
of Human Services, 1978). Rather than relying on the published document, we could have
invited someone from the program to translate the New Jersey system to our community. His

or her expertise would not be in the processes of planning or administration, but would be in
a specific substantive area such as family violence. Such specialists are likely to be most
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service, as well as meet the agencys eligibility Criteria, or whether it has waiting lists or
refers clients to other reso

urces. The information in Table 5.4 shows that the Franklin
County Community Action Agenc

Table 5.4 Resource Inventory, Franklin County Services for
Franklin County Community Action Agency

M Available but Inadequate
——
—“
Individual counseling —“
Legal services —“
—-
Employment referral —-
_-
——
Information/referral _

Not Available

Crisis counseling

Socialization/recreation
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more ol these services.

LIS uselul to include a survey ol service providers under the heading “Resource Inven.
tories. " Asking service providers (o identify the problems or needs of at-risk groups js quite
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Service statistics do, however, have vajye. Utilization data can be used to identify the
Pulationg j

characteristics of the Subpo N contact with the human Services agencies: who
they are, where they live, the tyPes of serviceg they receive e the o dien to which

texts as Babbie, 2004.) . . =
A survey also offers other benefits. If a survey identifies shortages or barriers to utiliza-



RO m A

ART I
78 r Community Surveys

i al 0
d Limitations of Socia . in conducting social or community g,,
Strengths an ) iderations in cont hases of Ge g Tveys
[me and expense are mij ¢ Involved In the initial p »ds yare l.jsua”
¢ and effort In equated with the actual fieldwork, the mteerewin
YR S8R0 3 spend little time on the design of g o,
anner may | d with minimal thought gjyer, O thej,

jor cons

Fhe amount ol (m :
)\ V) |
underestimated, 1o many,

ogram pl
s, and a progra : s )
of respondents, &nc & | estlons are often include

]

tsell. Data {tems and qu i .
aselulness for the planning (as ‘ (s not something to put off until aftfer the daty are co.

[he analysis strategy, lmw«'Vt‘ l.{ ! yhase of a survey. Before any data items gre included,
lected. 1t should begin in the design l“ ',.llu information is being sought (the rationale) anq
the program planner should .'“'II,VX “’:/n.z/lysls, This requires careful design preparatjo, and
fow It will De "”(l“"'mm“‘(‘l A s ikely that the analysis will become a fishing €Xpedition
much discussion, ()lll(‘.l‘WiM‘. I H i ‘ym bakama [0t in 3 0Ty ofinformation,
and those responsible for the .vn‘n‘?ly-: ‘hlll(;g/(l e acadt e ofsurvey instrumems,

/\munlu‘rnl'((‘('lmh‘xll(‘()n(‘('mhn('t"l‘(".nm;c whether the questions are Understandabje
Pretests need to be ('(mdu‘('l;f("‘ l,(:()(,,:(\;;(lc&;ir(’d’ and whether they motivate the TeSpondentg:
\lvlwllnyw.‘(lu‘,\/("lyi(‘u the lyh(‘\,l,‘(: )I‘::'ll “”' r;w is;sues of vah'dity antd reliability. A critica] concern
f(,) ‘IIM‘”l‘(,;llll)‘ll:;i‘,l“I,I:;;T:.:\l(l;(l::.:\l;5:\(1_ All too anh surveys are based on methodologicauy and
:.ui:(i?-:nllyl in.';:l(\qu.‘ll(‘ samples. Rather than discussing such ‘j“ techm'cally complex jssye
here, we will merely suggest that a sampling expert be brought in e, develop an appropriate
strategy. Without some confidence in the final sample, it is impossible to generalize to the
total m}gv( population, a requirement essential for the planning of social services,

Although the social survey is probably the most powerful method of determim’ng need
In a community, it does have severe limitations that should pe weighed. The more
information (variables) you add, the more respondents you wil] need in the survey,
Sample size is a function of the number of variables to be used in the analysis, and in 3
survey of social service need. the required number of respondents can be relatively large.
Sample size is directly related (o COsts. A final concern js the time involved in designing
and implvmcming asurvey. A conservative estimate would be 6 to 9 months from design
through analysis,
“n:ll;((lll((”!l((“‘;:g lz::n:;llt( u:ll:v i\n*o]gir;\ll\rle[ill]amjers Sl‘lOU’l)d exhaust available daFa source-s before
ﬁl](ll](‘iill COSLS as well l.S lll(“‘[&:();(‘l)li'li d)';l:)ec‘ess’ar}'l. 'Planners ShOUId conSld'er the b

¢ ~ i danger of rajsing €Xpectations that might not be met.
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agencies. lu’ll(?;j ’l')ql‘ll)l’l(: l()rum activities were stimulated by programs such as Model Cities
and revenue sharing (especially community development programs). Since the mid-1970s

the Title XX amendments to the Social S :
; & ecurity Act ha c :
some planning processes. y ve required public forums as a part of

Ideally, those attending the meetings are able to articulate their own needs, to repre-

A he concerns of A .
S.“H-llill‘flcm.i;s II]\;Z)('J ‘Lhelr nu_gh'b‘?rS. and, in some instances, to speak for organized
cons 1G5 eds and priorities are then determined by a consensus of those

1[11\/(()16\;0[?”:101110 process or through tabulation of articulated concerns to be prioritized at
ala 3

strengths and Limitations of Public Hearings

public meetings have the advantage of compatibility with democratic decision making.
They are less gc?stl}./ than surveys in terms of both money and time, and they tend to
encourage clarification of issues and cross-fertilization of ideas through open discussion.
The major problem in this approach is the issue of representation. Do the elderly who
attend a meeting represent their individual needs or those of the broader group? Do all
interested (or potentially affected) groups attend the meetings, or are some (such as the
homeless or welfare recipients) self-excluded because of perceived stigma attached to their
needs? Is it possible that those with the greatest need feel uncomfortable or embarrassed
in attempting to articulate their concerns in the presence of more educated professionals?
Experience to date suggests that attendees usually are not representative, that some groups
are more aggressive than others and more familiar with lobbying strategies, and that dif-
ferent communication patterns are often a barrier.

Program planners need to anticipate these possible problems before deciding to hold
these meetings. First, planners should recognize that an announcement of a meeting in
the press or on radio and television will not necessarily produce a cross-section of the
community. Use of the media in traditional ways will not prove successful if our concern
is to attract consumers or potential consumers of human services. Resources should
therefore be allocated to help reach important target groups, resources that include out-

reach and community organization activities in places such as neighborhood shopping
centers, churches, social service agencies, and schools, to name only a few. Second,
planners must assume that attendance per se will not necessarily result in equal and

effective participation by all present, especially if the participants include professionals
and consumers.

Professionals and consumers are likely to speak different languages. Professionals often

use jargon and are perceived as experts, thus intimidating the other participants. The pur-
pose of a community meeting is not to produce a narrow listing of needs. Rather, the initial
goal is to generate a comprehensive list Jeading to a dialogue that eventually can be pared
down. Process techniques that attempt to structure participation should be introduced.
Delbecq, Van de Ven, and Gustafson (1975) described in considerable detail a number of
group techniques for needs assessment and problem analysis. Two of these approaches
are the nominal group technique and the Delphi technique; these are useful'for involving
various participants early in the analysis phase and helping them to identify problems,
clarify issues, and express values and preferences.



