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INTRODUCTION 

Two res pons i bil iti es of the State Economic Opportunity Office (SEOO) 

are: (1) to advise the Governor on anti-poverty matters; and (2) to pro­

vide technical assistance to Community Action Agencies (CAAs) within the 

state. 

In meeting these responsibilities, it is imperative that the SEOO 

determine what the general impact of CAAs is within the state. Accord­

ingly, an evaluation of the state's CAAs was conducted by the SEOO with 

these five objectives: 

(1) To provide CAAs with a view of their public image and impact; 

(2) To locate problems which are common among all CAAs and can be 
approached by the SEOO on a state-wide basis: 

(3) To locate problems which are unique to individual CAAs and 
can be approached specifically by the SEOO technical assis­
tants; 

(4) To assist Re9ional and National OEO in their continuing efforts 
to evaluate and improve CAAs; and 

(5) To provide the Governor's Office and the State Office for 
Planning and Programming with better information on the 
impact of CAAs in Iowa. 

The Regional Office of OEO has monitored nearly all of the CAAs in 

Iowa during the past few years. Such evaluations are conducted only as 

time and funding permit, however, and do not provide a measure of the 

impact of CAAs upon the entire state. Further, these reports do not 

contain systematically compiled data and cannot be compared and contrasted 

with the reports of other CAAs. Accordingly in the present SEOO evaluation, 

data was collected uniformly for all CAAs in Io~1a so that local and state­

~lide impact could be studied. 

METHODOLOGY 

When a methodology for this evaluation was selected, two considerations 
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were made: (1} the objectives of the study; and (2} the relative costs 

involved. It was important that the procedure selected be economical so 

that state-wide coverage was possible, and also be anonymous to insure a 

high degree of objectivity in responses. 

The use of mailed questionnaires met both of these criteria and was 

best suited for our purposes. 

To-assess adequately the impact and image of CAAs, a sample popula­

tion was drawn representing functional areas in which CAAs have major 

concern. Six functional areas were selected for inclusion in the sample 

population including: 

(a) CAA personnel and low-income citizens; 
(b) Social service agencies; 
(c) Local, elected governmental officials; 
(d) Manpower-related agencies; 
(e) News media; and 
(f) Educational institutions. 

Questionnaires were designed for specific functional areas to insure 

meaningful and relevant responses. The same questionnaire, general in 

nature, was used for both CAA personnel/low-income citizens and local, 

elected governmental officials; different questionnaires were developed 

for each of the four other groups. 

The first five items on all questionnaires deal with the same con­

cepts regarding the basic role or "mission" of CAAs. Items 6-9 (6,7,10 

and 11 for news media) concern specific problems within each functional 

area, while 10 and 11 (8 and 9 for news media) measure CAA-initiated con­

tact and "other-i ni ti a ted" contact, respectively. Item 12 specifically 

concerns the public image of the CAA, and item 13 deals with the general 

impact of the CAA upon the community. These last two items, and the mean 

score of items 1-9, are the basic measures of CAA effectiveness. 
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SAMPLE POPULATION 

From the six functional areas, a mailinq list was compiled of 1,622 

persons and organizations with whom CAAs have related interests. 

The CAA/low-income sample consisted of all eighteen CAA directors, 

eighteen CAA governing board chairmen, and 182 low-income citizens. The 

low-income persons were selected randomly by quota from the attendance 

list at·a SEOO-sponsored "Citizen Participation Conference", and from 

the records of the Governor's Dropout Program. An attempt was made to 

include two low-income persons per county of less than 50,000, and four 

per county of more than 50,000 in population. This was not possible in 

several cases since the number of identifiable low-income persons was too 

low. 

The sample of local, elected governmental officials included chair­

men of boards of supervisors in 89 counties served by CAAs as of February, 

1970, and mayors of cities of 2,000 or greater population in the same coun­

ties. 

The 89 directors of county departments of social services (welfare) 

were included in the social services sample, along with 88 chairmen of 

county boards of health. (One boat•d of health chairman is also county 

director of social services.) 

The manpower sample consisted of 31 managers of Iowa State Employment 

Service offices, 21 secretaries of central bodies of the Iowa Federation 

of Labor, and 108 personnel officers of major industrial employers. (One 

employer was included for counties of less than 50,000 in population, two 

for counties of 50,000-100,000; and three for those over 100,000. These 

employers each were the largest in their respective counties. 
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The sample of news media was made up of 395 newspapers, radio and 

television stations. 

All community school district superintendents and county system 

superintendents were included in the educational sample of 465. 

RESULTS 

Questionnaires were mailed on March 3, 1970, and those received 

through April 3, 1970, were included in the tabulated data. Following 

are the responses by functional areas: 

Number Number Percent 
Functional Areas Sent Returned Returned 

CAA/low-income 218 67 30.7 
Local officials 207 98 47.3 
Social Services 177 112 63.2 
Manpower 160 88 55.0 
News media 395 125 31.6 
Education 465 384 82.5 

Total 1,622 874 53.8 

While the overall rate of return was acceptable, the responses from 

the CAA/low-income and the news media samples were relatively low. The 

large number in the education sample may appear to bias results figured 

for all functional areas. When average (mean) values for all areas were 

computed, an average also was figured weighting each functional area 

equally; the results did not show significant differences between scores 

with proportional weighting and those 11eighted equally. 

As mentioned above, the first five items on all questionnaires deal 

with the same concepts concerning the basic role or "mission" of CAAs. 

Responses were made on a scale of 1-5; l=agree strongly, 5=disagree 

strongly. Coding was done directly, using the number of the response. 
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These items were: 

1. Since creation of this CAA, low-income citizens have been more 
involved in the planning, development and implementation of the 
community's anti -poverty programs. 

2. Since creation of this CAA, more public resources have been de­
voted to programs and assistance for low-income families. 

3, ••• more private resources have been devoted to programs and 
assistance for low-income families. 

4.. there has been a greater coordination of the various pro-
grams designed for low-income families. 

5. • • . there have been new programs or services initiated to meet 
the needs of low-income families. 

Response on items 1-5 are as follows: 

Question 
Mean 

Functional Areas 1 2 3 4 5 1-5 

CAA/l ow-income 1.98 2.09 2.62 2.17 1.90 2.12 
Local officials 2.53 2.50 2.94 2.68 2.23 2.60 
Social services 3.12 2.99 3,33 3.01 2.49 2.98 
Manpower 3.24 2. 77 3.10 2.97 2.85 3,00 
News media 2.89 2.61 3.45 2.96 2.69 2.92 
Education 3,05 2.55 3.29 2.78 2.42 2.82 

A 11 areas 2.92 2.59 3.21 2.79 2.45 2.79 

It appears, from this data, that people view CAAs as most successful 

in initiating new programs or services, and in securing more public re­

sources for programs and assistance for low-income families. At the 

same time, CAAs are seen as least successful in securing more private 

resources for such programs and assistance. 

As might be expected, the CAA/low-income sample felt most strongly 

that the CAAs had accomplished their basic role or "mission", while the 

manpower and social services samples are the least favorable. 

The next four items, 6-9 (6,7,10 and 11 for news media), are concerned 
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with the role of CAAs in the specific functional areas. Accordingly, 

these items differ on each of the five types of questionnaires (see 

appendix for specific questions). 

Coding for 6-9 (6 and 7 for news media) was done directly as with 

items 1-5. Also calculated was a mean score for 6-9 (6-7) to give an 

overview of the CAAs' image and impact in the specific areas. The re-

sponses are: 

Question 
Mean 

Functional Areas 6 7 8 9 6-9 (6-7) 

CAA/low-income 1.69 1.51 1.65 2.22 1.77 
Local officials 2. 36 2.42 2.43 2.84 2.51 
Social services 2.42 2.82 3.38 3.57 3.05 
Manpower 2.90 2.87 2.32 3.12 2. 79 
News media 2.85 3.10 2.98 
Education 2.22 2. 59 2.59 2.78 2.54 

As in items 1-5, the CAA/low-income sample also responded most favor­

able to 6-9. In this case, the social services and news media population 

felt the CAAs were least successful in the respective functional areas. 

Specifically, the CAA/low-income sample felt the CAAs were most 

successful in their concerns with the health and welfare of low-income 

families (question 7); conversely, they felt the CAAs were least success­

ful in publicizing the needs of and programs for low-income families 

(question 9). 

Local officials agreed that CAAs' weakest area is dealing with the 

news media, but they felt the CAAs' strongest area is meeting the educa­

tional needs of low-income families. 

The area of health care is the weakest area for CAAs according to 

the social services sample (questions 8 and 9). The social services 
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representatives viewed the CAAs as most successful in obtaining public 

assistance for eligible low-income citizens (question 6). 

The manpower sample views the CAAs as accomplishing most in their 

involvement in summer youth employment programs (question 8). Their 

attitudes are less favorable toward the CAAs' role in providing job 

placement, training and day care facilities (questions 6, 7, and 9). 

News media are least in agreement with the proposition that CAAs 

have encouraged the attendance of news media representatives at CAA 

functions (question 7). They agreed slightly more with the proposition 

that CAAs have maintained personal contracts with the media (question 6). 

The needs of pre-school children of low-income families are well 

met by CAAs according to the education sample (question 6); involvement 

in adult education is seen as least successful. 

Item number 10 on the news media questionnaire deals with how often 

the media carried news of the CAAs. Coding was as follows: 1=never, 

2=occas ion ally, and 3=frequently. The mean score for this question was 

2.21; that is, news media is carried more than "occasionally". For num-

ber 11, "How might the CAA better its relations with an coverage by the 

local news media?", there 11as more than one response possible. 

Results are as follows: 

Possible responses Times Checked 

"More forma 1 news re 1 ease~" 32 
"More personal contact by CAA" 61 
"More information about CAA tctivities" 63 
"Other" 12 

Questions 10 #nd 11 (8 lAd 9 for news media) concern CAA-initiated 

contact and "other-initiatel,t" conttct• respectively: 
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10. Have you been contacted by this CAA ahd offered advice or 
assistance? How often? Once-Occasionally-Frequently 

11. Have you called on this CAA for advice or assistance? How 
often? Once-Occasionally-Frequently 

Coding was as follows: 

1=No contact 
2=Contact; not specified 
3=Contact; once 

Responses are as follows: 

Questions 

Functional Areas 10 11 

CAA/low-income 3.52 3.07 
Local officials 3.05 2.27 
Social services 3.64 3.45 
Manpower 2,95 2.61 
News media 3.86 2.96 
Education 3.16 3.24 

All areas 3.32 3.05 

4=Contact; occasionally 
5=Contact; frequently 

Difference 
10-11 

0.45 
0.78 
0.19 
0.34 
0.90 
0.08 

0.27 

From this data it appears that the greatest amount of CAA-initiated 

contact is with representatives of news media, social services personnel, 

educators and local officials. 

The "other-initiated" contact parallels CAA-initiated contact for 

all areas except education. The education sample is the only one to show 

more "other-initiated" contact than contact initiated by the CAA. The 

widest differences between items 10 and 11 are in the news media and local 

officials samples; both samples showed much more CAA-initiated contact. 

Questions 12 and 13, along with the mean score for items 1-9, were 

designed to give overall measures of the CAAs' impact and public image: 

12. How would you rate the public image of this CAA? Very good­
Good-Fair-Not so good-Poor. 



- 9 -

13. How would you rate the general impact of this CAA on the com­
munity? Substantial-Moderate-Slight-Insignificant 

Coding was as follows: 

12. 1=Very good 
2=Good 
3=Fair 

13. 1=Substantial 
2=Moderate 

Results: 

Functional Areas 

CAA/low-income 
Local officials 
Social services 
Manpower 
News media 
Education 

All areas 

4=Not so good 
5=Poor· 

3=Sl i ght 
4=Insignificant 

Questions 
~1ean 

12 13 1-9 

2.21 1.88 1.77 
3.00 2.45 2.54 
2. 71 2.60 3.03 
2.73 2.66 2.93 
3.12 2.63 2.92 
2. 72 2.56 2.71 

2.77 2.53 2. 73. 

In order to look objectively at the relationships between these three 

variables, and to check the internal validity of the questionnaires, a co­

efficient of correlation (r) between the variables was calculated. The 

formula used for this value is: 

r = n"E.xY-Zx~Y 

Variable X Variable y r 

#12 x 1-9 0.76 
#13 x 1-9 0.84 
#12 #13 0,76 

1.00 is the maximum value for r 

These coefficients of correlation show a high, positive relationship be­

tween the three variables. When public image is high, attitudes toward 
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the general impact of the CAA are also high. Further, these values illus­

trate the internal validity of the questionnaires, i.e., the items through-

out the questionnaire measure the same concept. 

To obtain the broadest measure of CAAs' image and impact upon the 

community, a mean score from these three variables, (12, 13, x 1-9), was 

calculated. These values, arranged in a rank order by functional areas, 

are: 

CAA/low-income 
Local officials 
Education 
Manpower 
Social service 
News media 

2.02 
2.66 
2.66 
2. 77 
2.78 
2.89 

Most favorable 

. 
Least favorab 1 e 

A final observation involves cross-tabulating item #10, CAA-initiated 

contact, with the three general measures of impact and public image (12, 

13, x 1-9). The results are: 

Response on #10 
1 2 3 4 5 

Response on 1112 3.33 3.60 3. 24 2.58 2.13 
Response on 1113 3.03 3.00 2.94 2.45 1.87 
Mean for 1-9 3.21 3.00 2.88 2.67 2.24 

~1ean 12, 13, x 1-9 3. 19 3.20 3.02 2. 57· 2.08 

From this data it is apparent that as CAA- initiated contact increases, 

attitudes toward the CAAs are more favorable. Although this trend is quite 

stron9, it does not necessarily imply a causal relationship. 

SUMMARY 

In keeping with the goals of this evaluation, it is important to 

again look at "problems which are common among all CAAs. " . . . 
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Regarding the general role of CAAs,the greatest problem appears to 

be in securing more private resources for programs to assist low-·income 

persons. On the other hand, CAAs are viewed as most successful in 

securing more public resources and in initiating new programs or ser­

vices to meet the needs of low-income persons. 

The general impact and public image of CAAs was viewed most posi­

tively by the CAA/low-income, local officials, and education samples. 

The manpov1er, social services, and news media samples presented a less 

positive attitude toward CAAs with the news media being least favorable. 

It is important to emphasize again that attitudes were more favorable 

among those having been contacted more by the CAAs. Though this is not 

necessarily a causal relationship, there is a very strong trend in that 

direction. 
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Benton, Iowa, Poweshi ek and Tama Community Action Program 

Belle Plaine, Iowa 

A total of 74 questionnaires were sent to persons in the area served 

by BIPT CAP; 45, or 60.8% were returned. This response by functional 

area is as follows: 

Function a 1 Area 

CAA/low-income 
Local officials 
Social services 
Manpower 
News media 
Education 

Total 

Number 
Sent 

10 
10 
8 
4 

18 
24 

74 

Number 
Returned 

6 
4 
3 
2 
7 

23 

45 

Percent 
Returned 

60.8 

In view of the small number of responses in several of the functional 

areas, CAA results were not broken down by these divisions. The data pre­

sented is for the entire CAA sample, and is compared with results for the 

entire state, 

The responses for items 1-5, dealing with the general role of the CAA, 

are as fo 11 ows: 

viewed as most successful, as are nearly all CAAs, in initiating new pro-

grams or services for the needs of low-income persons; and least successful 
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in securing more private resources for programs and assistance for low­

income persons. 

Items 6-9 are concerned with specific problems in each functional 

area, and were tabulated on a state-wide basis only. However, the mean 

score for items 1-9 does reflect these items, and was computed for each 

CAA by functional area. 

The mean score for BIPT CAP is 2.96, compared with 2.73 for the en­

tire state. Again, this CAA is viewed as less successful than are CAAs 

on the average. Within the BIPT CAP sample, the mean score on items 1-9 

for the CAA/low-income group is 2.53; for local officials, 2.63; social 

services, 2.70; manpower, 3.33; news media, 3.57; and education, 2.92. 

In the area of CAA-initiated contact, item 10, the mean score for 

BIPT CAP is 3.32 (higher score=more contact), indicating less contact is 

initiated by BIPT CAP than the "average" CAA. At the same time, there 

was more "other-initiated" contact, item 11, in the BIPT CAP area, 3.23, 

than CAAs on the average, 3.05. 

When asked to rate the CAA's public image, item 12, respondents in 

the BIPT area viewed the CAA as having a less favorable image, 2.95, than 

CAAs on the average, 2.77 (higher score=less favorable). The general 

impact of BIPT, item 13, also is viewed as less significant than CAAs on 

the average, with mean scores 2.69 and 2.53 respectively. 

The broadest measure of the CAA's image and impact upon the commun­

ity is a mean score of three variables, #12, #13, and x 1-9. For BIPT 

CAP, this value is 2.87, or less favorable than for CAAs on the average, 

2.68. 



Black Hawk - Buchanan County Community Action Council 

Waterloo, Iowa 

A total of 48 questionnaires were sent to persons in Black Hawk and 

Buchanan Counties; 30, or 62.5% were returned. This response by functional 

area is as follows: 

Functi anal area 

CAA/low-income 
Local officials 
Social services 
Manpower 
News media 
Education 

Total 

Number 
Sent 

8 
7 
4 
6 

14 
9 

48 

Number 
Returned 

6 
4 
3 
4 
7 
6 

30 

Percent 
Returned 

62.5 

In view of the small number of responses in several of the functional 

areas, CAA results were not broken down by these divisions. The data 

presented is for the entire CAA sample, and is compared with results for 

the entire state. 

The responses for items 1-5, dealing with the general role of the 

CAA, are as follows: 
gues ti ons 

Mean 
Area 1 2 3 4 5 1-5 ' 

Black Hawk-Buchanan 2.22 2.29 3.04 2.92 2.29 2.59 
State-wide 2.92 2. 59 3.21 2. 79 2.45 2. 79 

From this data it appears Black Hawk-Buchanan CAC is viewed as more 

successful in meeting the "CAP mission" than are CAAs on the average. 

Black Hawk - Buchanan CAC is viewed as most successful in involving low­

income persons in the planning, development, and implementation of the 

community's anti-poverty programs; securing more public resources, and in 
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i ni ti ati ng new programs or services to meet the needs of 1 ow-income per-

sons. This GAA is seen as least successful, as are nearly all other GAAs, 

in securing more private resources to meet these needs. 

Items 6-9 are concerned with specific problems in each functional 

area, and were tabulated on a state-wide basis only. However, the mean 

score for items 1-9 does reflect these items, and was computed for each 

GAA by functional area. The mean score for Black Hawk-Buchanan GAG is 

2.55, compared with 2.73 for the entire state. Again this GAA is viewed 

as more successful than GAAs on the average. Within this GAA, the mean 

score on items 1-9 for the GAA/low-income sample is 2.10; for local 

officials, 2.46; social services, 2.86; manpower, 2.56; news media, 2.71; 

and education, 2.51. 

In the area of GAA-initiated contact, item 10, the mean score for 

Black Hawk-Buchanan GAG is 2.96. The state-wide mean is 3.32 (higher 

score=more contact), indicating less contact is initiated by Black Hawk-
~ 

Buchanan GAG than the "average" CAA. At the same time, there was more 

"other-initiated" contact, item 11, in these counties, 3.61, than CAAs 

on the average, 3.05. 

When asked to rate the CAA's public image, item 12, respondents in 

the Black Hawk-Buchanan area viewed the CAA as having a less favorable 

image, 3.00, than CAAs on the average, 2.77 (higher score=less favorable). 

The general impact of this CAA, item 13, however, is viewed as consider­

ably more significant than CAAs on the average, with mean scores 2.22 

and 2.53 respectively. 

The broadest measure of the CAA's image and impact upon the community 

is a mean score of three variables #12, #13, and x 1-9. For Black Hawk-

Buchanan CAC this value is 2.59, or more favorable than for CAAs on the 

average, 2.68. 



Community Opportunities, Inc. 

Carroll, Iowa 

A total of 134 questionnaires were sent to persons in the area 

served by Community Opportunities; 81, or 60.4% were returned. The 

response by functional area is as follows. 

Number 
Function a 1 a rea Sent 

CAA/low-income 16 
Local officials 16 
Socia 1 Services 14 
Manpower 9 
News media 35 
Education 44 

Total 134 

Number 
·Returned 

9 
7 
8 
6 

12 
39 

81 

Percent 
Returned 

60.4 

In view of the small number of responses in several of the functional 

areas, CAA results were not broken down by these divisions. The data 

presented is for the entire CAA sample, and is compared with results for 

the entire state. 

The responses for items 1-5, dealing with the general role of the CAA, 

are as follows: 

Area 

Community Opportunities 
State-wide 

Questions 

Mean 
1 2 3 4 5 1-5 

3.00 2.61 3.15 2.75 2.49 2.80 
2.92 2.59 3.21 2.79 2.45 2.79 

From this data it appears Community Opportunities is viewed at about 

the same level of success as are CAAs on the average. Scores on the first 

five items parallel those for the entire state, with the mean scores on 

items 1-5 being almost identical. 

I : 
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Items 6-9 are concerned with specific problems in each functional 

area, and were tabulated on a state-wide basis only. However, the mean 

score for items l-9 does reflect these items, and was computed for each 

CAA by functional area. The mean score for Community Opportunities is 

2.67, compared with 2.73 for the entire state. This CAA is viewed as 

slightly more successful than are CAAs on the average. Within the 

Community Opportunities sample, the mean score on items l-9 for the 

CAA/low-income group is 1.85; for local officials, 3.14; social services, 

2.65; manpower, 2.54; news media, 3.03; and education, 2.70. 

In the area of CAA-initiated contact, item 10, the mean score for 

Community Opportunities is 3.49. The state-wide mean is 3.32 (higher 

score=more contact), indicating more contact is initiated by Community 

Opportunities than the "average" CAA. At the same time, there was a less 

"other-initiated" contact, item 11, in this area, 2.84 .• than CAAs on the 

average, 3.05. 

When asked to rate the CAA's public image, item 12, respondents in 

the Community Opportunities area viewed the CAA as having a more favorable 

image, 2.54, than CAAs on the average 2.77 (higher score=less favorable). 

The general impact of Community Opportunities, item 13, is also viewed 

as more significant than CAAs on the average, with mean scores 2.44 and 

2.53 respectively. 

The broadest measure of the CAAs image and impact upon the community is 

a mean score of three variables, #12, #13, and x l-9. For Community 

Opportunities, this value is 2.55, or somewhat more favorable than for 

CAAs on the average, 2.68. 
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Greater Opportunities, Inc. 

Des Moines , I ow a 

A total of 102 questionnaires were sent to persons in the area 

served by Greater Opportunities; 52, or 51.0% were returned. This 

response by functional area is as follows: 

Number 
Functional area Sent 

CAA/low-income 12 
Local officials 15 
Socia 1 services 8 
Manpower 9 
News media 29 
Education 29 

Total 102 

Number 
Returned 

1 
7 
7 
6 
8 

23 

52 

Percent 
Returned 

51.0 

In view of the small number of responses in several of the functional 

areas, CAA results were not broken down by these di visions. The data 

presented is for the entire CAA sample, and is compared with results for 

the entire state. 

The responses for items 1-5, dealing with the general role of the 

CAA, are as follows: Questions 
Mean 

Area 1 2 3 4 5 1-5 

Greater Opportunities 2.64 2.75 3.26 2.87 2.50 2.75 
State-wide 2.92 2.59 3.21 2.79 2.45 2.79 

From this data it appears Greater Opportunities is viewed as slightly 

more successful in meeting the "CAP mission" than are CAAs on the average. 

Greater Opportunities is viewed as most successful, as are nearly all 

CAAs, in initiating new programs or services to meet the needs of low-

income persons, item 5; and least successful in securing more private 

resources for programs and assistance for low-income persons, item 3. 

Greater Opportunities is significantly more successful than the "average" 
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CAA in involving low~income persons in the planning, development, and 

implementation of the Community's anti~poverty programs, item l. 

Items 6~9 are concerned with specific problems in each functional 

area, and were tabulated on a state~wide basis only. However, the mean 

score for items 1~9 does reflect these items, and was computed for each 

CAA by functional area. The mean score for Greater Opportunities is 2.68, 

compared with 2.73 for the entire state. Again, this CAA is viewed as 

slightly more successful than are CAAs on the average. Within the Greater 

Opportunities sample, the mean score on items 1~9 for the CAA/low~income 

sample is 2.10; for local officials, 2.74; social services, 3.17; manpower, 

2.45; news media, 3.08; and education,2.49, 

In the area of CAA~initiated contact, item 10, the mean score for 

Greater Opportunities is 3.10. The state~wide mean is 3.32 (higher score= 

more contact), indicating less contact is initiated by Greater Opportunities 

than the "average" CAA. At the same time, there was also slightly less 

"other~initiated" contact, item 11, in the Greater Opportunities area, 

2.98, than CAAs on the average, 3105. 

When asked to rate the CAA;s public image, item 12, respondents in 

the G.O. area viewed the CAA as having a less favorable image, 2.91, 

than CAAs on the average, 2.77 (higher score=less favorable). The general 

impact of Greater Opportunities, item 13, is also viewed as less significant 

than CAAs on the average, with mean scores 2.62 and 2.53 respectively. 

The broadest measure of the CAA's image and impact upon the Community 

is a mean score of three variables, #12, #13, and x 1~9. For Greater 

Opportunities, this value is 2.74 or slightly less favorable than for 

CAAs on the average, 2.68. 



Hawkeye Area Community Action Program 

Cedar Rapids, Iowa 

A total of 77 questionnaires were sent to persons in the area 

served by HACAP; 42, or 54.5% were returned. This response by 

functional area is as follows: 

Number 
Functional Area Sent 

CAA/l ow-income 12 
Local officials 11 
Socia 1 service 6 
Manpower 10 
News media 16 
Education 22 

Total 77 

Number 
Returned 

3 
5 
5 
7 
6 

16 

42 

Percent 
Returned 

54.5 

In view of the small number of responses in several of the function­

al areas, CAA results were not broken down by these divisions. The data 

presented is for the entire CAA sample, and is compared with results for 

the entire state. 

The responses for items 1-5, dealing with the general role of the 

CAA, are as follows: 

Questions 
Mean 

Area 1 2 3 4 5 1-5 

HACAP 2.83 2. 61 3.05 2.95 2.58 2.80 
State-wide 2.92 2.59 3.21 2. 79 2.45 2.79 

From this data, it appears HACAP is viewed as being equally as 

successful as are CAAs on the average. HACAP is viewed as most successful, 

as are nearly all CAAs, in initiating new programs or services to meet 

the needs of low-income persons, item 5; and least successful in securing 

more private resources for programs and assistance for low-income persons, 

i tern 3. 
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:::tE:ms 0-9 are concerned. with specific problems in each funct·ional 

area, and were tabL:lated or. a state-v1ide basis only. However, the mean 

score for Hems 1-9 does reflect these i terns, and was computed for each 

Ci\A by functional area. The mean score for HACAP is 2.74, compared with 

2.73 for ·cne entire state. Again, this CAA is viewed as equally success-

fu1 as CAAs on the average. Within the HACAP sample, the mean score on 

·:·c:er, .. ; >·9 ·,''or ·cne CAI\(:ovr-income group is 2.56; for local officials, 

threa variables, # 

Vi~iJe is 2~72 c~ s~1gbt1y ·;2ss favorable than CAAs on the a~erage,2~68. 



Iowa East Central TRAIN ----
Davenport, Iowa 

A total of 103 questionnaires were sent to persons in the area 

served by Iowa East Central TRAIN; 52, or 50.5% were returned. This 

response by functional area is as follows: 

Number Number Percent 
Function a 1 area Sent Returned ·Returned 

CAA/low-income 15 3 
Local officials 13 7 
Socia 1 services 10 6 
Manpower 14 9 
News media 23 5 
Education 28 22 

Total 103 52 50.5 

In view of the small number of responses in several of the functional 

areas, CAA results were not broken down by these divisions. The data pre­

sented is for the entire CAA sample, and is compared with results for the 

entire state. 

The responses for items 1-5, dealing with the general role of the CAA, 

are as fo 11 ows: 

Questions 
Mean 

Area 1 2 3 4 5 1-5 

TRAIN 3.04 2.76 3.48 3.16 2. 77 3.01 
State-wide 2.92 2.59 3.21 2.79 2.45 2.79 

From this data, it appears TRAIN is viewed as less successful in meet­

ing the "CAP mission" than are CAAs on the average. TRAIN is viewed as 

most successful, as are nearly all CAAs, in initiating new programs or 

services for low-income persons, item 5; and in securing more public re-

sources for such programs and assistance, item 2. At the same time, 
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TRAIN is viewed as least successful in securing private resources for the 

various programs and assistance for low-income persons, item 3. 

I terns 6-9 are concerned with specific prob 1 ems in each function a 1 

area, and were tabulated on a state-wide basis only. However, the mean 

score for items 1-9 does reflect these items, and was computed for each 

-CAA by functional area. The mean score for TRAIN is 2.93, compared 

with 2.73 for the entire state. Again, this CAA is viewed as less successful 

than CAAs on the average. Within this CAA, the mean score on items l-9 

for the CAA/low-income sample is 2.15; for local officials, 3.03; social 

services, 2,85; manpower, 2.83 ; news media, 3.50; and education, 2.90. 

In the area of CAA-initiated contact, item 10, the mean score for 

TRAIN is 3.22. The state-wide mean is 3.32 (higher score-more contact), 

indicating slightly less contact is initiated by TRAIN than the "average" 

CAA. There was also less "other-initiated" contact, item 11, in the TRAIN 

area, 2.86, than CAAs on the average, 3.05. 

When asked to rate the CAA's public image, item 12, respondents in 

the TRAIN area viewed the CAA as having a less favorable image, 3.04, 

than CAAs on the average, 2.77 (higher score=less favorable). The general 

impact of TRAIN, item 13, is also viewed as less significant than CAAs 

on the average, with mean scores 2.76 and 2.53 respectively. 

The broadest measure of the CAA's image and impact upon the community 

is a mean score of three variaples, #12, #13, and x 1-9. For TRAIN, this 

value is 2.9l,or less favorable than CAAs on the average, 2.68. 



MATURA Action Corporation 

Creston, Iowa. 

A total of 73 questionnaires were sent to persons in the area served 

by MATURA; 42, or 57.5% were returned. This response by functional areas 

is as follows: 

Number 
Functional Area Sent 

CAA/local-income 11 
Local officials 10 
Socia 1 services 11 
Manpower 7 
News media 14 
Education 20 

Total 73 

Number 
·Returned 

4 
8 
4 
3 
6 

17 

42 

Percent 
Returned 

57.5 

In view of the small number of responses in several of the functional 

areas, CAA results were not broken down by these divisions. The data 

presented is for the entire CAA sample, and is compared with results for 

the entire state. 

The responses for items 1-5, dealing with the general role of the 

CAA, are as follows: 

Questions 
Mean 

Area _1· •.. .2 _j_ 4 5 1-5 

.MATURA ,2. 81 2. 39 3.16 2.?.1 1. 97 2.49 
State-wide 2.92 2.59 3.21 2.79 2.45 2.79 

From this data, it appears MATURA is viewed as significantly 

more successful in meeting the "CAP mission" than are CAAs on the average. 

MATURA is viewed as most successful, as are nearly all CAAs, in initiating 
I 

new programs or services for low-income persons, item 5. This agency 

is viewed as most successful of all CAAs in bringing a greater coordination 
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of the various programs designed for low income persons, item 4. The 

least successful area for MATURA is securing more private resources for 

programs and assistance for low-income persons, item 3. 

Items 6-9 are concerned· with specific problems in each functional 

area, and were tabulated on a state-wide basis only. However, the 

mean score for items 1-9 does reflect these itmes, and was computed for 

each CAA by functional area. The mean score for MATURA is 2.36, compared 

with 2.73 for the entire state. Again, this CAA is viewed as significantly 

more successful than CAAs on the average. Within this CAA, the mean 

score on items l-9 for the CAA/low-income sample is 1.40; for local 

officials, 2.37; social services, 3.35; manpower, 2.55; news media,2.57; 

and education, 2.27. 

In the area of CAA-initiated contac,t, item 10, the mean score for 

MATURA is 3.54. The state-wide mean is 3.32 (higher score=more contact),. 

indicating more contact is initiated by MATURA than the "average" CAA. 

There was also more "other-initiated" contact, item 11, in the MATURA 

area, 3.28, than CAAs on the average, 3.05. 

When as ked to rate the cAfS/s pub 1 i c image, i tern 12, respondents in 

the MATURA area viewed the CAA as having a more favorable image, 2.53, 

than CAAs on the average, 2. 77 (higher score= less favorable). The gen­

eral impact of MATURA, item 13, is viewed as considerably more significant 

than CAAs on,the average, with mean scores 2.25 and 2.53 respectively. 

The broadest measure of the CAA's image and impact upon the community' 

is a mean score of three variables, #12, #13, and x 1-9. For t1ATURA, this 

value is 2.38, or considerablY more favorable than CAAs on the average, 2.68. 

v 



Mid-Iowa Community Action Agency 

Nevada, Iowa 

A total of 105 questionnaires were sent to persons in the area 

served by Mid-Iowa CAA; 61, or 58.1% were returned. This response by 

functional area is as follows: 

Number 
Functional area Sent 

CAA/low-income 8 
Loca 1 offici a 1 s 13 
Socia 1 services 10 
Manpower 11 
News media 25 
Education 38 

Total 105 

Number 
Returned 

4 
5 
9 
5 
9 

29 

61 

Percent 
Returned 

58.1 

In view of the low number of responses i1·, several of the functional 

areas, CAA results were not broken down by these divisions. The data 

presented is for the entire CAA sample, and is compared with results for 

the entire state. 

The respons~for items l-5, dealing with the general role of the 

CAA, are as follows: 
Questions 

Mean 
Area 1 2 3 4 5 1-5 

Mid-Iowa CAA 3.28 2.96 3.50 3.19 2.64 3.12 
State-wide 2.92 2.59 3.21 2.79 2.45 2.79 

From this data, it appears Mid-Iowa CAA is viewed as less successful 

in meeting the "CAP mission" than are CAAs on the average. Mid-Iowa CAA 

is viewed as most successful, as are nearly all CAAs, in initiating new 

programs or services for low-income persons, item 5; and least successful in 

securing more private resources for programs and assistance for 1 ow-income 

persons, i tern 3. 
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Items 6-9 are concerned with specific problems in each functional 

area, and were tabulated on a state-wide basis only. However, the mean 

score for items 1-9 does reflect these items, and was computed for each 

CAA by functional area. The mean score for ~l"id-Iowa CAA is 3.10, com­

pared with 2.73 for the entire state. Again, th·is CAA is viewed as 

considerably less successful than are CAAs on the average. Within this 

CAA, the mean score on items 1-9 for the CAA/low-income sample is 2.30; 

for local officials, 2.80; social services, 3.82; manpower, 3.12; news 

media, 3.00; and education, 3.08. 

In the area of CAA-initiated contact, item 10, the mean score for 

Mid-Iowa CAA is 2.76. The state-wide mean is 3.32 (higher score=more 

contact), indicating substantially less contact is initiated by Mid-Iowa 

than the "average" CAA. There was also significantly less "other-initi­

ated" contact, item 11, in the Mid-Iowa area, 2.76, than CAAs on the 

average, 3.05. 

When asked to rate the CAA's public image, item 12, respondents in 

the Mid-Iowa area viewed the CAA as having a substantially less favorable 

image, 3.60, than CAAs on the average, 2.77 (higher score=less favorable). 

The general impact of Mid-Iowa CAA, item 13, is also viewed as consider­

ably less significant than CAAs on the average, with mean scores 2.87 and 

2.53 respectively. 

The broadest measure of the CAA' s image and impact upon the community 

is a mean score of three variables, #12, #13, and x 1-9. For Mid-Iowa CAA, 

this value is 3.19, or substantially less favorable than· CAAs on the aver­

age, 2.68. 



Mid-Sioux Opportunity, Inc. 

Remsen, I ow a 

A total of 81 questionnaires were sent to persons in the area 

served by Mid-Sioux Opportunity, Inc.; 41, or 50,6% were retu1·ned. 

This response by function a 1 areas is as fo 11 ows: 

Number 
Function a 1 area Sent 

CAA/low-income 10 
Local officials 8 
Socia 1 services 8 
Manpower 8 
News media 23 
Education 24 

Total 81 

Number 
·Returned 

2 
3 
6 
5 
4 

21 

41 

Percent 
Returned 

50.6 

In view of the small number of responses in several of the 

functional areas, CAA results were not broken down by these divisions. 

The data presented is for the entire CAA sample, and is compared with 

results for the entire state. 

The responses for items l-5, dealing with the general role of the 

CAA, are as follows: 

Area 

Mid-Sioux 
State-wide 

Questions 

Mean 
1 2 3 4 5 1-5 

3.08 2.61 3.46 2.86 2.50 2.91 
2.92 2.59 3.21 2.79 2.45 2.79 

From this data, it appears Mid-Sioux is viewed as less successful 

in meeting the "CAP itiission" than are CAAs on the average. Mid-Sioux 

is viewed as most successful, as are nearly all CAAs, in initiating new 

programs or services for low-income persons, item 5; and least successful 

in securing more private resources for programs and assistance for low­

income persons, item 3. 
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Items 6-9 are concerned with specific problems in each functional 

area, and were tabulated on a state-wide basis only. However, the mean 

score for items 1-9 does reflect these items, and was computed for each 

CAA by functional area. The mean score for M·id-Sioux is 2.85, compared 

with 2.73 for the entire state. Again, this CAA is viewed as somewhat 

less successful than are CAAs on the average. Within the Mid-Sioux sam­

ple, the mean score on items 1-9 for the CAA/low-income sample is 2.15; 

for local officials, 2.35; social services, 3.70; manpower, 2.98; news 

media, 3.03; and education, 2.74. 

In the area of CAA-initiated contact, item 10, the mean score for 

Mid-Sioux is 3.16. The state-wide mean is 3.32 (higher score=more con­

tact), indicating slightly less contact is initiated by Mid-Sioux than 

the "average" CAA. "Other-initiated" contact was equal for Mid-Sioux and 

the state-wide average, the mean scores being 3.05. 

When asked to rate the CAA's public image, item 12, respondents in 

the Mid-Sioux area viewed the CAA as having a slightly more favorable 

image, 2.70, than CAAs on the average, 2.77 (higher score=less favorable). 

The general impact of Mid-Sioux, item 13, is viewed as slightly less sig­

nificant than CAAs on the average, with mean scores 2.57 and 2.53 respec­

tively. 

The broadest measure of the CAA's image and impact upon the community 

is a mean score of three variables, #12, #13, and x 1-9. For Mid-Sioux, 

this value is 2.71, or slightly less favorable than CAAs on the average, 

2.68. 



North ~ Community Action Organization 

Mason City, Iowa 

A total of 129 questionnaires were sent to persons in the area served 

by North Iowa CAO; 65, or 50.4% were returned. This response by functional 

area is as follows: 

Number 
Functional area Sent 

CAA/l ow-in come 14 
Loca 1 offici a 1 s 15 
Social services 16 
t1anpower 13 
News media 34 
Education _]]_ 

Total 129 

Number 
· ·Returned 

5 
9 
8 
4 
8 

31 

65 

Percent 
Returned 

50.4 

In view of the small number of responses in several of the functional 

areas, CAA results were not broken down by these divisions. The data 

presented is for the entire CAA sample, and is compared with results for 

the entire state. 

The responses for items 1-5, dealing with the general role of the 

CAA, are as follows: 

Area 

North Iowa CAO 
State-wide 

Questions 

Mean 
1 2 3 4 5 1-5 

3.11 2.56 3.22 2.66 2.31 2.76 
2.92 2.59 3.21 2.79 2.45 2.79 

From this data, it appears North Iowa CAO is viewed as equally as 

successful in meeting the "CAP mission" as are CAAs on the average. North 

Iowa CAO is viewed as most successful, as are nearly all CAAs, in 

initiating new programs or services for low-income persons, item 5; and 

least successful in securing more private resources for programs and 

assistance for low-income persons, item 3. 
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Items 6-9 are concerned with specific problems in each functional 

area, and were tabulated on a state-wide basis only. However, the mean 

score for items 1-9 does reflect these items, and was computed for each 

CAA by functional area. The mean score for North Iowa CAO is 2.74, com­

pared with 2.73 for the entire state. Again, this CAA is viewed as 

equally successful as CAAs on the average. Within this CAA, the mean 

score on items 1-9 for the CAA/low-income sample is 1.98; for local 

officials, 2.32; social services, 3.03; manpower, 2.20; news media, 2.76; 

and education, 2.94. 

In the area of CAA-initiated contact, item 10, the mean score for 

North Iowa CAO is 3.37. The state-wide mean is 3.32 (higher score=more 

contact), indicating slightly more contact is initiated by North Iowa GAO 

than the "average" CAA. At the same time, there was slightly less "other­

initiated" contact, item 11, in this area, 3.00, than CAAs on the average, 

3. 05. 

When asked to rate the CAA's public image, item 12, respondents in 

the North Iowa area viewed the CAA as having a less favorable image, 2.93, 

than CAAs on the average, 2.77 (higher score=less favorable). The general 

impact of North Iowa CAO, item 13, is viewed as significant as CAAs on 

the average, with mean scores of 2.53. 

The broadest measure of the CAA's image and impact upon the commun­

ity is a mean score of three variables, #12, #13, and x 1-9. For North 

Iowa CAO, this value is 2.73, or slightly less favorable than CAAs on 

the average, 2.68. 



Northeast Iowa Community Action Program 

Decorah, Iowa 

A total of 112 questionnaires were sent to persons in the area 

served by Northeast Iowa CAP; 58, or 51.8% were returned. This r·e­

sponse by functional area is as follows: 

Number Number Percent 
Functional area Sent Returned · ·Returned 

CAA/low-income 12 5 
Local officials 16 5 
Social services 14 9 
Manpower 9 5 
News media 28 7 
Education 33 27 

Total 112 58 51.8 

In view of the small number of responses in several of the functional 

areas, CAA results were not broken down by these divisions. The data 

presented is for the entire CAA sample, and is compared with results for 

the entire state. 

The responses for items l-5, dealing with the general role of the 

CAA, are as follows: 

Area 

Northeast Iowa CAP 
State-wide 

Questions 

Mean 
1 2 3 4 5 l-5 

2.81 2.23 3.29 2.45 2,26 2.62 
2.92 2.59 3.21 2.79 2.45 2.79 

From this data, it appears Northeast Iowa CAP is viewed as more 

successful in meeting the "CAP mission" than are CAAs on. the average. 

Northeast Iowa CAP is viewed as most successful in securing more public 

resources for programs and assistance for low-income persons, item 2; 

and in i ni ti ati ng new programs or services for 1 ow-income persons, item 5. 

This CAA is also considerably more successful in bringing greater 
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coordination of the various anti-poverty programs than are CAAs on the 

average, item 4. Least success was met, as with nearly all CAAs, in se­

curing more private resources for programs and assistance for low-income 

persons, i tern 3. 

Items 6-9 are concerned with specific problems in each functional 

area, and were tabulated on a state-wide basis only. However, the mean 

score for items 1-9 does reflect these items, and was computed for each 

CAA by functional area. The mean score for Northeast Iowa CAP is 2.57, 

compared with 2.73 for the entire state. Again, this CAA is viewed 

as more successful than CAAs on the average. Within this CAA, the 

mean score on items 1-9 for the CAA/low-income sample is 1.58; for local 

officials, 3.00; social services,2.48; manpower, 3.78; news media,2.94; 

and education, 2.39. 

In the area of CAA-initiated contact, item 10, the mean score for 

Northeast Iowa CAP is 3.59. The state-wide mean is 3.32 (higher score= 

more contact), indicating significantly more contact is initiated by 

l~ortheast Iowa CAP than the "average" CAA. There is also more "other 

initiated" contact, item 11, in this area, 3.34, than CAAs on the average, 

3.05. 

When asked to rate the CAA's public image, item 12, respondents in 

this area viewed the CAA as having a considerably more favorable image, 

2.48, than CAAs on the average, 2.77 (higher score=less favorable). The 

general impact of Northeast Iowa CAP, item 13, is viewed as somewhat more 

significant than CAAs on the average, with mean scores 2.47 and 2.53 re­

spectively. 

The broadest measure of the CAA's image and impact upon the community 

is a mean score of three variables, #12, #13, and x 1-9. For Northeast 

Iowa CAP, this value is 2.51 or more favorable than CAAs on the average,,2.68. 



River Valley Community Action Program 

Dubuque, Iowa 

A total of 66 questionnaires were sent to persons in the area served 

by River Valley CAP; 34, or 51.5% were returned. This response by func~ 

tional area is as follows: 

Number 
Functional Area Sent 

CAA/low-income 18 
Local officials 8 
Social services 6 
~1anpower 6 
News media 14 
Education 14 

Total 66 

Number 
Returned 

4 
6 
4 
3 
7 

10 
34 

Percent 
Returned 

In view of the small number of responses in several of the functiona'J 

areas, CAA results were not broken down b.Y these divisions. The data pre­

sented is for the entire CAA sample, and is compared with results for the 

entire state. 

The responses for items 1-5, dealing with the general role of the 

CAA, are as follows: 

Questions 
Mean 

Area 1 2 3 4 5 1-5 

River Valley CAP 2.74 2.51 3.06 2,66 2.13 2.61 
State-wide 2.92 2.59 3. 21 2.79 2.45 2.79 

From this data, it appears River Valley CAP is viewed as more success-

ful in meeting the "CAP mission" than are CAAs on the average. River Valley 

CAP is viewed as most successful, as are nearly all CAAs, in initiating new 

programs or services for low-income persons, item 5; and least successful 

in securing more private resources for such programs and assistance, item 3. 
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Items 6-9 are concerned with specific problems in each functional 

area, and were tabulated on a state-wide basis only. However, the mean 

score for items 1-9 does reflect these items, and was computed for each 

CAA by functional area. The mean score for R·iver Valley CAP is 2.48, 

compared with 2.73 for the entire state. This CAA is viewed as signifi­

cantly more successful than CAAs on the average. Within this CAA, the 

mean score on items 1-9 for the CAA/low-income sample is 1.55; for local 

officials, 2.55; social services, 3.22; manpower, 2.96; news media, 2.40; 

and education 2.41. 

In the area of CAA-initiated contact, item 10, the mean score for 

River Valley CAP is 3.53. The state-wide mean is 3.32 (higher score -

more contact), indicating more contact is initiated by River Valley CAP 

than the "average" CAA. There was also considerably more "other-initiated" 

contact, item 11, in the River Valley area, 3.47, than CAAs on the average, 

3.05. 

When asked to rate the CAA's public image, item 12, respondents in 

the River Valley area viewed the CAA as having a considerably more favor­

able image, 2.41 (most favorable among all CAAs), than CAAs on the average, 

2.77 (higher score=less favorable). The general impact of River Valley 

CAP, item 13, is also viewed as more significant than CAAs on the average, 

with mean scores 2.26 and 2.53 respectively. 

The broadest measure of the CAA's image and impact upon the community 

is a mean score of three variables, #12, #13, and x 1-9. For River Valley, 

this value is 2.38, or considerably more favorable than ·cAAs on the aver­

age, 2.68. 



South Central Iowa Community Action Program 

Leon, Iowa 

A total of 58 questionnaires were sent to persons in the area 

served by South Central Iowa CAP (SCICAP); 35, or 60.3% were returned. 

This response by functional area is as follows: 

Number 
Functional area Sent 

CAA/low-income 11 
Local officials 10 
Social service 10 
Manpower 5 
News media 9 
Education 13 

Total 58 

Number 
Returned 

4 
5 
7 
5 
3 

11 

35 

Percent 
Returned 

60.3 

In view of the small number of responses in several of the functional 

areas, CAA results were not broken down by these divisions., The data pre­

sented is for the entire CAA sample, and is compared with results for 

the entire state. 

The responses for items 1-5, dealing with the general role of the 

CAA, are as follows: 
Questions 

Area 1 2 3 4 5 
Mean 
l-5 

SCICAP 2.48 2.29 2.65 2.39 l.90 2.39 
State-wide 2.92 2.59 3.21 2.79 2.45 2.79 

From this data, it appears SCICAP is viewed as considerably more 

successful in meeting the "CAP mission" than are CAAs on the average. 

SCICAP is viewed as most successful, as are nearly all CAAs, in initiating 

new programs or services for low-income persons, item 5. This CAA was 

least successful, though considerably more successful than the "average" 

CAA, in securing moreprivate resources for programs and assistance for 

low-income persons, item 3. 
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Items 6-9 are concerned with specific problems in each functional 

area, and were tabulated on a state-wide basis only. However, the mean 

score for i terns 1-9 does reflect these i terns, and was computed for 

each CAA by functional area, The mean score for SCICAP is 2.33, compared 

with 2. 73 for the entire state. Again, this CAA is viewed as significantly 

more successful than CAAs on the average. Within SCICAP, the mean score 

on items 1-9 for the CAA/low-income sample is 1.52; for local officials, 

1.72; social services, 2.41; manpower, 2.43; news media, 2.93; and education, 

2.59. 

In the area of CAA-initiated contact, item 10, the mean score for 

SCICAP is 3.29. The state-wide mean is 3.32 (higher score~more contact), 

indicating only slightly less contact is initiated by SCICAP than the 

"average" CAA. At the same time, there was also slightly less "other­

initiated" contact, item 11, in this area, 3.00, than CAAs on the average, 

3.05. 

When asked to rate the CAA's public image, item 12, respondents in 

the SCICAP area viewed the CAA as having a more favorable image, 2.52, 

than CAAs on the average 2.77 (higher score~less favorable). The general 

impact of SCICAP, item 13, is viewed as considerably more significant 

than CAAs on the average, with mean scores 2.12 and 2.53 respectively. 

The broadest measure of the CAA's image and impact upon the community 

is a mean score of three variables, #12, #13, and x 1-9. For SCICAP, 

this value is 2.32, considerably more favorable than CAAs on the average, 

2.68. 



Southeast Iowa Community Action Agency 

Burlington, Iowa 

A total of 76 questionnaires were sent to persons in the area served 

by Southeast Iowa CAA; 38, or 50.0% were returned. This response by func­

tional area is as follows: 

Number 
Function a 1 Area Sent 

CAA/low-income 9 
Local officials 10 
Social services 8 
Manpower 12 
News media 21 
Education 16 

Total 76 

Number 
Returned 

2 
4 
5 
5 
9 

13 

38 

Percent 
Returned 

50.0 

In view of the small number of responses in several of the functional 

areas, CAA results were not broken down by these divisions. The data pre­

sented is for the entire CAA sample, and is compared with results for the 

entire state. 

The responses for items 1-5, dealing with the general role of the CAA, 

are as fo 11 ows: 

From this data, it appears Southeast Iowa CAA is viewed as more suc­

cessful in meeting the "CAP mission" than are CAAs on the average. This 

CAA is viewed as most successful, as are nearly all CAAs, in initiating 

new programs or services for low-income persons, item 5. Least success 
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is seen in involving more low-income persons in the planning, development, 

and implementation of the community's anti-poverty programs, item 1. 

Items 6-9 are concerned with specific problems in each functional 

area, and were tabulated on a state-wide basis only. However, the mean 

score for items 1-9 does reflect these items, and was computed for each 

CAA by functional area. The mean score for Southeast Iowa CAA is 2.50, 

compared with 2.73 for the entire state. Again, this CAA is viewed as 

more successful than CAAs on the average. Within this CAA, the mean score 

on items 1-9 for the CAA/low-income sample is 2.15; for local officials, 

1.75; social services, 2.72; manpower, 2.26; news media, 2.40; and edu­

cation, 2.87. 

In the area of CAA-initiated contact, item 10, the mean score for 

Southeast Iowa CAA is 3.65. The state-wide mean is 3,32 (higher score.= 

more contact), indicating significantly more contact is initiated by 

Southeast Iowa CAA than the "average" CAA. At the same time, there is 

more "other-initiated" contact in this area, 3.16, than CAAs on the aver­

age, 3.05. 

When asked to rate the CAA's public image, item 12, respondents in 

the Southeast Iowa area viewed the CAA as having a more favorable image, 

2.63, than CAAs on the average, 2.77 (higher score=less favorable). The 

general impact of Southeast Iowa CAA, item 13, is viewed as more signifi­

cant than CAAs on the average, with mean scores 2.44 and 2.53 respectively. 

The broadest measure of the CAA's image and impact upon the community 

is a mean score of three variables, #12, #13, and x 1-9. For Southeast 

Iowa CAA, this value is 2.52, or more favorable than CAAs on the average, 

2.68. 



Southern Iowa Economic Development Association 

Ottumwa, Iowa 

A total of 110 questionnaires were sent to persons in the area 

served by Southern Iowa Economic Development Association (SIEDA); 55, or 

50.0% were returned. This response by functional area is as follows. 

Number 
Function a 1 area Sent 

CAA/1 ow-income 17 
Local officials 13 
Social services 14 
Manpower 15 
News media 26 
Education 25 

Total 110 

Number 
Returned 

2 
5 
9 
9 
7 

23 

55 

Percent 
Returned 

50.0 

In view of the small number of responses in several of the functional 

areas, CAA results were not broken down by these divisions. The data pre­

sented is for the entire CAA sample, and is compared with results for the 

entire state. 

The responses for items 1-5, concerning the general role of the CAA, 

are as follows: 
Questions 

Mean 
Area 1 2 3 4 5 1-5 

SIEDA 3. 18 3.22 3.61 3.60 3.22 3. 28 
State-wide 2.92 2.59 3.21 2. 79 2.45 2. 79 

From this data, it appears SIEDA is viewed as considerably less 

successful in meeting the "CAP mission" than CAAs on the average. SIEDA 

is viewed as most successful in involving low-income persons in the planning, 

development, and implementation of the community's anti-poverty programs, 

item 1; and least successful in securi~g more private resources for pro­

grams and assistance for low-income persons, item 3. 

Items 6-9 are concerned with specific problems in each functional 
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area, and were tabulated on a state-wide basis only. However, the mean 

score for items 1-9 does reflect these items, and was computed for each 

CAA by functional area. The mean score for SIEDA is 3.32, compared with 

2.73 for the entire state. Aga·in this CAA is viewed as considerably less 

successful than CAAs on the average. Within this CAA, the mean score on 

items 1-9 for the CAA/low-income sample is 1.65; for local officials 2.86; 

social services, 3.68; manpower, 3.57; news media, 3.56; and education, 3.06. 

In the area of CAA-initiated contact, item 10, the mean score for 

SIEDA is 2.88. The state-wide mean is 3.32 (higher score=more contact), 

indicating considerably less contact is initiated by SIEDA than the 

"average" CAA. At the same time, there is substantially less "other~ 

initiated" contact, item 11, in this area, 2.80, than CAAs on the average, 3.05. 

When asked to rate the CAA's public image, item 12, respondents in 

the SIEOA area viewed the CAA a~ having a considerably less favorable image, 

3.33, than CAAs on the average, 2.77 (higher score=less favorable). The 

general impact of SIEDA, item 13, is viewed as substantially less significant 

than CAAs on the average, with mean scores 2.94 and 2.53 respectively. 

The broadest measure of the CAA's image and impact upon the community is 

a mean score of three variables, #12, #13, and x 1-9. For SIEDA this value 

is 3.20, or significantly less favorable than CAAs on the average, 2.68. 



Upper Des Moines Opportunity, Inc. 

Emmetsburg, Iowa 

A total of 127 questionnaires were sent to persons in the area served 

by Upper Des Moines Opportunity, Inc.; 71, or 55.9% were returned. This 

response by functional area is as follows: 

Number 
Functional Area Sent 

CAA/1 ow-in come 13 
Local officials 14 
Social services g 
Manpower 10 
News media 30 
Education 46 

Total 127 

Number 
Returned 

3 
5 

11 
5 
8 

39 

71 

Percent 
Returned 

55.9 

In view of the small number of responses in several of the functional 

areas, CAA results were not broken down by these divisions. The data pre­

sented is for the entire CAA sample, and is compared. with results for the 

entire state. 

The responses for items 1-5, concerning the general role of the CAA, 

are as fo 11 ows: 

Questions 
Mean 

Area 1 2 3 4 5 1-5 

Upper Des Moines 3.00 2.41 3.08 2.55 2. 36 2.67 
State-wide 2.92 2. 59 3.21 2.79 2.45 2.79 

From this data, it appears Upper Des Moines Opportunity, Inc., is 

viewed as more successful in meeting the "CAP mission" than CAAs on the 

average. The CAA is viewed as most successful, as are nearly all CAAs, 

in initiating new programs or services for low-income persons, item 5; 

and least successful in securing more private resources for programs and 

assistance for low-income persons, item 3. 



- 2 -

Items 6-9 are concerned with specific problems in each functional 

area, and were tabulated on a state-wide basis only. However, the mean 

score for items 1-9 does reflect these items, and was computed for each 

CAA by functional area. The mean score for Upper Des Moines Opportunity, 

Inc. is 2.60, compared with 2.73 for the entire state. Again, this CAA 

is viewed as more successful than CAAs on the average. Within this CAA, 

the mean score on items 1-9 for the CAA/low-income sample is 2.50; for 

local officials, 2.48; social services, 2.92; manpower,3.12; news media, 

2.77; and education, 2.45. 

In the area of CAA-initiated contact, item 10, the mean score for 

Upper Des Moines Opportunity, Inc. is 3.53. The state-wide mean is 3.32 

(higher score=more contact), indicating more contact is initiated by Upper 

Des Moines Opportunity, Inc. than the "average" CAA. At the same time, 

there was slightly less "other-initiated"contact, item 11, in this area, 

2.98, than CAAs on the average, 3.05, 

When asked to rate the CAA's public image, item 12, respondents in 

the Upper Des Moines area viewed the CAA as having a significantly more 

favorable image, 2.45, than CAAs on the average, 2.77 (higher score=less 

favorable). The general impact of this CAA, item 13, is viewed as slightly 

more significant than CAAs on the average, with mean scores 2.49 and 2.53 

respectively. 

The broadest measure of the CAA' s image and impact upon the commun­

ity is a mean score of three variables, #12, #13, and x 1-9. For Upper 

Des Moines Opportunity, Inc., this value is 2.52, or more favorable than 

CAAs on the average, 2.68. 



West Central Development Corporation 

Harlan, Iowa 

A total of 72 questionnaires were sent to persons in the area served 

by West Central Development Corporation (WCDC); 33, or 45.8% were returned. 

This response by functional area is as follows: 

Number 
Functional Area Sent 

CAA/l ow-income 10 
Local officials 8 
Social services 8 
Manpower 4 
News media 19 
Education 23 

Total 72 

Number 
Returned 

2 
4 
4 
0 
4 

19 

33 

Percent 
Returned 

45.8 

In view of the small number of responses in several of the functional 

areas, CAA results were not broken down by these divisions. The data pre­

sented is for the entire CAA sample, and is compared with results for the 

entire state. 

The responses for items 1-5, dealing with the general role of the CAA, 

are as follows: 

From this data, it appears WCDC is viewed as considerably more success­

ful in meeting the "CAP mission" than CAAs on the average. WCDC is viewed 

as most successful, as are nearly all CAAs, in initiating new programs or 

services for low-income persons, item 5; and least successful in securing 

more private resources for programs and assistance for low-income persons, 
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item 3. This CAA is viewed as substantially more successful than the 

"average" CAA in involving low-income persons in the planning, develop­

ment and implementation of the community's anti-poverty programs, item 1. 

Items 6-9 are concerned with specific problems in each functional 

area, and were tabulated on a state-wide basis only. However, the mean 

score for items 1-9 does reflect these items, and was computed for each 

CAA by functional area. The mean score for WCDC is 2.44, compared with 

2.73 for the entire state. Again, this CAA is viewed as significantly 

more successful than CAAs on the average. Within this CAA, the mean 

score on items 1-9 for the CAA/low-income sample is 1.40; for local 

officials, 1.75; social services, 2.70; news media, 2.40; and education, 

2,66. 

In the area of CAA-initiated contact, item 10, the mean score for 

WCDC is 3.41. The state-wide mean is 3.32 (higher score=more contact), 

indicating more contact is initiated by WCDC than the "average" CAA. At 

the same time, there was more "other-initiated" contact, item 11, in this 

area, 3.25, than CAAs on the average, 3.05. 

When asked to rate the CAA's public image, item 12, respondents in 

the WCDC area viewed the CAA as having a considerably more favorable image, 

2.45, than CAAs on the average, 2.77 (higher score=less favorable). The 

general impact of WCDC, item 13, is also viewed as more significant than 

CAAs on the average, with mean scores 2.30 and 2.53 respectively. 

The broadest measure of the CAA' s image and impact upon the commun­

ity is a mean score of three variables, #12, #13, and x 1-9. For WCDC, 

this value is 2.39, or significantly more favorable than CAAs on the 

average, 2.68. 



Your Own United Resources, Inc. 

Webster City, Iowa 

A total of 75 questionnaires were sent to persons in the area served 

by Your Own United Resources, Inc. (YOUR, Inc.); 39, or 52.0% were returned. 

This response by functional area is as 

Number 
Functional Area Sent 

CAA/low-income 12 
Local officials 10 
Social services 8 
Manpower 8 
News media 17 
Education 20 

Total 75 

fo 11 ows: 

Number 
Returned 

4 
3 
4 
5 
8 

15 

39 

Percent 
Returned 

52.0 

In view of the small number of responses in several of the functional 

areas, CAA results were not broken down by these divisions. The data pre­

sented is for the entire CAA sample, and is compared with results for the 

entire state. 

The responses for items 1-5, concerning the general role of the CAA, 

are as follows: 

Questions 
Mean 

Area 1 2 3 4 5 1-5 

YOUR, Inc. 2.94 2.68 3.14 2.67 2.68 2.81 
State-wide 2.92 2.59 3.21 2. 79 2.45 2.79 

From this data, it appears YOUR, Inc. is viewed as equally success­

ful in meeting the "CAP mission" as are CAAs on the average. YOUR, Inc. 

is viewed as more successful in securing more public resources, increas­

ing coordination of various programs and initiating new programs or ser­

vices for low-income persons, items 2, 4, and 5; and least successful in 

securing more private resources for programs and assistance for low-income 

persons, item 3. 
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Item 6-9 are concerned with specific problems in each functional 

area, and were tabulated on a state-wide basis only. However, the mean 

score for items 1-9 does reflect these items, and was computed for each 

CAA by functional area. The mean score for YOUR, Inc. is 2.68, compared 

with 2.73 for the entire state. This CAA is viewed as slightly more 

successful than CAAs on the average. Within this CAA, the mean score 

on items 1-9 for the CAA/low-income sample is 2.12; for local officials, 

2.46; social services, 2.85; manpower, 2.92; news media, 2.68; and edu-
' cation, 2.77. 

In the area of CAA-initiated contact, item 10, the mean score for 

YOUR, Inc. is 3.57. The state-wide mean is 3.32 (higher score=more con-

tact), indicating more contact is initiated by YOUR, Inc. than the "aver­

age" CAA. At the same time, there is less "other-initiated" contact, 

item 11, in this area, 2.68, than CAAs on the average, 3.05. 

When asked to rate the CAA's public image, item 12, respondents in 

the YOUR, Inc. area viewed the CAA as having a slightly less favorable 

image, 2.81, than CAAs on the average, 2.77 (higher score=less favorable). 

The general impact of YOUR, Inc., item 13, is viewed as less significant 

than CAAs on the average, with mean scores 2.60 and 2.53 respectively. 

The broadest measure of the CAA's image and impact upon the commun­

ity is a mean score of three variables, #12, #13, and x 1-9. For YOUR, 

Inc., this value is 2.69, equally as favorable as CAAs on the average, 

2.68. 
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ROBERT D. HAV 
(it!VI!)!H!l 

IOWA STATE 

OffiCE Of ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY 
300 Fourth Street 

DES MOINES. IOWA 50319 

515/281-5965 

February 27, 1970 

ROBERT F. TYSON 
Director 

In 1964, the Economic Opportunity Act authorized the establish­
ment of Community Action Agencies (CAAs) to serve as the focal points 
for 1 oca 1 anti -poverty efforts. Si nee then, CAAs have become known 
for such community action programs as Head Start, Legal Services, and 
Neighborhood Service Centers. 

At one time there were 33 CAAs serving all 99 counties in the 
state. As a result of the processes of coordination and consolidation, 
18 CAAs presently serve all but ten of Iowa's counties. 

To date, fe\v attempts have been made to assess the image and 
impact of the CAAs in Iowa. Accordingly, the Iowa State Office of 
Economic Opportunity now ·is undertaking such an assessment or evalua­
tion. Your cooperation is requested in this undertaking. 

Enclosed is a one-page questionnaire which I hope you ~lill com­
plete at your earliest convenience. Also enclosed is a stamped, self­
addressed envelope to facilitate your returning the questionnaire. 
Your candid completion of the questionnaire will be of great assistance 
to us, and you can rest assured that the contents of your questionnaire 
will remain strictly confidential. 

Thank you very much for your cooperation. 

RFT:jh 
Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

-·~ 
~~-cr.-~----
R~bJ~t . F. Tyson 

Oi rector 



8 
QlJES,TIONNAf R£ 

Presently your commun·i ty is served JY ____ ···-·-~-·~---~TcAAr---~._,......,..~---.,.... 

L Since the creation of this CAA, low-income citizens 
have been more involved in the planning, development, 
and implementation of the community's anti-poverty 
programs. 

2. Since the creation of this CAA, more ~H<:_ resources 
have been devoted to programs ard assistance for low­
income families. 

3 ..... more Q.l:i vate resources have been devoted to programs 
and assistance for lo;J .. income families. 

4 ••••• there has been a greater coordinat·ion of the various 
progt·ams designed fot· 1 ow-income families. 

5 ..... there have been new programs or services initiated 
to meet the needs of low-income families. 

6. This CAA has been concerned vJith the educational needs 
of low-income families. 

7. Tlris CAA has been concerned v1ith the health and welfare 
needs of 1 0~1-i ncome families, 

8. This CAA hils been concerned with job training a.nd job 
placement of low-income persons. 

9. This CAA has made the news rnedi <l and the pub "li c aWilt'e 
of the needs of and pt·ograrns for 1 ow-· income fami 1 i es. 

agree disagree 
strongly ?trongly 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 ~ 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

10. Have you been contacted by this CM and offered advice or assistance? Yes __ No __ 

How often? Once __________ Occasionally _____ .. ___ Frequcntly ____ _ 

11. Have you called on this CAA for advice or assistance? Yes _____ No __ _ 

How often? Once ____ ._Occasionally ________ Frequently __ _ 

12. How would you rate the public image of this CAA? 
Very good __ ·-···-- Good ___ .. _ Fair------· Not so good______ Poor __ _ 

13. How would you rate the general impact of this CAA on the conmunity? 
Substantial ______ . __ Moderate ___ . ___ Slight ____ Insignificant __ _ 

H. What is the population of your comniunity'/ Under 5,000 5,000-·10,000 __ . __ 
10,000-25,000________ 25,000-50,000 _______ Over so,ooo....:==._ __ _ 

15. What is your age? ---·--

16. What is your sex? Male Female -·------· -~·-----
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Pre-sentl y your commur i ty 1:> :..c Y·ved hj~-: 
, _ 

n 

I 
1 

1 
l 

l. Si nce t he creati on of thi s CAA, · l ow- i ncom~ citizens 
have been more invol ved in the planning s development , 
and imp l ement nt-i on of the cnmrnunity•s heaHh and weHare 
programs. 

2. Since the cn~ul:ion of t his CI\A, more P.~~2..U~ resources 
have been Jevutcd to meeting the health and welfare needs 
of l ow- i ncome fami"li cs , 

3 .. . • . more ~rivate resou rces have been devoted to meet i n9 
the he a 1tll--cil1<f w(~ Hare needs of ·1 0\'1.'~· i nr.orne f arni l ·i es. 

4 ..... there has been a qr~ater coordination of the various 
health and we.lfare JH"tJ!Ji'ums de·>i gned to r· low- '!ncome 
cit i zens. 

5 ••• • • there have ht.•r·n new pl~u~~rams or ~.e rviCPS itnt. .. i Dtt;d 
to llleet the health ~n•l vvelhre needc. of 1 ov.J - i ncom~ 
famili es. 

6. Thi s CAA has been concerned w'ith obta i ninn pub l ~ c. 
ass i stance for a 'll (~1iq i l)·le l(M -i licnm<~ cit·,,..cns,. 

7. This CAI\ has ctssistF.~d in pr'oviding :wtr'ition al-d i e tn ry 
information to al·l '!m111-income citizens. 

8. This CAA has a!}s i steu in milking basic tW~dict~ l and 
denta l care av<l'ilabl e t o nn 1 ow·· i n:::ome citizens. 

. 

agree 
s tronql y 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

disagree 
~ trongly 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 II 
II 9. This CAA has assi '.ted HI rJrovi d ·in ~l cnmprehen siw~ heaHh 

care for an l uw-'iriCOlae citi zens, pi.l rti cularly those in 
r ura ·l a r eus. 1 2 3 4 

I J 10. Have you been called on i>y this Cf\i\ for adv i ce or a:;s istance? Yes No ----· .... --

I I 
How often? On<:e_ ... _ ---··-· Oc ~ (t~ i :Jnr1·1 'I y ------·-- Frequel't 1 Y.-·-----· 

·1·1. Have you cal l c~ r! on thi s CAA for oJvi c<·' Ol' ass i s tance? No Yes 

I f Ov::a·; ion ally· ··-------···· Frequently _____ _ How of ten? 

12. How ~-Jou l d you ra Le the pub 1 i c ·i muge o f t!li s CAA? 
Very g,)od _ _________ Good·- -··-·- ···-FcJ i l'. _______ No t so qnod ___ . __ .. -~-- -· 

I ' 13 . How wollld you ra te t he :wner·a l ·i,npact. of t hi s C/\A upon the w mmunity? I Substanti a ., _____ . ____ }•1oder·(t1 e, _______ .s ·1·i ght ___ ._ ... __ __Ins ·i gni fi cunt --··- ____ _ 

l'L Wh at i s the populat i on oF your conm!UH 1ty ? 
Under 5,000 s,ooo-ln.ooo 
Over !50 .ooo- ·--·-·- " ~-.. - ··-··-

·15. l•lhat 16. What is yollr sex? ~1a l e_._Jema1e 

._.. 
I 

,. . 
ll - . .. -I I 

.. ... .. 
. ·.·, 
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1 

I 
f j 

[ 

I 

0 
QUESTIONNMRE 

Presently your community is served by · --·--- ----·-·-{c"AAT----·-·----------------

·1. S·ince the creat·ion of this CAA, low-income citizens 
have been more involved in the planning, developmen t 
and imple111entation of t ile community's manpovJei· p i~ogr.:~ms. 

2. Si nee the creation of this C/\11., mor·e .eubJ..iS. r·es\>Ul"Ces 
have been devoted to meeting the manpow2f needs of 10\v·· 
income citizens. 

3 .•••• more .I?.r.ty a t~_ resources have been devoted to meeting 
the manpower needs of low-income citizens. 

1 ...•. there has been a greater coordination of the vDrious 
manpm1er programs de·; i 9C1ed for 10it/· .. incomc c'it:i zens. 

:1, •••• t here have been nev.: lH'Ognnn:; or s eni cE~s 1n iti<>.ted 
to meet the manpovJer· needs of ·low-income c'itiz~ns . 

6. This CA/\ ha s been ·invo'lved in job plac~~mc~nt pro~p-ams 
for low- income ci t izens 

7. Th -is C/\A has a;,sisted in prov ·idin9 low-·income ci t izens 
with oprortunities for job t~aining and/or occupational 
up··grad·i ng . 

8. This C/\A has been ·[ nvo i ved in summer emp·l oymen t: programs 
for young pcop1e fro111 lmv-'irlcome families. 

9. Th i s CAA has ass·i s ted in prov ·iding day-care fac-ilit i es 
f or !ow- ·income chi1c.ltcn of working mothers. 

agree 
~~ trong '!y 

., 
j 2 

'1 2 

1 
,, 
(~ 

2 

2 

2 

1 

2 

l 2 

dis agree 
:s L ro r. ~(ly 

3 4. 5 

., 
~ 

,, 
t; 5 

..., 

.) li . 5 

3 ~ r· :,) 

-. ,) !) b 

3 /l .. 5 

3 4 

5 

5 

I 0. Have you been ud l ed on by this CAA for ad vi C i~ or ass i s tcmcc? Yes No 

Hov1 oftr-~n? Once_. _______ Occasioncli ly·-··--·--·----· Ftequen Uy ----···-.. ···· -

11. Have you called on this C:/\A for advice or as~:i'i'.>ta.nce? Yes No 

Hmv often? Once __ ~ . ~---- Occasiooa1·1y_ __ _ . ____ __ Freq ul~nt .ly ____________ __ 

J 12. How vwu·ld you y·at t-~ the piJb·l·ir. ·image of trl'is CAA? 
Ve l~y good- ··----Good__ ___________ _F a i t ___________ Not so ~~ o od_._ - -···---

t I 13. How would you rate the 9enc ra ·1 ·impact of til is C!\1\ upon t he commun·i ty? 
Subs tctrt ti a l ____________ Modcrute - ·-·-----S 'i i gh t __ ·- -·- _Ins i un i fi cm1 t --------.. · 

u 111. Wha t ·is the population of your community? Under stooo S,OOO-·ln. OOO ________ , ____ ·-· 
1 0, 000-2 5, 000 _______ _ 25, GOO·· 50, 000 _____ , ___ Ov~ r 50,000 ---~--=-~~-

~ 
15 . What i s your age? 

16 . ~~hut is your' s0x? ~1,lle Femaie _____ .. --· .. -·-------



QUESTI ONNA I Rl 

n Presently your communi ty i s served by·------·---

1. Since the creation of t hi s CAA , 10~1- income citi zens 
have been more involved in t he planning, devel opment , 
and impl ementation of the cornmun ·i ty •s anti - poverty 
programs . 

2 . Since the creation of this CAA, more ~'li .~ r esources 
have been devoted t o anti-poverty programs. 

3 ..... more .e riva t~_ resources have been devoted to anti­
poverty progt~ilms . 

4 .. .. . there has been greater coordination of the var i ous 
anti -poverty efforts . 

5. . •.. there have been nevt programs or servi ces i n·i ti a ted 
to all eviate the causes of poverty . 

6. Th is CAA has ma'ir1tained persona1 contacts \'lith 
r epresenta t ives of the !oca l news medi a. 

7. Thi s CAA has encour aged rep res en t at i ves of U1e 1 oca l 
news media to attend and report on such f unctions as 
board mee tings . 

agree 
strongly 

1 

1 

1 

disagree 
strongly 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

8. Has thi s CAA sent f ormal news re l eases t o t he l ocal news mcdid? Yes No - - -
How often'? On ce __ __ . _ _ Occas i onally __ __ _Freq uent l y .. _____ _ 

9. Have you cdllcd uron t h·i s C/\A f or ne~'I S or in formation? Yes ______ No __ _ 

How of t en? Once _____ Occasi on a ll y _____ Frequent'ly __ _ _ _ 

10 . Approximatel y h0w oft en do you car ry news of thi s CAA? 
Never ______ ,_,_,Occas i onally ___ . _____ _Frequent ly ___ __ _ 

{I 
'11. How might th ·is CAA bet te r 'its re l a tions ~tlith and cover aqe by t he 1ocal news media? 

More forma I new5 te l e ases More personai co11tncts by CAA 
More informat·ion about CAA- ac tivft·ies ___ _ Other_·-·-- (Speci fy) __ _ 
_______ .. _________ _____ ._ - -------·-·---

12. How would you ra t e the publi c image of th i s CAA? 
Very good_______ Good Fair ___ ·-· _ No t so good____ ______ Poor _ ____ _ 

13. How would you rate the genera l impact on the co111munity? 
Subs tantial _____ M1..1derate __ _ __ Sl i gh t ______ Ins i gni fi cant _ _ _ _ 

"14. What i s t he population of your community? Under 5,000 5,000- 10 , 000 ----10 , 000-25 , 000_____ 25 ,000-50 ,000 _ _ .____ Over· 50,000 ____ _ 

15 . Wha t i s your age? 

'16. Wha t ·i s your· sex? Ma'le ___ ___ Femule ·-- -



F 

QUES1l ONNAI RE 

Presently your community is served by _________ _ 
lCAA) 

agree disagree 

1. Since the creation of this CAA, low-income citizens have 
been more involved in the planning, development and imple~ 
mentation of the community's educational progr·ams. 

strongly strongly 

1 2 3 4 5 
I'''; 

; 1
1
.• 2. Si nee the creation of this CAA, morE' p.!!_b 1 i ~ resources have 
, been devoted to meeting the edu~at·iottal needs of the low­

income families. 

3 ..... more Ecrivat~ resources have been devoted to meeting 
the educational needs of low-income families. 

4 ••••• there has been a g1·eater coordination of the various 
educational programs designed for low-,income families. 

5 ..... there have been new programs or services initiated to 
meet the educational needs of 'low-income families. 

6, This CAA has been concerned with the need& of pre-schoo1 
children of low-income families. 

7. This CAA has been concerned with preparin~ low-income 
youths for further education in vocational/technical 
schoo 1 s or co 11 eges. 

8. This CAA has been concerned 11i th he 1 ping chi 1 dren of 
low-income families who dr·op out of school. 

9. This CAA has helped in developing adult education pro­
grams and enrolling low-income adults in these programs. 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

!0. Have you been called on by this CAA for advice or assistance? Yes _________ No ___ _ 

How often'? Once ________ Occas·iona lly ________ Fr·equently _____ . 

11. Have you cal'led on this CAA fot· advice or assistance? Yes ___ Jjo 

How often? Once ______ Occasionally_ ___ Frequently __ _ 

12. How would you rate the public imnge of this CAA? 
Very good _____ Good _______ _Fai r __________ Not so good _______ Poor _____ _ 

13. How would you rate the genera·l impact of this CAA upon the community? 
Substantial Moderate Slight InsignHicant 

.. ,_, _ _,_._~-HOAH- -HH~W--- ....... --~-- ·-----

14. 1-Jhat is the population of your cmnmunity? Under 5,000 ____ _ 
1 o ,ooo~25 ,oon ________ 25 ,ooo-~;o ,ooo .. ________ ove.r so ,ooo _____ _ 5,000-10,00~--------

i5. What is your age'i ______ _ 

16. What ·is your sex? ~1a1e _______ _Female _______ _ 




