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�INTRODUCTION





Within the disability field, individualized funding and service brokerage have become much debated public policy issues during the past decade. Proponents of these two alternative, yet interdependent mechanisms, argue that they hold out the promise of increased consumer involvement and control in decision-making as this relates to identifying and meeting each individual's unique community living needs (Salisbury, Crawford and Dickey, 1987; Brandon and Towe, 1989; Brandon, 1990; Olivieri, 1990; Rioux & Crawford, 1983; G. Allan Roeher Institute, 1991; Dickey & Crawford, 1990; Salisbury, 1990; Salisbury, 1989).    It is further assumed that more accountable, cost effective, flexible and responsive community based service options will also result.  Unfortunately, "service brokerage", as the model has generally come to be known, is also interpreted and implemented in a multitude of ways, and for many different purposes.  This chapter is presented with a view to developing a coherent paradigm that can hopefully be embraced by major stakeholders across a range of disability sectors.  





HISTORY, INFLUENCES AND CURRENT IMPLEMENTATION EFFORTS





Service brokerage was developed in 1978 in British Columbia, Canada, by parents who were concerned about the lack of quality of life their children were experiencing in Woodlands School, a provincial institution for people with mental handicaps (Woodlands Parents Group, 1978).  All of these parents shared a common history: an inability to secure appropriate supports from  a community service system characterized by rigidity, fragmentation, lack of continuity and inaccessibility, thus making it impossible to care for their children at home.





Envisioning a radically transformed service system, the Woodlands Parents Group established a voluntary, community-based brokerage agency called the Community Living Society (CLS).  This organization was mandated to act  as a planning and linkage vehicle, enabling individuals with mental handicaps (and their families) to exercise decision-making control in the service identification and acquisition process, in order to return and live more dignified and self-determining lives in their own communities.  





Importantly,  the CLS model empowered the individual (with the assistance of family members and friends, where this was either requested or required) to direct all aspects of planning.  The role of the agency's professional staff, or service brokers, was to facilitate, and not control, this process.  This was a major shift away from the prevailing professional ideology of that period.  The CLS also stressed the need for brokerage to be independent from both government and service providers, in order to increase the responsiveness of this function to the individual.  It should be noted, however, that brokerage as a coordination and linkage function was not a new idea, having been used extensively  in business for decades, and discussed as a sub role within social casework and case management in both the social welfare and mental health arenas as early as 1958 (Wilensky & Lebeaux). 





It was a second component referred to as "individualized funding" that represented a truly radical  conceptual leap forward.  Individualized funding was regarded as the critical (and previously missing) system changing variable, with the potential leverage to give meaningful expression to individual choice, while  increasing  service system innovation and accountability.  


�According to the CLS (1988), individualized funding was defined as:





  . . . the allocation of funding directly to the individual on the basis of identified needs, thus enabling him or her to procure required services and supports.  Such funding should be both portable and flexible, with the individual's particular allocation based on his or her expressed requirements which are mutually agreed to by the individual and the funding body.  Provision must also exist for an individual's allocation of funding to be renegotiated as changes in needs or circumstances occur.





To summarize the contribution embodied in the overall CLS approach, "self-determination" was embraced as the driving philosophical force, while on a broader systems' level, an integrated framework for service planning, development and implementation was established that effectively enabled the person with a disability, in a direct partnership with government, to play a central role in this process.  In short, individualized funding would give the consumer economic power in the marketplace, while brokerage would facilitate individual decision-making through the provision of information and technical planning assistance.





By the early 1980's, the CLS was recognized internationally as a social policy  innovator.  There is little doubt this parent based organization has done much to influence current  interest in individualized funding and service brokerage.    





Unfortunately, there is now tremendous variability in how both of these concepts are interpreted and implemented.  Without exception, current models emphasize service coordination and linkage, although major  differences exist in relation to issues such as organizational context and mandate, parameters of the brokerage role, and the degree of accountability to the consumer.  While individualized funding is also incorporated within the purview of the majority of these models, it is quite different to the Woodlands Parents Group's  conceptualization.





One increasingly popular model, particularly in the United States and Australia, combines "brokerage" and "funding" under the ambit of a single community agency.  Commonly known as "Community Options", the  prototype was developed in Wisconsin in 1981.  It is described as "... a brokerage service aimed at integrating existing fragmented resources as well as funding care",  with  supporters claiming that it is ". . . consumer driven", and linked to one level of accountability around an "advisor" or "case manager"(Olivieri, 1990).





Theoretically, the worker and consumer can choose whatever service they wish, since funding, sometimes referred to as "untied" or "brokerage/individualized" funding", is provided to the agency by government for this purpose (Olivieri (1990).  However, it must be emphasized that agency staff retain decision-making control over fiscal expenditure. It is not clear from the literature whether funding allocations are sufficient to meet identified needs in an adequate or equitable manner.





Variations of the "Community Options" approach are gaining increasing usage in both Europe and North America. For example, many residential and employment agencies claim to operate brokerage systems which make individualized dollars available to clients.  In practice, however, these agencies simply use their own "block" funding, brokering people into services which they generally operate.  


�Clearly, agencies that act as both broker and funder, therefore controlling  the parameters of decision-making in relation to both service planning and fiscal allocations, are in a conflict of interest, making it highly questionable whether they can truly be accountable to consumers.  There is also the potential to force consumers to compete against each other in the quest for each agency's limited financial resources.  In the author's view, these approaches are associated more with  "administrative sleight of hand" than individual empowerment.  





Government departments in many countries including Canada, England, Wales, Australia and the United States are also  beginning to express interest in, or claim to have adopted, the brokerage model as a service response.  As is often the case with the agency as broker/funder, the term brokerage is used interchangeably with case management.  





Generally speaking, the case manager/broker assists the individual to identify needs and make linkages with required services.  Although some jurisdictions make available discretionary, or individualized dollars, (e.g. Authority for Intellectually Handicapped Persons, 1990), this funding is substantively different to the CLS definition in that available budgets are relatively small and generally targeted to meet discrete, as opposed to, a wide range of community living needs.  The individual is not a true partner in this process, since total discretion over expenditure remains with the worker.





To what extent government can conduct brokerage is also very questionable.  It is in no less of a conflict of interest position than the approaches discussed previously since both planning and funding functions are combined under one decision-making authority.  





A third development concerns professionals who use the term broker to describe their activities.  Typically, the professional acts as an independent/private practitioner, or  within a discipline that incorporates brokerage (e.g. Psychologist/Broker).  Payment is generally made on a fee for service basis by government or service agencies.  Because this model is professionally driven, as well as profit oriented,  serious questions arise concerning professional standards, quality of planning, accountability to the individual, amount of involvement family members and other advocates have in the planning process, and the extent to which planning supports (and therefore funding) are denied to those individuals with disabilities who have complex or challenging needs.  





There are no references in the literature regarding the ability of individuals to access required funding.  It is highly likely that the needs of most disabled people involved in this particular model are met through the use of existing services, presumably after they have successfully met eligibility criteria.  





With respect to these various implementation efforts, the term service brokerage is understood in its' historical sense as a service system linkage and coordination function, although it is not  operationalized in a manner consistent with individual self-determination.  Individualized funding, on the other hand, is interpreted and implemented in a highly variable fashion, and certainly in ways that are conceptually and practically different from the definition developed by the CLS.  





The reader is reminded that the CLS formulation proposed that funding be allocated on an individualized basis by government, pursuant to a service plan that reflected each person's specific service requirements.  


�The current situation reflects a lack of conceptual clarity, although this is not an entirely unexpected outcome since all social innovations move necessarily through a complex process of diffusion and adoption, especially as this relates to the issue of initial conceptualization (Flynn & Nitsch (1980).  There are a number of reasons for this.  First, service brokerage and individualized funding are relatively new and somewhat radical concepts within the disability field.  Second, there seems to be a predilection amongst many professionals and organizations to borrow "new ideas" and simply incorporate them within their own organizational context, professional practice, value base, etc.  While this incremental change can result in improved practice and better outcomes for individual consumers, particularly when compared with the efficacy of current monolithic structures, this is still revisionism.  The fact remains that the integrity of the service brokerage/individualized funding paradigm has been seriously compromised because very little common ground now exists.  A more negative perspective would suggest that this situation is resulting in the development of new service structures and approaches that are, in fact, disempowering.





If policy development and practice are to be advanced, and real consumer empowerment to result, development of a coherent paradigm that can be embraced by all stakeholders must become a priority.  Presented below is a discussion of a number of issues which are critical to such a process.  The ideas included are based on the author's direct experience as a broker, as well as various consultancies held with consumers, parents and other advocates, professionals, academics, policy makers and representatives from various government departments  and service providers from eleven countries over the past eight years.





There is one final caution.  The parameters of service brokerage and individualized funding must be considered in relation to the extent they facilitate both personal choice and individually determined outcomes.   It is, after all, personal autonomy that determines how each of us pursues our lives, and hence our vision of citizenship.  Failure to consider the issues from this perspective means that the model risks becoming even more diffuse, increasing further the likelihood that it will become capricious and  controlling.  This development would be most unfortunate, however, early history suggests this is already occurring.





A DISCUSSION OF CRITICAL ISSUES IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF A COHERENT SERVICE BROKERAGE/INDIVIDUALIZED FUNDING PARADIGM





Individualized Funding in Context





There is increasing recognition that comprehensive income policy reform is required if people who, because of the nature of their disability, and/or lack of attachment to the labor force, are to gain access to the many benefits of citizenship that most of us take for granted.  While it is beyond the scope of this chapter to discuss this issue in detail, the reader should be aware that Torjman  (1988) has proposed an integrated funding model which, in addition to individualized funding, includes two additional components referred  to as a "core social entitlement" and "program funding".  Torjman includes in her discussion an examination of the potential system level benefits of this integrated funding model and how it might be implemented along with service brokerage.  





Briefly, a core   social   entitlement  is essentially a guaranteed minimum income benefit, provided on an income tested basis.  This income would enable any individual designated to be in need by government to purchase the goods and services required to enjoy  a basic standard of living.  Considered in this context, individualized funding represents the financial resources people with disabilities require to meet their specific disability related requirements.  It is this allocation that would be negotiated with government, on the basis of a plan that demonstrates degree of need and required services, and within a fiscal framework determined ultimately by any government's wider disability policies and priorities. Items covered by such an allocation could include transportation, equipment, support staff, customized housing, training, etc. 





Program funding refers to funding  paid directly to service providers as a percentage of annual operating costs.  The majority of operating revenue would still come from negotiated service contracts using each consumer's individualized funding allocation.  This combination approach would arguably ensure a modicum of program integrity over time because agencies could still respond to consumer demands since  basic operational supports and administrative structures could be maintained.  As demand increased, and more funds therefore became available via individualized funding, additional resources could be targeted by each agency to support the service needs of new consumers.





Torjman's formulation is critical because it emphasizes that individualized funding is but one component, albeit essential, within an individual and service system funding structure that is more streamlined and rational than currently exists.  Further to this point, two other observations can be made.  First, individualized funding is not a panacea.  To quote David Brandon, a well known author on disability issues living in the United Kingdom, "Service brokerage will not save the whales".  It is simply a mechanism that has the potential to achieve certain public policy goals in a more efficient and equitable manner.  Second, the commonly made criticism that there are not sufficient financial resources available  to adopt this mechanism is somewhat misplaced.  The failure of any society to provide disabled citizens with the resources they require is a political and social issue.  





Service Brokerage Mandate 





Provision of individualized funding in itself will not necessarily ensure that people with disabilities can meet their various needs.  Effective citizenship requires that we also make informed choices.  In view of this, brokerage must be recognized as an important optional resource for people with disabilities.  Accordingly, it must be mandated to make information, advice and technical planning assistance available to individuals to enable them to gain greater decision-making control and to get the "best deal" possible in the marketplace of services.  Brokerage is therefore a technical, mediating support service,  the primary objective being to assist individuals to capably use their allocated funding and, where necessary, to cross system and organizational boundaries to meet identified needs.





Various aspects of the brokerage process might include, but would not necessarily be limited to: developing a service plan that articulates strengths and needs; providing technical advice on how best to meet these needs; identifying or stimulating the development of required services; funding negotiation; service contracting; implementing and monitoring contractual agreements; mediating on behalf of clients vis-a-vis changing circumstances, problem issues, etc., with a view to ensuring  ongoing quality and appropriateness of service types/approaches.





Since client self-determination is paramount, the principle of access to, and use of, brokerage at the discretion of the individual must be observed.  This means that the broker must take direction from the individual, and act in an advisory, as opposed to decision-making, capacity.  This is not meant to suggest the broker passively endorses everything the individual proposes.  Rather, the planning process is dynamic,  with the broker using his/her knowledge and technical skills to enable the person to make responsible, prudent decisions.  Throughout the planning process, the broker must remember that the person retains the right to make final decisions concerning a particular course of action.  Thus, not exercising a decision-making role becomes another fundamental principle of the brokerage function.





Structure and Context





As noted previously, numerous problems are associated with the structure and context of current brokerage models, the most significant being that they compromise the autonomy of the people they purport to serve, making it less likely that individuals will be able to achieve their own goals.  If brokerage is to be attuned to individual needs, it must be free from the constraints that invariably occur when multiple, and often conflicting roles, are included under a single organizational banner.





One option that might obviate this problem is to create a voluntary, non-profit agency, situated at the regional or local level, responsible for the provision of brokerage services.  In this model, brokerage would act as the "technical arm" of an agency operated under the auspices of a community board of directors with consumer representation.  The board would be ultimately responsible for ensuring the availability of professional staff who facilitate the development of objective, comprehensive planning for the acquisition of the critical elements and supports of daily living.  No other forms of direct service such as housing or employment would be provided.  





This approach would avoid the conflict of interest characteristic of many current brokerage models that prejudices the free flow of information, advice and planning assistance that it the basis of the brokerage function.  Organizational autonomy becomes yet another key principle that guides brokerage activity.





This type of structure would also provide some assurance over time that safeguards are operating to keep brokers responsive, and therefore accountable, to the people with disabilities (and their families) who utilize the service and elect the board.  Accountability, however, is a critical and  multifaceted issue and must be addressed on the following levels.





Accountability





	1.   Brokerage Funding 





Funding structures can either hinder or enhance efforts to meet human needs.  Similar to the arguments which underlie the rationale for individualized funding, the most compelling way to ensure brokerage accountability is to give individuals control over payment for this service.  





The question is, "how can a funding formula be developed that facilitates "choice in the marketplace", while ensuring the ongoing, operational integrity of the brokerage service?".  Consumer empowerment makes little sense if there is no place to go.  





Funding of brokerage could possibly work in the following manner.  Government would contract with a brokerage agency  to provide an administrative support structure, incorporating  a small cadre of brokers to enable basic service responses.  (The issue of additional core functions that might also be purchased along with brokerage is discussed elsewhere in this chapter). 


The likely number of brokerage planning hours required for initial and ongoing support over the course of a mutually agreed upon time frame could be estimated by the brokerage agency, with the parameters of the planning process, such as specific roles and responsibilities, time frames, etc., included in a broker-client contract.  Government would be responsible for deciding whether this  estimate was appropriate.  Actual payment to the brokerage agency could utilize a "credit card" arrangement, with payment coming from government via means of electronic transfer on behalf of the individual, when planning had been successfully completed. 





It would also make sense for government at this time to make a "ball park" funding commitment concerning the likely cost of the individual's  service needs.  Final payment would, of course, be dependent upon the negotiation process associated with the development of an appropriate service plan.





Funding an individual's brokerage requirements in this way would not compromise the agency's basic autonomy, or operational integrity: the majority of operating revenue would still come from those actually using the service.  A different situation would result if brokerage was "block" funded since the agency would be forced to make decisions regarding the allocation of planning hours, a violation of the principle of no decision-making.  


The funding contract for core brokerage services would be subject to a monitoring process by government, providing a further accountability mechanism.  Additionally, the brokerage agency would be more efficient and less likely to become bureaucratic and monolithic since the number of brokers at any given time would be dependent upon a combination of the supply of financial resources from government and consumers' demands.





	2.   Social Audit





A social audit is an evaluative process that determines whether organizations  are meeting stated goals and objectives.  An audit of the planning process, including individualized funding/service contracts and how effective they are in achieving desired client outcomes, conducted by an independent source and  utilizing a representative sampling approach, is  another mechanism that might ensure greater accountability to individuals (personal communication, Stanley Herron, 1990).





	3.   Organizational Values





Values are the basic standards people use in evaluating whether or not behavior is competent or ethical (Rokeach, 1979).  As a result, they influence personal interactions and  relationships, ultimately shaping wider public policy and resulting system and organizational responses. 





If brokerage is to facilitate meaningful decision-making opportunities for marginalized citizens, the potential impact that values have needs to understood at both an organizational and individual level.  Therefore, brokerage needs to be guided by a belief system that respects each individual as being unique and having unlimited worth, while also possessing fundamental rights to community inclusion and participation, and self-determination.





	4.   Operational Principles





Principles are important because they provide a means by which organizations operationalize their goals and objectives.  Three basic principles have been mentioned so far: autonomy of brokerage,  no decision-making and access to, and use of, brokerage at the individual's discretion.  


Three additional principles can be identified, all of which have important implications for how successful the brokerage process is on behalf of individuals.  





	* Zero Rejection





"Zero rejection" means that people with disabilities, who receive the necessary funding from government (or who have personal resources), are not denied access to brokerage because of the complexity of their needs, challenging behaviors, etc.  





	*  Acknowledging the Role/Status of Personal Networks





A personal network refers to family members and friends who support and enhance an individual's autonomy, the key elements in any relationship being reciprocity and commitment.  Personal networks play an important and effective role in assisting decision-making and advocacy, as well as in monitoring service quality.  Where the individual requests or requires the assistance of his or her personal network, it is essential that they be accorded status by the brokerage agency .





	*  Continuity





The effectiveness of brokerage in ensuring quality of life for people with disabilities is contingent upon its availability on an "as needed" basis, particularly as individual service requirements change or problems arise over time.   Continuity of access will, of course, always be dependent upon the parameters of public policy and the financial constraints faced by any government.  





Additional Brokerage Functions/Roles





Are there any additional functions/roles that might increase brokerage effectiveness?  If so, can they be implemented without compromising the primary decision-making role of the individual, and without resulting in "conflict of interest" at the organizational level?  The answer is a qualified "yes", providing accountability to the individual is the basic caveat observed.  





	1.  Information/Data Bank





Many individuals will not require the range of technical supports provided by a service broker.  Some may only  require specific information about available services and supports (e.g. attendant care, housing, transportation, benefits rates, where to obtain equipment) to make decisions about how to meet their requirements.  Even if working with a broker, they may want to conduct certain aspects of the planning process themselves.  An  information/data bank that people can access at their discretion would facilitate this process.





	2.  Resource Development





The vagaries of the marketplace are such that a wide array of more appropriate and higher quality service options will not necessarily result from individualized funding alone.  Undoubtedly, a lag time will be associated with moving to a demand driven system.  Neither will service structures always be willing to tailor their responses to new demands.  At the very least, there will be ongoing problems when needed options, even in a transformed service system, are simply not available.  A gulf between consumers requirements and service availability/appropriateness seems inevitable at some level.  





While many individual brokers are likely to be involved in the process of modifying existing services, or even stimulating the creation of "new" supports, not every broker will have the requisite skills.  Accordingly, these tasks might also be carried out at the organizational level where specific resources could be situated.  To ensure accountability in this process, resource development would require the involvement and sanction of individual consumers.





	3.  Accounting and Transfer Service





Depending upon how individualized funding is implemented, people with disabilities may wish access to an accounting and transfer service.  Where requested, this service could make scheduled payments to providers, which would be monitored or "tracked" against costs agreed to by the funding body, service provider and individual, as outlined in the individual's service contract.





The accounting and transfer service could provide government with regular financial statements, thereby ensuring an effective, yet convenient way to increase overall fiscal accountability to taxpayers.  This function would not have a decision-making role.   Clear guidelines for operational procedures, for example, the criteria to be utilized when withholding payment to providers, would be required.





	4.  Funding Negotiation Service





An argument can be made that funding negotiation might also be an optional core function of the brokerage agency.  This recognizes that not all brokers will be skilled negotiators.  Again, use of this function/role would be dependent upon the individual's needs and preferences.   





General Requirements of Service Brokers





Service brokerage puts a range of technical resources/skills at the disposal of the consumer, enabling him/her to develop and act on a vision of a self-determining life in the community.  The competent broker should, therefore, be thoroughly familiar with the psychological and social processes through which individuals meet their essential needs and develop their capabilities (Salisbury et al., 1987).





Because the broker operates within a broad social and service system context, there are demands that he/she be a skilled generalist, possessing a wide variety of technical and interpersonal skills, as well as solid grasp of the fields of knowledge pertinent to the community living needs of people using the brokerage service.  On a personal level, the broker must be committed to safeguarding the rights of people with disabilities.  The process of empowerment requires that the broker also be comfortable acting in an auxiliary role.





Consideration needs to be given to implementing measures on an organizational level to ensure that conditions exist in which the requisite professional and personal qualities can be developed and preserved.


�Implications for Government





Adoption of the proposed brokerage paradigm will mean new operational roles and responsibilities for government, including disengagement from direct service delivery such as client planning.   Rather than funding programs and service types based on categoric needs and utilizing "block" funding agreements, decisions concerning the allocation of planning and financial resources will be made on the basis of demonstrated individual needs, utilizing individual funding contracts.  Consolidation of current benefit systems and the political will to institute a minimum income entitlement will be required, as will more effective  procedures for monitoring  service and program quality on behalf of individuals.  





There are increasing demands by taxpayers that fiscal accountability in social services becomes a greater priority.  Importantly, however,  use of the brokerage model means that scarce public tax dollars can be used more efficiently.  Specifically, effective monitoring of fiscal expenditure and appropriateness and quality of services will be promoted through the use of individualized service contracts which specify requirements and obligations of all parties.  The highly individualized nature of planning results in truer costs being funded because of the objective focus on actual individual requirements.  Inefficiencies, including fragmented planning and poor quality programs/administrative practices within services can be reduced or eliminated because the continued expenditure of public dollars on services (including brokerage) depends more directly upon whether they are achieving results in satisfying individual needs and requirements.  A more diversified array of higher quality services, meeting the needs of different disability groups, should result.  Lastly, duplication of services is much less likely to occur.





What is tantamount to a "new" partnership between government and citizens who are considered to be "in need" will require significant initiatives in relation to both organizational restructuring and staff retraining.  





CONCLUDING COMMENTS





Enhancing the status of people with disabilities by enabling them to gain greater access to the benefits of citizenship is an urgent task.  The preceding discussion has focused on the development of an individualized funding/service brokerage paradigm that is at once coherent and acceptable to the wider disability movement.  Consideration in this process has been given to the need to safeguard individual autonomy, thus enabling people with disabilities to act on and achieve their own vision of citizenship.  In the author's view, this framework for individual planning and service development has the potential to achieve this end.  





Comprising two interdependent components, this model lays the foundation for a reconfigured system based on functional relationships where roles and responsibilities are clearly delineated amongst various system elements.  This is in contrast to current approaches which are structurally related and therefore characterized by conflict of interest, as well as  generally driven by a view of people based on their inabilities and limitations.  





The suggested model challenges public policy makers and wider society  to look beyond the person's label and begin to realize that we can more appropriately and effectively respond to the human and social needs of people with disabilities.


�While this paradigm offers one approach to this end, it clearly must be subjected to further discussion.  This process will take considerable time, however, a continuation of the current confusion and disagreement serves only to threaten  wider acceptance and implementation of these mechanisms in a manner consistent with the needs and fundamental rights of people with disabilities.  





It would be unfortunate if individualized funding and service brokerage were to become such diffuse concepts that they are relegated to the status of "footnotes" in the history of the disability movement.  Hopefully, the suggested paradigm and associated discussion will contribute to the knowledge base needed to develop greater conceptual clarity, while also providing an impetus for the further development of both policy and practice.  
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