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CHAPTER 1

OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY

Introduction

There is a growing movement to integrate community services to meet the
needs of today's children (Dryfoos, 1991; Koppich, 1994; Melaville and Blank,
1991). The problems currently facing society have parallels with the past, but the
world today is more complex and the solutions to these problems are, therefore,
not as easily forthcoming. Demographics of communities are changing; poverty is
growing; societal problems are escalating; and new ways to deal with these
changing times must be created (Stallings, 1995). The now familiar proverb, "it
takes a village to raise a child," suggests a new way of looking at how we prepare
today's children for the future. A renewed sense of community, emphasizing a
shared system of values and a sense of responsibility for one another, not just to
ourselves, is a concept generally neglected in the world today (Etzioni, 1993).

Communities are asking “how other, often highly interrelated, problems that
place youth at risk--poverty, premature parenthood, substance abuse,
unemployment, and homelessness--can be addressed so that children can learn”
(Melaville, Blank, and Asayesh, 1993, p. 1). In some localities, particularly poor
urban areas, children often are more concerned with keeping warm, fed, and safe,
leaving little energy or concentration for schooling (Kirst, 1989; National
Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983). Schools are being called on to do
more: to prevent violence in children, to provide anti-drug programs, to keep
babies from having babies, to offer day care so that parents can earn an adequate
livelihood, and to provide a variety of other services (Dryfoos, 1994). Community
agencies, churches, and other organizations also attempt to provide these services
to families in their communities. Recognizing the inefficiency and higher cost
inherent in individual agencies providing similar, if not duplicate services, there
has been an increased effort to integrate services between schools and community
agencies to address the needs of today's youth (Stefkovich and Guba, 1994). By
combining efforts, merging programs, and working together, these forces in
unison might be able to better serve our needy and "at risk" children more
effectively at lower cost (Melaville et al., 1993).
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Statement of the Problem

Examples of different interagency services that connect in various ways and
degrees to schools are reported in the recent literature (Amato, 1996; Doktor and
Poertner, 1996; Dryfoos, 1994; Dryfoos, 1991; Melaville et al., 1993; U. S.
Department of Education, 1995). Generally, three approaches exist within these
examples: community-based, school-linked, and school-based (Lugg, 1994;
Crowson and Boyd, 1993). Definitions of these approaches and specific examples
are addressed in Chapter 2.

One such school/community innovation, a school-linked service, was begun
in 1989 in a large suburban public school district in the state of Virginia. This
pilot program involved four "special needs" schools: an elementary school, a
middle school, and two high schools. The purpose of the program was to provide a
multi-agency staffing at each of the four school sites that would constitute "a
forum where community agency and school representatives meet to discuss
individual at-risk student needs and issues in order to formulate a plan that may
improve the student's academic and social adjustment." A complete description of
this Pilot Program as it was written is presented in Appendix A. Consequently, a
standing committee for each school was formed that consisted of representatives
from four county agencies including the Department of Human Development
(foster care, child protective services), the Health Department, the Community
Services Board, the Juvenile Court, and one private agency that provided a broad
spectrum of services to county residents, as well as the school. The primary task of
each committee was to review the present level of service being provided to a
child who was referred to the committee, formulate a plan of needed services for
that child and family, set goals, provide appropriate follow-up, and advocate for
the child and family (Appendix A).

Since its initiation seven years ago, the program has continued, although
with some changes. Written documentation of procedures to be followed for the
multi-agency staffing is available; however, there is no other record of the
innovation, neither of the planning stages of this program or of its implementation
in the schools. This study, therefore, was undertaken to provide baseline
information concerning the process that was followed in implementing this multi-
agency innovation that has been ongoing for more than seven years.
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Purpose of the Study

Descriptions of the process involved in initiating and implementing various
approaches to service integration are not prevalent in the literature.  One approach,
implemented as a pilot program in a large suburban public school district in 1989,
provided multi-agency committees convened at four school sites to discuss and
develop action plans for referred students. The purpose of this study was to
describe the process that was involved in the establishment of this school-linked
program, delivered by a cluster of service agencies and a large suburban school
district. Using the case study as an investigative tool a detailed and rich
description of the process from vision through implementation was sought.

The guiding research questions were:
1. What was the impetus for initiating this interagency innovation and what

resources were required?
2. Who were the key players, how were they determined, and in what ways did

they plan together to establish and implement this school-linked program?
3. In what ways was the initiation of the pilot program supported or impeded?
4. What is the status of the pilot program today?

Significance of the Study

The results of this study add to the body of  research that describes the
linking process, from vision to implementation, that occurs when a school district
and community agencies work together to address children’s needs. This study
provides additional information for other schools and communities who are
looking for ways to develop school-linked programs to serve children and
families. It provides an example of an integrative program that may be useful as a
guide to begin other such innovations. By recording and understanding the lessons
that can be learned from small scale efforts such as the study project, positive
ways of implementing new programs in other schools can be recognized and
impediments minimized. In this way, it is hoped that the study will have an impact
on future endeavors to integrate service delivery to children and families to meet
their needs.
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Limitations of the Study

While the qualitative research approach is specifically suited to the study, it
imposes certain limitations inherent to the research design. First, because this
study was an investigation of the process involved in developing one pilot
program, generalization of the findings to other undertakings is not likely. The
nature of the case study as an investigative tool, however, can provide a detailed
and rich description of the process.

A second limitation is the fact that this study was dependent on those who
agreed to be interviewed, the accuracy of their memories of the process, and their
truthfulness in describing it.

Finally, it is possible that the qualitative method of data collection may have
introduced bias. The researcher’s ability to obtain and interpret the information
gained through interview is dependent on the skill and knowledge of the
researcher.

Definition of terms

For purposes of this study, the following definitions of terms are provided:

Multi-agency staffing refers to a standing committee composed of
representatives from a school and selected community agencies convened to
discuss the problems or needs of a referred student and to formulate an integrated
plan of action to address the identified needs (Appendix A).

School-linked services is used to describe a service delivery model that
utilizes the school as the focal point for making social services “available,
accessible, meaningful, and appropriate for children” (Koppich and Kirst, 1993, p.
123). The school plays an integral part in coordinating the services available to a
child but the services may not be provided necessarily on school grounds.

Special Needs Schools are those identified as being negatively impacted by
non-school factors that have a high negative correlation with academic
achievement. These factors include: percentage of minority school enrollment;
student mobility rate; socioeconomic status; and achievement variability. Special
needs identification is based on a ranking system among schools at given levels
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(i.e., elementary, middle, and high). A more detailed explanation of special needs
schools as used by the school district in this study is found in Appendix D.

Overview of the Remaining Chapters

A review of the literature that is relevant to this study is provided in Chapter
2. Chapter 3 describes the methods used in conducting the study.
The findings of the study are presented in Chapter 4. Chapter 5 contains
conclusions and implications of the study and suggestions for further research.
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction

As Lugg  (1994) has stated, “the impetus to connect various social services
to public schools is well over a hundred years old” (p. 2).  Efforts to provide this
combination of services has taken a variety of forms but not all agree on which
approach is the most effective (Crowson and Boyd, 1993). No one model is
available that works in all situations (Bruininks, Frenzel, and Kelly, 1994;
Dryfoos, 1994; Gardner, 1993). The purpose of this chapter is to provide a review
of the literature to describe these varying approaches to forming interagency
organizations; to define the terms cooperation, coordination, and collaboration as
they are used to characterize the ways in which agencies work together; and to
present theoretical perspectives regarding interorganizational relationships, with
an emphasis on the nature of different processes, variables, and stages in the
creation of programs to integrate services. Finally, this chapter includes a review
of the supports and obstacles that have been identified that can have an impact on
the successful integration of services.

Approaches to Forming Interagency Organizations

Within the body of literature available, there are three terms used to
describe the ways in which schools and community agencies work together to
form interagency organizations; cooperation, coordination, and collaboration. In
understanding the ways in which agencies interact is described, it seems
worthwhile to discuss these three terms.

Cooperation has been reported as the basic form of affiliation, in which the
arrangement may be short term and the goal a narrow one (Intriligator, 1982).  The
relationship “represents a superficial level of agency interaction” (Swan and
Morgan, 1993, p. 21) in which information-sharing may be the primary goal.
These alliances are usually informal and agency personnel work together on an
infrequent basis. Agencies continue to work independently of one another (Swan
and Morgan, 1993). According to Dryfoos (1994), the school may not be a
participating member in cooperative efforts.
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Coordination is considered to be at the next level of interagency association
in which each agency working with others is “more effective while maintaining
administrative and programmatic autonomy” (Kirst, 1991, p. 617). In this type of
alliance, organizations share resources and information and work toward a
common goal. The degree of group interaction may be informal but participating
agencies usually form an “interagency council that is task(s) specific” (Lugg,
1994, p. 7). Coordination appears to be at a midpoint between cooperation and
collaboration in interorganizational effort and participation (Swan and Morgan,
1993; Lugg, 1994).

The third term, used to describe the most complex of organizational
associations, is collaboration (Lugg, 1994; Swan and Morgan, 1993, Gray, 1989).
This relationship involves long-term, complex projects and requires a great
amount of interdependence (Lugg, 1994). Interdependence is the result of shared
purposes, goals, and interests among agencies which enables them to work
together in joint programs (Intriligator, 1982). Shared resources, decision making,
and leadership characterize this effort (Swan and Morgan, 1993). Additionally,
collaborative alliances often require formal administrative procedures and specific
budgeting to finance the project (Lugg, 1994).

Whether or not it makes any difference as to which term is used in
describing interagency relationships is debatable. As both Hord (1986) and Lugg
(1994) report, the terms are used indiscriminately and interchangeably in
describing various aspects of interagency relationships.

Not only do models vary in the way the relationships in interagency
agreements are described, they also vary in

their breadth:  (1) Projects that are fairly comprehensive and involve
numerous state, county and local agencies; and may also include a number
of private agencies, foundations, universities and/or colleges. These projects
are then targeted to serve a population throughout a given state or
municipality.  (2) Projects that are more modest, for example an alliance that
is focused upon an individual school, involving only a few agencies and
outside interests (Lugg, 1994, p. 6).

In her discussion of these approaches and the scope of interagency alliances,
Lugg (1994) cautions about considering one superior to another. While the
collaborative design may reach the greatest number of children in need and utilize
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funding more efficiently, the involvement of a number of agencies may make the
effort difficult to manage,

possibly tilting it from a client driven, service deliverer designed and
maintained operation, to that of a hierarchical, top-down approach.  The
sheer size and complexity of a comprehensive project may build this
inherent contradiction into the overall scheme, perhaps thwarting the
eventual goals (p. 10).

While the more modest approaches of cooperation and coordination tend to
serve fewer numbers of children and may include only a few agencies, the goals
may be more attainable, the design less hierarchical, and the effort may have more
flexibility it its ability to deliver service. However, these efforts may also have less
visibility, which can result in tenuous funding for future continuation. Bruininks,
Frenzel, and Kelly (1994) report that “broad approaches generally have failed or
achieved limited impact whereas the smaller and less comprehensive service-
oriented projects often achieved somewhat greater success” (p. 242).

A third way in which approaches to interagency organizations vary is how
they originate. Efforts toward service integration can be mandated by state or local
governments, a top-down approach; or they can be initiated by voluntary efforts, a
grass-roots approach. Gray (1985) suggests that a “mandate alone does not
guarantee that effective collaboration will occur” and “may be less effective than
collaborative arrangements entered voluntarily” (p. 929).

Sites for Delivering Integrated Services

Efforts to provide integrated services also vary in regard to where the
integrated services are delivered: community-based, school-linked, or school-
based. In community-based models, services are provided without any direct
linkage to a school. The school provides “coordination with and referral to
community agencies” (Dryfoos, 1994, p. 124), but remains a peripheral part of the
model. Although Dryfoos found cooperation to be the approach most often used in
achieving a community-based project, a different opinion is offered by Chaskin
and Richmond (1993). They see collaboration as the approach to community-
based services and argue that integrated social services provided away from the
school promote community responsibility and enrichment.

School-linked services are those in which the school plays an integral part
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in coordinating services to children but the services are provided away from
school grounds (Lugg, 1994). Interagency meetings to plan for needed services for
children may be held at the school site. Coordination is the process most often
associated with services that are school-linked (Dryfoos, 1994).

In school-based models, comprehensive health and social services are
integrated and provided directly on school grounds (Lugg, 1994; Crowson and
Boyd, 1993). A collaborative effort is the approach most often found when school-
based services are described (Dryfoos, 1994).

Examples of Interagency Organizations

Many examples of interagency service delivery programs are found in the
literature; most of those reported are broad in scope and collaborative in the
approach described, but vary in where the services are delivered. Four of these
have been selected as representative: A Child’s Place in Charlotte, North Carolina
(school-based); Walbridge Caring Communities in St. Louis, Missouri
(community-based and school-based); the Kentucky Family Resource Centers
(school-linked); and Freedom Elementary School in Santa Cruz County, California
(both school-linked and school-based).

A Child’s Place in Charlotte, North Carolina (Yon, Mickelson, and Carlton-
LaNey, 1993) is a nonprofit organization located in a public school near the
downtown commercial center of the city. The school is a joint effort between the
Charlotte-Mecklenberg Schools, the community, and the private social service
agencies in Charlotte to serve the needs of homeless children. Most of the children
live in shelters or motels, although some live in cars. A Child’s Place serves
children from Kindergarten through grade six. On-site social services and
coordinated community wide social services to these homeless children are
provided as well as an appropriate education. Students enrolled are given medical,
dental, and eye examinations and are also given a backpack with school supplies
and any needed clothing from the on-site clothing closet. Volunteers assist the
students with tutoring, small group instruction, and supervision while acting as
role models and lunch buddies. The community offers tickets to plays, concerts,
and trips to museums to provide enrichment activities. The school also advocates
for homeless parents as they work toward economic stability.
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The Family Resource/Youth Services Centers in Kentucky (Doktor and
Poertner, 1996) were developed in response to a 1990 Kentucky Supreme Court
decision which mandated that the state reform its public school system. Each
Family Resource Center is located in or nearby an elementary school in which
20% of its students are eligible for free school meals. The center promotes the
coordination of existing resources and provides services such as full-time
childcare for preschool-aged children, after-school care for children of school age
which becomes full time care during the summer and on school holidays, training
programs for new and expectant parents; staff training for child care providers in
the center, and health services. The Youth Services Centers are linked with middle
and high schools where 20% of the students are eligible for free school meals.
These centers provide referrals to health and social services; employment
counseling, training, and placement; drug and alcohol abuse counseling; and
family crisis and mental health counseling.

Walbridge Caring Communities in St. Louis, Missouri (Melaville et al.,
1993) started its planning process in 1988 to provide coordinated services to
children and families. A local board made up of an equal representation from
parents, school staff, partner institutions, and community leaders directs the
program. Based in the local elementary school and a nearby church, the
collaborative provides a broad array of community services identified as meeting
the needs of the community formulated through input from residents. Among these
are Families First, which provides for therapeutic intervention for families in
crisis; case management to secure needed social services and parent training;
behavior therapy for children with problems; and substance abuse counseling.
Also provided are tutoring services, recreational and academic activities before
and after school, a youth center on Friday evenings for recreational and
educational programs for children aged 5 to 19, and health services ranging from
first aid to transportation to treatment facilities.

Freedom Elementary School in Santa Cruz County, California (Amato,
1996) initiated a school improvement program in 1989, after realizing that the
school had the lowest test scores in the county, combined with concerns about the
safety of school grounds after school hours following a fatal stabbing of a teenage
girl. As part of the reform, a Healthy Start grant was obtained from the state which
helped to formulate plans for the Freedom Community Collaborative and the
Freedom School-Linked Integrated Services Center. The Collaborative’s purpose
is to develop action plans for students at risk for failure or out-of-home
placements. At the core of the center is the family advocate, a trained public health
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nurse or social worker, whose job it is to advocate for students and families by
coordinating services as specified in a service plan. Among the services available
are social and health services outside the school as well as direct services provided
by the family advocate within his or her professional background. Plans for
targeted students and families include English as a second language classes and
driver’s education for parents and mental health counseling for both parents and
students.

Theoretical Perspectives on Interagency Organizations

In gaining an understanding of the complexities of interagency
organizations, particularly the initial stages in the process of creating and forming
the alliance, several researchers’ concepts are useful to examine. Van de Ven,
Walker, and Liston (1979), using the term coordination, discussed patterns of
organizational coordination in a study in 1979.  When participating organizations
are able to achieve success in working together, there has been an ability to “attain
collective and self-interest goals or to resolve specific problems for a target
population” (p. 21). Important aspects to effective coordination include: an
awareness on both a professional and personal level of the people involved and the
agencies’ roles, services, and goals; and an arrival at a consensus among the
participants of mutual goals and interests. It is also crucial that participants see the
relationship as “equitable, productive, worthwhile, and satisfying” (p. 22). Further,
there is a regular and effective means of communication as well as delineated rules
and policies to be followed. These rules and policies and the degree to which they
govern the organizational agreement refer to the structure and formalization of
interorganizational relationships which are developed to support and maintain the
interagency alliance (Van de Ven, 1976; Van de Ven and Ferry, 1980).

Van de Ven (1980) developed a Program Planning Model, divided into five
phases and activities within each phase, as a method of examining the
development of an organizational relationship. The initial phase involves the
development of a specific process of tasks and steps that must be performed in
planning the organization. Phase two is a problem exploration or needs assessment
stage to identify a particular problem. The third phase involves examining the
identified problem and arriving at possible solutions and strategies to meet the
needs as assessed. Once the possible solutions are evaluated, a program is
designed in the fourth phase that responds realistically to the problems and
solutions developed in the earlier stages. The final, fifth stage is the actual
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implementation of the program, followed by evaluation. This model can be applied
to interagency organizations as it looks at the conditions under which the alliance
is formed and the processes undertaken in the initial stages of development.  In
Van de Ven’s (1980) view, these have an important impact on the organization’s
subsequent structure and performance.

Gray (1989) used the term collaboration to describe the “process through
which parties who see different aspects of a problem can constructively explore
their differences and search for solutions that go beyond their own limited vision
of what is possible” (p. 5). The process occurs when stakeholders from different
groups interact together to solve a problem from a broader perspective, using
shared rules and structures (Gray and Wood, 1991). In Gray’s model (1989), three
phases occur in this process: (1) problem setting, (2) direction setting, and (3)
implementation. The first stage is often “the most difficult step” (p. 57). It
involves identifying the stakeholders and obtaining a commitment from each to
join in the effort to arrive at a common definition of the problem at hand. Within
this stage, the convener’s position is a critical component. The “convener” (p. 70)
is that individual whose role is to identify the stakeholders and convince them of
the need to participate in the venture. Stakeholders must have a legitimate interest
in the problem and its solution in order to be fully participatory.

The second stage, direction setting, requires that each participant, or
stakeholder, develop an understanding of the views of the other stakeholders
within the context of the problem. The vision setting and planning process are of
utmost importance to establish clearly defined expectations and to delineate each
participant’s role and responsibilities in order to reduce ambiguity and resultant
anxiety (see also Adelman, 1993; Kadel and Routh, 1994; Stefkovich and Guba,
1994). During this stage, a common purpose is defined as stakeholders articulate
their individual interests and reasons for their desire to work together. Time to
build trusting relationships and become familiar with the various service agencies
and professional positions and priorities is a major and vital aspect (see also Kadel
and Routh, 1994; Stefkovich and Guba, 1994). Ground rules are established for
how participants will interact and the substantive aspects of the interagency
organization are decided upon. The final phase of this stage is coming to an
agreement on how best to solve the problem.

Once the problem has been defined and the solution agreed upon, the third
stage, implementation, takes place. During this stage, the stakeholders must
persuade those groups they represent to support the agreed-upon solution.



13

Participants need to be cognizant of both internal and external forces which will
have an impact on the functioning of the project (see also Dryfoos, 1994). Then
support from those who will implement the agreement must be obtained. Often the
organizations remain the same but the representatives from the organizations may
change during this stage. Successful implementation requires the enlistment of
“subordinates in following up on the recommendations” (p. 85). Further, there
needs to be a willingness to share authority with all stakeholders from the highest
to the lowest level (see also Stefkovich and Guba, 1994).

Melaville et al. (1993), using the term collaboration, offered a guidebook
for those who might have an interest in initiating such efforts. They described five
stages through which interagency efforts must travel.
(1)  Getting together. In this initial stage, a group forms to explore ways to improve
services for children. Other interested stakeholders are identified, they make a
commitment to work together, establish a shared leadership, and agree on a their
common problem and unifying theme (p. 23).
(2)  Building Trust and Ownership. The second stage involves the process of
sharing knowledge, goals, and organizational cultures of the stakeholders
involved. They work together to define a shared vision and resolve conflicts (p.
35).
(3)  Developing a Strategic Plan. Stage three suggests that a particular
neighborhood be identified upon which to focus the service delivery prototype,
developed during this crucial phase. Target outcomes, a system of providing
services, and the formalization of interagency relationships are additional tasks (p.
47).
(4)  Taking Action. A strategy for the selection and training of staff and the manner
in which those in need of services will be able to obtain them is determined. The
project moves from the planning stages into implementation (p. 67).
(5)  Going to Scale. The final stage involves the expansion of the prototype to other
sites as the effort is judged to be successful.
Throughout each stage, there is a need for reflection, time to make needed
changes, and celebration of accomplishments as goals and objectives are met.

Eisenberg (1995), using the term cooperation, offers a radically different
approach to forming interagency organizations; one that places less value “on
planning, agreement, and open communication and more on cooperative action”
(p. 109). In his view, the rational approach, involving the identification of
stakeholders, an emphasis on agreement through open communication, and the
need for planning causes problems that impede action. Using his “counter-rational
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alternative” (p. 109), the effort should be targeted first at those who will be
receiving the benefits of the formed organization, the “clients.” By using the
language of the clients, the difficulties encountered when different professionals
use their own specific vocabulary in communicating are reduced. Those who will
be directly involved in the daily activities need to be included in designing all of
the details of the operation. Eisenberg called these “boundary spanners” because
they are most often engaged in communicating with others outside of the
organization. Rather than formulating a master plan for interagency organization,
attention should be given to achieving “small, definable, achievable joint actions--
small wins--that over time build on each other” (p. 111). Communication among
participants should not be ignored but used as a means of dialogue; providing
opportunity for all to have an equal voice, promoting empathy among participants
for others’ perspectives and appreciating diversity. “In dialogue, what is fostered
is not agreement but mutual understanding; interestingly, it is this mutual
understanding and respect that is most likely to lead to coordinated action” (p.
116).

Variables in Interagency Organizations

Melaville and Blank (1991), following an analysis of a variety of
interagency initiatives, described five variables, previously identified by Flynn and
Harbin (1987) as key factors in the success of interagency efforts: climate,
processes, people, policies, and resource availability. Climate involves the local,
social, and political environment in which the effort takes place. It helps to define
the need and the purpose of the interagency organization. The manner in which
stakeholders communicate and resolve conflicts is included in the process. The
variable of people includes all of the participating stakeholders, the leadership in
the effort, and the staff members implementing the program. Included in this
variable is the acknowledgment that time is required to develop the interpersonal
relationships vital to human interactions (Mitchell and Scott, 1994; Kadel and
Routh, 1994; Garvin and Young, 1994). Recognition of varying policies among
the different organizations taking part as well as identifying and securing available
resources are the fourth and last variables mentioned.
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Supports and Obstacles to Service Integration

Inherent in models and guides proposed for successful service integration to
meet the needs of children are implied supportive factors as well as obstacles to
such efforts and the change process. “Capitalizing on the potential . . . and
transforming it into effective interorganizational relationships that produce
tangible program improvement is not an easy task “ (Gray, 1995, p. 74).
Bloomberg (1995) reviewed recent literature pertaining to service integration
efforts and identified factors that facilitate and impede their effectiveness. She
categorized both of these into two areas, interpretive and contextual factors.
Interpretive factors are those which are the result of the participants “attitudes,
values, and perceptions”(p. 8) while contextual factors are those involving the
organizational structures already in place. Among those factors that facilitate
effective efforts, Bloomberg mentions a perceived need for collaboration,
perceived benefits to organizations and families, positive administrator and staff
attitudes for the effort, the perception that other agencies are valuable resources,
perceived ability to maintain program identity and power in the relationship,
accessibility to other organizations, a shared common commitment to families,
perceived partial interdependence among organizations, and a history of good
relationships between the organizations involved in the effort. Contextual
facilitating factors include the actual existence of the needs and benefits of the
effort as perceived by the participating organizations, scarce resources,
standardization of procedures, leadership styles that favor a collaborative effort,
and the opportunity to have informal contact and exchanges of information and
resources among the agencies.

Barriers that are within the interpretive context include a sense of
competition for resources among agencies, a perceived loss of program identity,
different levels of service effectiveness among agencies, alienation of some
families by certain agencies, different leadership approaches among organizations,
a difference in program priorities or goals for families, lack of a common language
among agencies, and lack of knowledge and skills among agency staff. Finally,
Bloomberg cites contextual barriers that include such factors as the costs, in terms
of resources or staff time, outweigh the actual benefits, a lack of communication
among staff, bureaucratization that inhibits internal and external communication
with resulting amounts of “red tape,” and differences in priorities, goals, or tasks
among participants.
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Gray (1995) analyzed a relationship formed among civic, educational,
business, and government institutions that failed to arrive at full implementation,
to discover the barriers it failed to overcome. She found similar obstacles, such as
failure to formulate a specific plan of implementation, not taking sufficient time to
learn about each other and to build trust among participants, and not involving
those charged with implementation in the process.

Summary

The foregoing review of literature, concerned with models of interagency
organizations and the concepts involved in the process of achieving integrated
services, provides a basis for the purpose of this study found in Chapter 1.
Although the idea of integrating school, health, and social services is not new, the
diversity and rapid growth of such projects suggests the need for research to focus
on these efforts (U S. Department of Education, 1995). The answers to the
questions posed in this study will add to that focus.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

Research on school-linked services . . . must
apply more non-traditional methods in order to
capture the complexity of trying to understand the
nature of and the results from comprehensive,
collaborative services.

U.  S. Department of Education
Office of Educational Research and Improvement
(1995, p. 3)

Introduction

The purpose of this study was to describe the process that was involved in
the establishment of a school-linked program, delivered by a large suburban
school district and a cluster of service agencies. The following research questions
guided data collection in this study:
1.  What was the impetus for initiating this interagency innovation and what

resources were required?
2.  Who were the key players, how were they determined, and in what ways did

they plan together to establish and implement this school-linked program?
3.  In what ways was the initiation of the pilot program supported or impeded?
4.  What is the status of the pilot program today?
This chapter explains the choice of the qualitative case study as the basic design of
the investigation, methods of data collection and sample selection, and procedures
for data analysis that were used. Finally, methods that were used to assure
credibility are presented.

Research Design

The research design for this investigation was the case study. According to
Yin (1994), a case study is “an empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary
phenomenon within its real-life context, especially when the boundaries between
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phenomenon and context are not clearly evident (p. 13). The case study approach
“tries to illuminate a decision or set of decisions: why they were taken, how they
were implemented, and with what result” (Yin, 1994, p. 12). This investigation
employed the case study approach as a means to explore the process of developing
and implementing this school-linked multi-agency staffing.

The case study method was chosen for this investigation because of the
nature of the questions for which answers were being sought. The study’s purpose
was to describe the process of the effort involved in the pilot program; the how
and why the program was initiated and implemented. It sought to arrive at an
understanding of what happened, why, and how; as well as what is happening
now. The case study has been described as the method of choice in answering
questions of process and understanding (Mason, 1996; Merriam, 1988). As a
method of qualitative research, the case study approach provides a naturalistic
inquiry of an event from the participants actually involved in the event (Singleton,
Straight, Straight, and McAllister, 1988).

Case study designs may involve either single or multiple units of analysis
(Yin, 1994). Because the singular phenomenon of multi-agency staffings as a
program was being analyzed in this study, the design can be described as single-
case. However, separate multi-agency staffing committees established at four
different sites were also investigated. These are considered subunits and were
approached as embedded units of analysis within the larger design. This study,
therefore, was a single-case, embedded design, as defined by Yin (1994, p. 41-42).

The case study relies primarily on inductive reasoning. Although questions
were formulated at the outset, hypotheses emerged from the data, and the
researcher’s expectations were reformulated as the study was underway. The case
study design potentially leads to rich descriptions of complex situations and
meaningful explanations for existing phenomena (Merriam, 1988).

The collection of data for this study was by means of interviewing
individuals who were participants in the planning and/or implementation of the
pilot program and reviewing documents that were generated during the planning
and implementation phase. Data collection is discussed in more detail in a later
section.
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Sampling

Individuals selected for interviewing were determined through purposive or
non-probabilistic sampling (Fraenkel and Wallen, 1996; Patton, 1991). This type
of sampling, as defined by Patton (1991), is the deliberate selection of subjects
from which the researcher can learn the most. Further, those selected should be
knowledgeable about the experience being studied and, if different perspectives of
it exist, interviewees should represent these points of view (Rubin and Rubin,
1995). Therefore, two sets of samples were selected, totaling eighteen individuals.
The first group of subjects was selected on the basis of their participation in the
planning stages of the pilot. Seven individuals were identified as key players in the
planning phase. Two of these represented the school system and the other five
represented the agencies that were selected by the school system as stakeholders
and important members of the pilot program. These agencies included four county
agencies; the Department of Human Development, the Health Department, the
Community Services Board, which included mental health and alcohol and drug
abuse, and the Juvenile Court. One non-profit agency, not part of the county
government, was selected because of its provision of extensive family services
within the county. The identification of these individuals was made by an initial
informant who, as one of the school system employees, had a major role in the
establishment of the pilot program. All but one of those identified in the first
group agreed to participate in the study.

The second group of subjects was selected as a result of their identification
as key players in the implementation of the pilot program and their willingness to
participate in the study. Four multi-agency staffings were established at different
school sites, each with a school social worker appointed as coordinator. These four
social workers had responsibility for setting up and maintaining a functioning
multi-agency staffing team. As such, they were able to provide the most
information regarding the implementation of the staffings at each school site. All
four social workers, identified by the same initial informant who selected them as
coordinators, agreed to participate in this study. Also included in this sample set
were four individuals who served as agency representatives at the time of
implementation and continue to participate on multi-agency staffing teams. An
additional four individuals, who currently coordinate multi-agency staffing teams
as school employees, also were selected to provide information regarding the
current status of the program.
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Access to Subjects

The researcher is an employee of the school system in which the pilot
program was initiated and, in her professional role, has been involved with the
department of special services for over twenty years. As such, she is a professional
colleague of the initial informant who had major responsibility for the initiation
and oversight of the program. Introduction to subjects in the first sample set and
their cooperation was gained through the assistance of this initial informant. This
individual is both professionally and personally known by all of the participants in
the planning process and convened this group. For the second sample set, the four
school social workers are also professional colleagues of the researcher and were
well known and accessible to her. Thus, entry and access to the entire sample, as
well as the development of trust necessary to the collection of reliable data, was
facilitated.

Data Collection

Prior to data collection, permission to proceed with the study was obtained
from the school district from which the pilot program evolved. The data in this
study was collected primarily through interviews. Permission was gained from all
individuals selected for interview. In addition, a limited number of documents
generated during the planning and implementation of the pilot program were
discovered and reviewed.

Interviewing Procedures

As Rubin and Rubin (1995) state, “understanding is achieved by
encouraging people to describe their worlds in their own terms” (p. 2). In-depth
interviewing enables the researcher to understand details of people’s experiences
from their perspectives (Seidman, 1991). The goal in this study was to “find out
what happened and why, in rich and individualistic terms” (Rubin and Rubin,
1995, p. 11). Therefore, topical interviews, to investigate an explanation and
description of the process involved in the initiation, planning and implementation
of the multi-agency staffings, was conducted to compile data relevant to the
research questions.

The questions guiding the interviews were formulated from the research
questions. A semi-structured, open-ended interview guide was used as a template
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(Rubin and Rubin, 1995); therefore, those interviewed were not asked identical
questions. Subject areas and topics were identified but the sequence and wording
of the questions was determined during the course of the interview (Merriam,
1988, Rubin and Rubin, 1995). The guide permitted a systematic means of data
collection but also allowed for flexibility. The interview guides are found in
Appendix C.

All subjects selected for interview were informed of the purpose of the
study and were assured of confidentiality through an introductory letter (Appendix
B) and a follow-up telephone call. They were given a copy of the original
document describing the Pilot Program (Appendix A), generated at the time the
program began. This was to assist them in recalling their memories of the process.
Each interview required from 60 to 90 minutes in length. Interviews were tape
recorded, with permission, and transcribed by the researcher herself within 48
hours in order to develop a written log for later analysis. The researcher kept field
notes during the interviews to record her thoughts and observations for the same
purpose. Responses that appeared inconsistent were further investigated during the
interview or clarified later through follow-up telephone calls. All tapes, notes, and
transcriptions were carefully maintained and preserved to assure confidentiality.
Further discussion regarding the assurance of the integrity of this study is found in
a section below titled Credibility.

Interviewing has been described as both a research method and a social
relationship and, as such, the process must be “nurtured, sustained, and then ended
gracefully” (Seidman, 1991, p. 72). The interview process is dependent upon the
relationship between the interviewer and the respondent (Merriam, 1988). In order
to achieve this relationship, interviews were conducted at a site and time
determined by the interviewees. To assist in facilitating the subject’s comfort with
the taping process, the researcher worked to establish rapport in an effort to
provide a non-threatening and casual approach before the interview began.

Document Review

According to Merriam (1988), documents can help the researcher uncover
meaning, develop understanding, and discover insights. Participants in the study
were asked if they had retained any documents that had been developed during
planning meetings. Although very few were located, those reviewed did allow for
comparisons to be made with data collected during the interviews. Information
such as procedures to be followed during meetings and minutes from several
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planning meetings were reviewed. Although interviewees were asked if they had
retained any personal notes or documents, none were located.

Data Analysis

Analysis of qualitative data is not reserved until the end of the investigation.
It begins as the data is collected and continues through the writing of the research
report (Patton, 1991; Rubin and Rubin, 1995; Seidman, 1991). Data analysis was
conducted according to methods described by Mason (1996), Seidman (1991), and
Rubin and Rubin (1995). Analysis involves the examination of notes and
transcripts and the organization of data from interviews and documents into coded
categories. As described by Rubin and Rubin (1995), coding is the process of
grouping data “into categories that bring together the similar ideas, concepts, or
themes . . . or steps or stages in a process” (p. 238). Once the data is categorized, a
search for patterns and connections within those categories follows (Seidman,
1991). Following each interview, a transcription was made by means of word
processing by the researcher herself. By playing and replaying the taped interview
in order to transcribe the data, the researcher gained a clearer understanding of
what the interviewee was trying to convey. As the interview was transcribed, the
data were numbered by page and line for later reference. This transcription was
printed and also saved to a computer diskette. Next, the transcript was read and the
researcher’s reactions and comments were recorded in the research log. This
helped to guide the data collection as it was undertaken. The information from
each interviewee was coded in the margins, using initial key words as often as they
applied, to assist in sorting the raw data. Codes were also used to indicate the
interviewee’s professional title and organizational affiliation. Once all interviews
had been transcribed, the transcripts were read and reread. Next, the data were
analyzed for content and theme categorization. Topics and themes were identified
from the research questions and from the data itself as it was analyzed. As
categories emerged, they were assigned a color code which was kept as a list for
easy reference. The raw data from the diskette-saved transcripts were then color
coded and reprinted by means of a color printer to provide the researcher a visual
representation of the themes identified. The transcripts were then physically cut up
and sorted by category using a matrix system for each of the two phases of the
pilot program. This was used as a means of data display to further facilitate the
analysis (Fraenkel and Wallen, 1996). Findings were reviewed and critiqued by
three members of a doctoral cohort at Virginia Tech who are knowledgeable of the
analysis of interview data and of school-linked service integration.
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Credibility

Rubin and Rubin (1995) have stated, “Most indicators of validity and
reliability do not fit qualitative research” (p. 85). However, the soundness and
strength of a research design are critical and need to be measured in some way
(Patton, 1989). In order to effectively determine the accuracy of the study, Rubin
and Rubin (1995) offer alternative constructs that more accurately reflect the
conventional standards of validity and reliability for qualitative research.  Their
standards of “transparency, consistency-coherence, and communicability” were
followed in this investigation (Rubin and Rubin, 1995, p. 85). The effect of the
researcher as a participant were also addressed.

Transparency allows for the basic processes of data collection to be
apparent. To achieve this, all interviews were tape recorded and transcribed by the
researcher and a log kept of when the interviews took place. Attempts to verify
transcripts as accurate representations of the interviewee’s perceptions were made
with the interviewee once the taping had been transcribed (Maxwell, 1996).
Careful records of how transcripts were organized and analyzed were kept. A log
maintained by the researcher kept track of decisions made and personal feelings to
provide a description of what happened as the research was undertaken. These
materials were maintained by the researcher to demonstrate that careful methods
had been followed. Mason (1996) refers to this same concept as “reliability” . . .
ensuring - and demonstrating to others - that your data generation and analysis
have been not only appropriate to the research questions, but also thorough,
careful, honest and accurate” (p. 146).

Consistency, as described by Rubin and Rubin (1995), is assuring that the
researcher has investigated and can explain any contradictions in ideas and
responses from different interviewees. When undertaking qualitative research, “the
goal is not to eliminate inconsistencies, but to make sure you understand why they
occur” (p. 87). Themes were examined across interviews to determine if any
inconsistencies appeared. Every effort was made to explain contrasting versions of
what occurred. Additionally, interviewees’ responses were examined for any
apparent inconsistencies.

The third area of credibility is communicability (Rubin and Rubin, 1995).
This refers to the ability of the researcher to report the findings in a manner that is
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real and believable. This was accomplished by providing a richness of detail, an
abundance of evidence, and careful documentation within the text of the
description of the research.

Finally, peer examination (Merriam, 1988) was used as a measure of
accuracy. In this study, findings were discussed with three members of the
researcher’s doctoral cohort who have expertise in the area of school-linked
services and qualitative research. They provided critical review and additional
insights of the findings as they emerged from the data.

Reactivity, or the effect the researcher as interviewer may have on the study
is also of concern (Maxwell, 1996; Mason, 1996). Because of the nature of the
interactive process of the interview, no claims can be made that the researcher was
a neutral data collector. However, caution was taken to ensure that questions were
asked during the interviews that encouraged honest responses and not those
desired by the researcher. In order to better understand the influence of the
researcher in these interactions, anecdotal notes, taken during and after each
interview, and analysis of the interaction was undertaken.

Chapter Summary

This chapter describes the methodology that was selected for this study. A
case study approach was used with data obtained through interviews and
document review. Data was coded and categorized to identify themes which were
analyzed relative to the research questions. The findings are reported in Chapter 4.
Conclusions and implications for further research are presented in Chapter 5.



25

CHAPTER 4

RESULTS OF THE STUDY

Introduction

The purpose of this study was to describe the process involved in the
establishment of a school-linked program designed to provide integrated services
to identified children. The study program was initiated in 1989 in a large suburban
public school district in the state of Virginia. It established multi-agency staffing
teams at each of four school sites: one at an elementary school, another at a middle
school, and two at the high school level. The staffings were designed to constitute
a forum for community agency and school representatives to discuss individual at-
risk student needs in order to formulate a plan to improve the student’s academic
and social adjustment.

The following research questions guided data collection in this study:
1. What was the impetus for initiating this interagency innovation and what

resources were required?
2. Who were the key players, how were they determined, and in what ways did

they plan together to establish and implement this school-linked program ?
3. In what ways was the initiation of the pilot program supported or impeded?
4. What is the status of the pilot program today?
5. 
This chapter provides a review of the research methods used in the study and the
findings of the study.

Overview of the Research Methods

A single case, embedded case study design was used in this research. Prior
to data collection, permission to proceed with the study was obtained from the
school district from which the pilot program evolved. Data were collected through
interviews and a review of available documents in order to answer the research
questions. However, only a limited number of documents generated during the
planning and implementation of the pilot program were discovered and reviewed.
Therefore, interviews were the primary source of data.
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Through purposive sampling, eighteen individuals were selected for
interviews in two sets. The first set of subjects consisted of six individuals who
were identified as key players in the planning phase of the program. Two of these
individuals represented the school system, the coordinator of school social work
services and the administrator for special services. The remaining four were
directors of the agencies that had been selected by the school system to participate
in the program. The second group of subjects was selected as a result of their
identification as key players in the implementation of the pilot program. Four
school social workers, who had been assigned as coordinators to set up a multi-
agency staffing team at each school site, were selected as well as four individuals
who had served as agency representatives on teams. An additional four individuals
were selected on the basis of their current participation as school coordinators of
multi-agency staffing teams.

All interviews were conducted between August 1997 and January 1998. All
subjects selected for interview were informed of the purpose of the study and were
assured of confidentiality through an introductory letter and a follow-up telephone
call. Each interview required from 60 to 90 minutes in length. Interviews were
tape recorded, with permission, and transcribed by the researcher herself within 48
hours in order to develop a written log for later analysis. Field notes were kept of
the researcher’s thoughts and observations for the same purpose. All tapes, notes,
and transcriptions were carefully maintained and preserved to assure
confidentiality.

Data analysis was conducted according to methods described by Mason
(1996), Seidman (1991), and Rubin and Rubin (1995). Following each interview, a
transcription was made by the researcher by means of word processing. Once all
interviews had been transcribed, the transcripts were read and reread. Next, the
data were coded for content and theme categorization. Topics and themes that
were coded were identified from the research questions and from the data as they
were analyzed. Findings were reviewed and critiqued by three members of a
doctoral cohort at Virginia Tech who are knowledgeable of the analysis of
interview data and of school-linked service integration.
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Findings

Introduction

The findings in this study are presented in a natural division of two phases
of the program, as they emerged from the data. The first phase was the
conceptualization of the pilot program and the collaboration and planning that was
required before it began. The process of the actual implementation of the pilot
program was the second phase. Therefore, the findings are based on a
chronological framework and presented within that context. Within these phases,
themes that emerged are discussed. In the first phase, these themes include
recognition of a need, development of the concept, collaboration and planning, the
design of the pilot program, resolution of issues, and dynamics among the policy
committee members. Within the second phase, the emerging themes were the
implementers, school planning, team-building, and issues arising within the teams.
Benefits of multi-agency staffings as described by the study participants is a theme
which crossed both phases and is discussed at the end of the chapter along with an
update on the status of the program as it exists today.

Phase One - Conceptualization

Recognition of a Need

During the Fall of the 1988-1989 school year, concerns were voiced by
principals, social workers, psychologists, and other staff at various schools in the
study school district regarding the problems increasingly encountered by some of
their students. In certain areas of the county that defined the school district, there
was a marked growth of poor, limited-English speaking families with multifaceted
needs. As the coordinator of school social work services explained,

At the time, there were many high-risk families entering the county. Before
that time, there were relatively few pockets of poor, uneducated families.
There was a great influx that had a big impact on several schools in
particular (Policy Committee Member Two: page 1; lines 1-3).

School social workers were spending hours contacting various agencies to obtain
needed services such as alcohol and drug screening, food stamps, and mental
health services, for these students and their families. The coordinator of social
work services for the school district was aware of these concerns through her
monthly staff meetings and was interested in finding a way to address them in a
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more efficient, coordinated manner. As she stated, “What we found before we put
the whole plan together was that we were serving the same families and had no
idea who else was involved. We weren’t talking to one another” (Policy
Committee Member One: 4; 60-62). As she described it,

Three or four agencies were calling the school and asking the same
questions. The principal or social worker would get a call from the health
department one week and then the next week get the same question from
family services and they wouldn’t even know the health department was
involved. We had a lot of duplication of communication and nobody was
getting together to discuss these things (Policy Committee Member One: 4;
68-76).

Development of the Concept

The coordinator of school social work services brought this situation to the
attention of the school district’s administrator for special services. These two
people began to think of ways that might assist school social workers in obtaining
services from various agencies more easily for their students. They conceptualized
a plan that would bring together, on a regular formalized basis, representatives
from agencies in the county that delivered services to children and families. As the
administrator stated, “Let’s create a kind of forum where all of these people from
different agencies can get together and talk with one another” (Policy Committee
Member Two: 3; 46-48). They wanted the school to be the focus for these forums.
“The people at the school level had to be the focus to meet the needs of these
families so that the school staff didn’t have to have a lot of different consultations
about these kids” (Policy Committee Member Two: 1; 5-7). They identified five
agencies within the county having the greatest involvement with students and their
families. Four of these were county government agencies and included the
Department of Human Development, the Department of Health, the Juvenile Court
system, and the Community Services Board which included mental health and
alcohol and drug abuse. One non-profit agency, not part of the county government,
but one that provided extensive, private family services and was well known to
school personnel, was also identified.

Collaboration and Planning

In January of 1989, these two school leaders organized a meeting to be held
at the school district’s central office for special services. They invited the directors
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of the identified agencies “to explore the possibility of coordinating services. We
believed that it was important to contact the people who were the decision makers
in the organizations, those who could commit the agencies” (Policy Committee
Member Two: 3; 49-51). “The notion of collaboration was being talked about
quite a bit at the time and the directors seemed very interested in the idea,” stated
the school administrator for special services (Policy Committee Member Two: 2;
35-37). The coordinator for school social work services said “we had a great deal
of cooperation and a lot of hoopla about it from everybody (Policy Committee
Member One: 4; 72). The first meeting was designed “to introduce everyone to the
idea and find out how interested the directors were to involve their agencies in the
collaboration . . . Although we had a plan in mind, we wanted to see what they
thought of the idea before we presented it” (Policy Committee Member One: 5;
82-85). All of the directors invited to participate had been on committees together
previously at various times and knew each other to some degree. None of them
reported any reluctance to participate in the meeting, as also evidenced by their
attendance. The members of the group were interested in exploring the concept of
coordinating services, as their words indicate. “The agency directors were very
interested in developing collaborative approaches” (Policy Committee Member
Three: 1; 1). “I saw it as an ideal way to have some collaborative activity take
place. We were really supportive of this effort” (Policy Committee Member Six: 1;
6-7). A policy committee, consisting of the two school district leaders and the
representatives from the five agencies, was established at this meeting. According
to one of the school leaders, “the directors agreed to meet with us on a regular
basis to develop a plan for better coordination of services” (Policy Committee
Member One: 1; 16).

Although it was difficult to schedule meetings so that everyone could
attend, the group met throughout the Spring of 1989. “It was a series of meetings .
. . We met once a month and it was hard to get them all together. It was an
organizational nightmare, trying to get all the people to find the time to meet”
(Policy Committee Member One: 2; 22-24). The policy committee members
believed that if collaboration was to work, it needed to begin at the leadership
level. As one member stated, “We wanted this to go well, we wanted this to
succeed so there had to be a buy-in from the top”  (Policy Committee Member
Five: 10; 156-157). As another member described, “The purpose was to look at the
policy and . . . how could you truly get this collaboration going on, recognizing
that it had to happen at the leadership level first” (Policy Committee Member
Four: 1; 7-9). Most importantly, “if you’re going to hit barriers with agencies,
you’re going to have to deal with them at the top echelon” (Policy Committee
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Member Three: 1; 18-19). As will be described later, the policy committee did run
into some potential barriers that were dealt with at this leadership level.

According to all six of the members of the policy committee who were
interviewed, the first discussions dealt with the importance and benefits of
integrating services. As the school administrator for special services stated,

There was an increase in the need for social services. All of the different
agencies were needed to do many of the same things. Everybody was
dealing with the same families separately. We saw a need to try to put some
organization into the services families were receiving. We wanted to get a
level of real cooperation” (Policy Committee Member Two: 1; 14-17).

As an agency director described,
Each of our agencies knew that time and energy was being spent seeing
individuals without looking at their total environment and what’s going on
with them that was probably wasted. . . and there was probably a mechanism
that when the school saw some of these problems they could have the ability
to reach out and tap the resources they needed in an integrated fashion
(Policy Committee Member Three: 1; 2-6).

There was acknowledgment that each agency dealt with cases from a limited
perspective and, although there was likely involvement from several agencies with
any one case, lines of communication were not always present. “At that time, any
one agency had little understanding of another and staff only talked to staff within
their agency” (Policy Committee Member Two: 1; 4). The coordinator of school
social work services described it this way,

We’d find that a family we were trying to work with around a school issue
was also getting services from a social worker who was with family services
and maybe a public health nurse was going into the home and maybe the
mother was going to the mental health center and nobody knew that
anybody else was involved” (Policy Committee Member One: 4; 62-65).

A third committee member stated, “We talked about the idea of working better
together and bringing the same rich information together so that everybody
involved can hear it in the same form” (Policy Committee Member Five: 4; 64-
66). The policy committee decided a team approach might provide broader input
and facilitate a more comprehensive and coordinated plan to address identified
needs for students and families. “We had a strong feeling that bringing everybody
around the table was going to save resources, save duplication of services, and put
together a more concerted plan,” described one member (Policy Committee
Member Six: 1; 19-20). “The policy committee, overall, saw the potential benefits
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to the clients, the children, the schools, and the staff members if we worked
together,” said another (Policy Committee Member Three: 4; 77-80).

Design of the Pilot Program

The next task for the policy committee was to decide how the collaboration
would look. The school district coordinator of social work services and the
administrator for special services “presented a framework for the multi-agency
staffing to the policy committee as a jumping-off point” (Policy Committee
Member One: 1; 16). The two had formulated the concept of a standing committee
of agency representatives that could meet regularly with school personnel to
discuss problems of identified students. As the school administrator described,
“We were the hosts for this collaboration and so we wanted it to be in the schools
and run by our people” (Policy Committee Member Two: 1; 18-19). The policy
committee members considered the proposal to be a viable one and “we decided,
as I remember, to have [the school system] come up with a more fleshed-out plan
that we could look at” (Policy Committee Member Three: 2; 36-37). The
coordinator of social work services developed the plan in writing for the
committee’s approval. “I didn’t have a lot of help with that but it wasn’t unilateral;
I had to pass it by the committee” (Policy Committee Member One: 8; 53). The
following description is taken from the document that she developed, which
became the overall guiding plan for the pilot program. (The complete document
can be found in Appendix A). At the school level, the school social worker would
be named as the coordinator of the multi-agency staffing meetings. “Students
having difficulty in school who were known to be receiving services from school
resources and a community agency” would be identified by school personnel, such
as the “principal, guidance counselor, and school psychologist.” From the school
staff, a case manager would be designated to be responsible for scheduling the
case on the multi-agency staffing calendar, “contacting the agency representatives
working with the child,” and obtaining parent permission for the sharing of
information. Parents were to be informed of the meetings and invited to attend if
they requested to do so, but they were not required to attend.

The multi-agency staffing would involve a standing committee consisting of
representatives from the school and the five participating agencies; the
Department of Human Development (foster care, child protective services), the
Health Department, the Community Services Board, the Juvenile Court system,
and one private agency that provided a broad spectrum of services to county
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residents. This committee would meet on a monthly basis to discuss those cases
who had been referred. The case manager would present the case to the committee
which would then “review the present level of service, . . .  recommend needed
changes, set goals, and advocate for the child and family.” A written plan would
be developed with a date set for a follow-up meeting. The plan for each child
would include a “measurable goal, such as academic performance,” and “a
behavioral goal, such as better social skills, fewer disruptions, less depression.”
Minutes of the proceedings of the multi-agency staffing meetings would be kept
and sent to each representative before the next meeting convened. While parent
permission would be required, attendance by parents would be optional.

The policy committee reviewed the framework and favored the concept as
evidenced by their endorsement of the written description. “Everybody agreed the
idea was good; this seemed like a logical plan” (Policy Committee Member Five:
4; 61). They believed that this framework could be put in place and that it could be
an efficient use of valuable staff time. “There was consensus from all the players
that it needed to be and could be done this way” (Policy Committee Member
Three: 1; 16-17). “Even though it would take several hours a month away from
seeing clients directly, it seemed like it would be a valuable way to spend that
time, given our little manpower” (Policy Committee Member Four: 2; 25-26).
From the school system’s point of view, it was “something that the schools had
needed badly for a long time and everybody found it workable” (Policy Committee
Member One: 8; 54-55). The remaining meetings focused on several issues related
to this framework, that are presented below.

Resolution of Issues

Among the issues of concern to the policy committee was the number of
multi-agency staffings and where they should be located. Rather than initiate it on
a large basis, the administrator of special services stated that “the basic idea was to
keep it simple. Let’s try to identify a few places to implement this idea” (Policy
Committee Member Two: 2; 22-23). “We didn’t want it too big; if you make it too
ambitious, it sounds good the first few meetings but you’re not going to go
anywhere” (Policy Committee Member Five: 6; 98-100). Four schools were
identified by the school division as being heavily impacted by changing
demographics and having families involved with an assortment of county
agencies. These four schools were known to have students that had involvement
with all of the agencies on the policy committee and “we agreed that if staff time
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was to be utilized positively, we needed to start this at the most heavily impacted
schools” (Policy Committee Member Three: 4; 66-67). “The schools were
considered for the pilot based on the amount of impact from these high-risk
families: low income, free and reduced lunch, factors like that” (Policy Committee
Member Two: 1; 9-10). After obtaining agreement from the individual principals
to host a multi-agency staffing at their schools, two high schools, one middle
school, and one elementary school were chosen as sites by the policy committee.

Two areas in particular became primary issues for discussion among the
members of the policy committee and were mentioned by all of those interviewed.
One was parent permission and confidentiality requirements and the other was
commitment on the part of the agency representatives assigned to the multi-agency
staffing. All of the participating agencies required parent permission for the
release and sharing of information about any student or family with other agencies.
Legal restrictions governing confidentiality varied from agency to agency.
“Confidentiality was the most important issue that we had to deal with,
particularly mental health and alcohol and drug services because of their strict
rules” (Policy Committee Member Three: 1; 9-10). “Child protective services had
issues with confidentiality. They weren’t always able to share information about
kids” (Policy Committee Member One: 3; 42-43). “Part of the process was if we
knew these kids in our own agency, we could bring forth some of that information
so that we wouldn’t be duplicating services. Some agencies couldn’t share
information as easily so it was a lot of effort on their part to educate us in terms of
what their rules were” (Policy Committee Member Six: 1; 9-12). One member of
the policy committee described the discussion regarding permission forms as “a
long process. We seemed to spend a lot of time on it. When the meetings first
started in the schools, each agency used its own form but eventually we came up
with one form that met everybody’s needs” (Policy Committee Member Four: 6;
116-117). Another described the committee as able to “overcome the problem with
the universal permission form that finally evolved” (Policy Committee Member
Three: 1; 11). “This form was jointly developed by all the agencies and listed all
of them so that a parent could readily understand who was being given permission
to share information and it was all on one page (Policy Committee Member One:
2; 27-29). Finally, “we had to run it by the attorneys and get their approval to be
sure that it met legal requirements,” explained the coordinator of school social
work services (Policy Committee Member One: 2; 37). (A sample form can be
found in Appendix E).



34

The second issue that required a good deal of discussion was that of the
commitment of people and their time to the multi-agency staffings. Since there
was no funding for the program, agencies would be required to contribute the time
and expertise of their members assigned to the multi-agency staffings without
additional compensation. “The directors were worried about staff time. Agencies
calculate time differently for their staff, particularly social services. . . There was
no money involved, no budget. It was strictly voluntary on the part of the
agencies” (Policy Committee Member Two: 2; 25-33). The agency directors
expressed concern that assigning a consistent representative to a meeting might be
a hardship for that individual as well as the agency, especially if the case being
discussed was not already involved with that agency. “A big issue was resources;
the thinking being that this was going to be held in the school and the school
people were there but we were going to have to send somebody, so [there was] a
lot of discussion about that” (Policy Committee Member Six: 1; 14-16). This was
particularly important for the nonprofit agency. As the director of that agency
stated, “When staff weren’t seeing clients and generating revenue, we still had to
pay their salaries and the rent. It may sound terrible, but that’s the reality. . . We
didn’t have the depth of man power that the county agencies did so that was a real
dilemma” (Policy Committee Member Four: 4; 75-79). The use of alternates or
substitutes was raised as a possibility, but the committee did not believe that this
would solve the problem. As one member questioned, “How could we be sure that
there would be adequate representation from each agency if we didn’t have
consistent members on the team?” (Policy Committee Member One: 5; 76-78).
“You couldn’t just assign a different person from meeting to meeting, nobody
wanted that model. We wanted the same person there to build that team,” stated
another (Policy Committee Member Six: 5; 91-93). From the school system’s
perspective, “to have any continuity to follow-up on the plans for the kids really
required that the same people attend the multi-agency meeting all the time so we
tried to be insistent on that” (Policy Committee Member Two: 4; 62-64). The
directors decided that they would identify individuals from their agency to be
assigned to each multi-agency staffing. These agency assignments were to remain
as constant as possible with the use of substitutes only if necessary.

There was one person named by every agency for each of the four school
locations. When the meetings got going, they sent the names to me [the
coordinator of school social work services] and I gave them to the school
social workers who were coordinating the meetings (Policy Committee
Member One: 3; 48-52).
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Those interviewed were asked if an evaluation component for the pilot
program had been a point of discussion. While the directors remembered that data
had been collected, only the school district coordinator for social work services
described this in any detail. She indicated that

data was collected but I wouldn’t say there was a scientific evaluation
planned. We decided to collect statistics from each team member so that
agencies would know how staff was utilizing the time, but the agencies
collected this separately and then turned it in to us. There were problems
with it because not everybody turned in their information and we never did
get back together to analyze it (Policy Committee Member One: 8; 170-
176).

Dynamics Among the Policy Committee Members

While not specifically addressing the dynamics of agency relationships or
the people involved, the interviewees alluded to them over and over, as they
discussed the details of the planning meetings. During these meetings “there were
a lot of different agendas at the table…there were a lot of barriers and systems
problems and baggage between the agencies and among the directors (Policy
Committee Member Five: 1; 12-18).

I was kind of amazed that we were able to overcome some of the hurdles as
quickly as we did because sometimes those hurdles bog down the whole
thing. While the staff is merrily going on their way already doing it, up here
we’re still trying to figure out how to make it work (Policy Committee
Member Three: 2; 20-25).

Occasionally the discussion did get bogged down. “The same things were
said over and over again and there was not a lot of forward progress, especially
when we hashed out confidentiality” (Policy Committee Member Six: 1; 15-17).
“We talked about exciting things like forms, that chewed up a lot of time . . . You
can’t imagine the amount of time spent on these things” (Policy Committee
Member Four: 6; 112-116).

According to several of those interviewed, personalities came into play at
times.

Some styles clashed and, as much as you say you’re going to keep styles out
of it and you want to focus only on the process, you bring to bear your style
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and the personality of the players is always a factor and you have to take it
into account” (Policy Committee Member Five: 4; 56-59).

Two of the members were described as “fighters, both of them. That was never an
easy alliance. They both will find a way to get what they need” (Policy Committee
Member Six: 2; 21-22). As another member stated,

There’s something that can happen when you get at this very senior level;
really good people, very talented people, good thinkers. Something happens
when they get in a room together and there is this sense of competition and
it’s something like a sibling rivalry. Who can one up the next, who can
outtalk the next, who can give the most eloquent speech at a meeting. It’s
fascinating to sit back and watch. I don’t always see real teamwork but
there’s a lot of talk about it” (Policy Committee Member Four: 6; 122-127).

Yet another committee member said, “When you bring a group together like this,
you also bring their own styles and how different they are . . . but we managed to
get beyond it” (Policy Committee Member Three: 3; 48-49).

Despite the dynamics of the group, all of the agency directors reported that
they had been able to overcome any problems and come to agreement in the end.

I think we got to the harmony and moved in the way of what the group
needed. You have to have a balance in the group of different management
styles. You’ve got to have visionaries but you have to have people who
focus on the structure and the steps. . . people who really get into detail and
people who think out of the boxes (Policy Committee Member Five: 6; 102-
105).

The coordinator of school social work services was described as a catalyst
in promoting agreement. As one policy committee member put it,

She was definitely advocating for the kids and had a real strong feeling that
bringing everybody around the table was going to save resources, save
duplication of services. . . That was her mantra throughout all of it. So as
each of us would go off and say we can’t do this or we can’t do that, she
would continue to say ‘but we have to try it to see if these basic tenets play
out’ (Policy Committee Member Six: 1-2; 18-22).

The coordinator of school social work services summarized the whole process in
this way:

It took many months and meetings for the directors to come to a consensus
as to what they wanted this pilot program to do and how it should look. But
we all were able to do it. There really wasn’t any resistance, just a few
things that we had to get around. There weren’t any great headaches. It met
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a need that was a glaring need that had been around for a long time and it
just slipped into place. (Policy Committee Member One: 2; 31-35).

Specific details regarding scheduling, notification to agency representatives,
and other aspects of implementation were left to the school staff led by the school
social worker, under the direction of the coordinator of school social work
services. “We put the social workers in charge. They really steered this thing”
(Policy Committee Member One: 3; 46).

You have to allow the implementers to put their own spin on it, their own
touch. So you have an idea of what it should look like but you can’t be so
wedded to it that people can’t reform it and change it (Policy Committee
Member Five: 7; 121-123).

As another member stated, “It was left to the schools to get it going” (Policy
Committee Member Six: 2; 33-34). A third member said,

This type of venture never happens at the policy level, you need to give it to
the people who are going to be doing it. They’re the ones who will know
how to make it work for them and the children. Let the schools set up the
meetings and how they will run. We thought that was a better way to get it
off the ground” (Policy Committee Member Two: 2; 18-22).

The policy committee “thought many of these things could be worked out with the
staff actually attending the meetings, things the team could work out and shouldn’t
be worked out at the highest level. I think we didn’t work them out, the staff did”
(Policy Committee Member Three: 3; 44-47).

The school district’s coordinator of social work services and the
administrator for special services determined that the implementation of the multi-
agency staffings would begin in November 1989. “It moved more quickly when it
got closer to the school level. We thought that everything could begin by then”
(Policy Committee Member One: 3; 36-37). The first phase was completed.

Phase Two - Implementation

The Implementers

In April 1989, a joint meeting of the policy committee and agency
representatives as well as school staff who would serve on multi-agency staffing
teams was scheduled by the two school district leaders. The four school social
workers and the four agency representatives who were interviewed did not
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remember any specific details of the meeting. “We were brought together to meet
each other, I’d forgotten that had happened” (Implementer One: 1; 12). However,
minutes of that meeting had been taken and were located and reviewed for this
study. The following description is from that document. According to the minutes,
the coordinator of social work services opened the meeting “with a brief
explanation of why the meeting was being held, describing the concerns of both
the schools and the agencies about the need for improved communication and the
expressed urgency for coordinating services.” She explained that the school
district was proposing “interagency collaboration and coordination of services.”
The school district administrator for special services “discussed the contribution
that many agencies made to schools and the issues that were discussed at the
earlier policy committee meetings. She was gratified at the willingness of agencies
to support multi-agency staffing at the school level.” She further “emphasized the
hope that schools and agencies in cooperation would evolve plans that were most
useful for them, rather than be asked to conform to a predetermined format.” Four
considerations were mentioned:

1.  This is a multi-agency effort
2.  The focus is case-oriented
3.  Improved communication between agencies is an objective
4.  There be joint planning

”The large group then broke into four small groups according to schools” to allow
people to introduce themselves and identify “what issues need clarifying.”

Four school sites had been selected for establishing multi-agency staffings.
The social workers assigned to each of these schools had been notified by the
coordinator of social work services that they would be in charge of getting the
meetings at their school sites up and running. Each of these were interviewed for
this study. All indicated that they had been enthusiastic about the plan. As one
coordinator stated, “I was convinced absolutely that this was a good idea from the
start. The purpose of coming together was to streamline information that was vital
to various people” (Implementer One: 1; 10-11). Another stated, “It seemed like
such a great concept. Before we had been trying to get people together on our own
when we knew they were working with the same family but this was a more
systematic way to do it” (Implementer Four: 1; 10-13). “I was really excited about
it, I just thought it was the way to go” (Implementer Three: 1; 3), stated a third
coordinator.
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School Planning

Each of the school sites, with the social worker as leader, was given the task
of getting the multi-agency staffing meetings up and running.

The first planning we had to do was school planning; who from the school
was going to consistently be on the team, how we wanted to work this
program. We had to find a way to get the school to buy in to this program on
a regular basis and follow through (Implementer One: 1; 4-8).

Another social worker described it this way, “We started by developing the core
team, the people who would make up the school committee. We decided it would
be the school psychologist and myself and the guidance director” (Implementer
Four: 1; 15-17).

All four sites determined that their school committee would consist of the
psychologist and social worker assigned to the school, the guidance counselor and
principal for the elementary school and the guidance director and principal,
whenever possible, at the middle and two high schools. The social worker at the
elementary school site explained, “Our principal was very strong and wanted to
know everything about the kids in his school. The psychologist and I worked
closely together with each other and with the guidance counselor so it was a
natural thing” (Implementer Three: 2; 38-41). The middle school principal “came
whenever he was able and always wanted an update of our meeting when he
couldn’t come,” stated that social worker (Implementer One: 1; 13-16). At the
high school level, as one of the social workers stated, “The principal was very
much in favor of having the multi-agency staffing at the school; in fact, asked to
have it there. Although she wanted to be at the meetings, there were always other
commitments and the guidance director was the one who was there consistently”
(Implementer Two: 2; 32-36). At the other high school, “the principal never would
have been able to be there every time. We were a new school and he was terribly
busy getting all of that straightened around” (Implementer Four: 2; 25-27). The
two social workers at the high school level who were interviewed did not feel that
there was a lack of leadership or support from the principals because of their
inability to participate in the meetings regularly. “At the high schools, the
guidance director and guidance counselors are closer than the principal to the kind
of problems that the kids had who we were looking at,” explained one social
worker (Implementer Four: 2; 30-32). “We knew the principal was behind the
meetings but we didn’t expect that she would be able to come and that was okay,”
stated the other (Implementer Two: 2; 37-38)
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Of concern were basic needs such as scheduling a time that would be
convenient to all members and finding the space to hold multi-agency staffing
meetings. “Trying to find a time when everybody could get there took some work”
(Implementer Four: 1; 19). “The issue that we had to deal with was the silly issue
of space; finding the space to hold the meeting was a hassle” (Implementer Three:
1; 18-19). Two schools were able to find conference rooms that were available,
another used a teacher’s lounge, and the fourth was able to use the principal’s
office. “He thought it was a beneficial thing for the kids and the staff and he gave
us his own conference room. I think that spoke to the staff that it was an important
thing” (Implementer One: 1; 19-21). Each school team presented the idea of the
multi-agency staffing to counselors and teachers in the school. At the elementary
school,  “the principal arranged a faculty meeting and gave me the time to explain
what the multi-agency staffing was to the teachers. I told them we were looking
for any kids who were in trouble and might be good candidates to refer”
(Implementer Three: 2; 42-44).  The middle and high school people met with
smaller groups. “We met with the guidance counselors and talked to them about
how it would help them help their students” (Implementer Four: 3; 41-42). “The
guidance director and I presented the staffings to the counselors so that they would
be able to know how to refer their kids who needed it” (Implementer Two: 2; 28-
29).

All four multi-agency staffing meetings were set to convene in November
1989. Each agency sent the names of the four individuals that would represent that
agency to the school district coordinator of social work services, as had been
agreed to by the policy committee. She forwarded those names to the school social
workers who notified the agency representatives of the date and time of the multi-
agency staffing.

Team-Building

All of those interviewed discussed the need early on for building a
consistent team of professionals that could work collaboratively and share their
expertise. Representatives from the different agencies had been assigned to a site
by their agency; however, some of them were already somewhat connected to the
school, such as the school nurse or the representative from juvenile court. Most of
those assigned were unknown to the schools. “I didn’t know any of the people
from the other agencies. I knew names because I had spoken to people on the
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phone” (Implementer One: 3; 42-44). Consistency of membership was considered
to be a vital component to the team functioning by all team members.

The frustration that came out for us was when an agency representative was
not at the table. If the child had a particular need and that agency was not
represented when we talked about him, it could cause lots of frustration.
Luckily, this rarely happened (Implementer Two: 4; 65-68).

Among all of those interviewed, lack of agency representation was cited as an
unusual occurrence. Involvement was

sustained because of the personal rapport that was developed among the
team. And the accountability that we all held each other to. We put
everything in the minutes; we put the case plan in the minutes and our
names were next to what we had agreed to do. Then, when we had the next
meeting, we started off by reviewing the previous cases and each person
reported on what they had been able to do (Implementer One: 6; 116-121).

The development of a team mentality among members was mentioned by
those interviewed. “We had to develop a comfort level, to feel comfortable
operating this way” (Implementer Two: 1; 4-5). Several ways in which this was
accomplished purposively were described. At one site, the

first meeting was spent having each of us talk to the team about our role
within our agency and the resources that we might be able to bring to the
staffings. This helped us just to spend time together and get to know one
another” (Implementer Four: 3; 46-49).

At another site, the meetings were scheduled at lunch time and
we started off by telling people they could bring lunch and save time. I
guess it grew into a ritual and people started bringing in things to share with
everybody. I think the food represented the atmosphere here, it was a very
warm group. We had a lot of fun doing real hard work and that’s pretty rare
(Implementer Two: 6; 136-140).
At another site, building the sense of a team occurred without any specific

attempts within the group but from an external force. The team staffed a student
early on, who became the focus of a larger community issue a short time later. As
a result of the incident that caused the issue in the community, the principal of the
school was replaced.

 It was a case that we had staffed at multi-agency that was involved. And so
when the new principal came on board, he called together a multi-agency
meeting and asked the group to brief him on the issues so he would be better
oriented to the concerns. And that was real different and the group knew
that. The group just coalesced after that and came together real well. I think
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the case did it, it was a very difficult case. And it got some bad press and so
I think that brought people together. I also think the team had been in the
building, knew what kind of school was being run, and were able  to support
the school in the community when rough words were being said. So I think
that brought the group together, not anything that I did or the school did
(Implementer One: 3; 47-56).

The social worker for the elementary school site was unable to point to any
one thing that may have helped to build the team. She stated, however,

Friendships got formed and it became a peer support group. I don’t know
how the other teams operated but I do feel that the personal relationships
that formed were a primary catalyst for the team. We had a good team
though and we just kind of grew together. And it worked because we were
able to blend together. We became invested in supporting the team and
supporting each other (Implementer Three: 5; 82-86).

A factor mentioned by several team members from agencies was the
importance of the school social workers who coordinated the multi-agency
staffings at each school. As one stated, “She brought a tremendous energy to the
group. She had a way of pulling people together and being respectful to the
clients. She was a wonderful asset (Implementer Six: 3; 54-55). Another
described,

The leader was the greatest factor in building the team. She [social worker]
is topnotch. She was very organized and able to run a meeting in an
optimum way. When side conversations got going, she would be able to pull
it back together. Her commitment and compassion for the kids came
through. She just has the ability to pull people together as a team. A lot of it
has to do with her personality, her enthusiasm, her respect for the client to
make a parent feel comfortable in this situation which is a very difficult
thing to do (Implementer Five: 3; 54-57).

A final factor that was mentioned by those interviewed was the innovative
aspect of the pilot program and its effect on team members. “Multi-agency served
an exciting function and we were doing something new; we were pioneers”
(Implementer One: 4; 64). Described another way,

The planners [policy committee] tapped people who were interested in
doing something new. You had that beginning enthusiasm, “I’m a part of
something that’s new and different and kind of special and I’ve been
selected.” We all had the sense that we wanted to make this work
(Implementer Seven: 4; 59-62).
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Issues Arising Within the Teams

As the meetings got under way at the schools, several issues were of
concern to the multi-agency staffing teams. One issue that was expressed by all of
the school social workers was the generation of referrals. “The other piece that we
had to plan for was generating a variety of referrals” (Implementer One: 2; 22).
The referral process consisted of identifying a student whose needs could be met
by the multi-agency staffing (See Appendix F for Guidelines that were developed
for referring students). A referral could come from any member of the team or
from teachers or counselors in the school. At all school sites, the teams wanted to
have a broad spectrum of referrals. “We wanted to be sure the referrals reflected
the diverse population and needs of the school” (Implementer Two: 2; 26). As one
social worker said, the representative from juvenile court

had a heavy case load and he didn’t dominate the referrals but he could have
and there was one particular counselor who really came forward and she too
could have dominated the agenda but we wanted to be sure that we were
getting some of our Hispanic kids and some of our African-American kids
and we believed it was important that the entire school was represented
(Implementer One: 2; 27-32).

While generating referrals at the elementary and middle schools was not
expressed by those interviewed as a particular problem, it was described as a
problem at the high school level. At one high school, “I had to work with the
school staff to get cases. This was a ripe population but I had to beat the bushes
even though the tone was set by the principal” (Implementer Two: 1; 15-17). At
the other, the social worker stated, “I had to keep putting reminders out to let
people know that a meeting was coming up. I thought there would be a lot of cases
but there weren’t” (Implementer Four: 2; 27-28). Speculating on why referrals
were more difficult to obtain at that level, both social workers believed it may
have been due to a feeling that referring a high school aged student was a “last
ditch effort” for them. “By the time they got to high school it was too late, they
already had one foot out the door. Most of the kids were really problematic, real
discipline problems” (Implementer Four: 2; 35-38). Referrals came from

the guidance counselors who were already overloaded. It takes time to pull
[it] together and it’s the reality of limited time to get quality information. It
takes time to call the parent and explain it to them. There’s no appreciation
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of the time it takes. The counselors didn’t always want to spend that much
time, after hours, to do that (Implementer Two: 2; 28-31).

Explained another social worker, “the counselors expectations were high and
things didn’t move as quickly as they thought they should. So they were reluctant
to do the legwork if they couldn’t see an immediate outcome” (Implementer Four:
3; 43-45).

Another concern was that of parent permission. It had been decided by the
policy committee that before a child could be discussed at a multi-agency staffing,
parent permission needed to be obtained. As the teams began meeting, they were
sometimes in a position where they were unable to obtain signed permission but
believed that discussing the student would be helpful. “The parent didn’t sign for a
variety of reasons” (Implementer One: 6; 101-102). The concept of staffing a
student anonymously was utilized by the multi-agency staffing teams under these
conditions. While the team was unable to come up with a formalized plan, the
team found it a useful process.

You still wanted to find out what kind of resources might be out there to
serve a family. So, in my case, it would give an opportunity to go back to
the family and say, “Can we talk about this again because there’s, whatever
it might be, there’s a mother’s program I didn’t know about when we talked
before,” and I found out about it because I went and asked at multi-agency
(Implementer One: 6; 103-106).

Another team member stated that when they were unable to gain permission,
we just John Doe’d the case, we didn’t use names. We could use the people
as advisors and consultants, and that worked in terms of giving us a lot of
direction about what might be found for services, about what might be done
differently, what kinds of experiences people had had (Implementer Five: 4;
62-67).

A final issue mentioned by all of the social workers who coordinated the
first staffings or continue to do so now was the amount of effort and work it takes
on each of their parts. Their comments are evidence of this. “Multi-agency
staffings took a tremendous amount of my time. It was like having another whole
school added to my workload” (Implementer Three: 7; 132). “I felt enormous
responsibility to have everything together. I arranged the agenda and ran the
meetings. I called and reminded everybody that a meeting was scheduled. I filled
out all the papers and wrote up the minutes too” (Implementer Four: 4; 71-73).

The organizing and the calling really take a lot of time. The agency reps
need to know who the child is so they can check their files and see if they
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have worked with the child or family before . . . The preparation for it takes
time. Time before the meeting to get the case together and then time to talk
to the family and get permission (Implementer Eleven: 1; 8-20).

“It’s a lot of work . . . it requires a lot of follow-up. I just can’t give the family the
phone numbers and expect them to follow through. I really have to keep checking
and helping them” (Implementer Ten: 1; 9-11). This concern had varying effects
on the future of the four pilot sites, as discussed in a later section.

Benefits of the Multi-Agency Staffings

A major theme that emerged from the interviews was the participants’ views
regarding the perceived benefits of the program. All of the participants in the
establishment of this pilot program who were interviewed, whether policy makers
or implementers, discussed this topic. The members of the policy committee
generally spoke of the benefits in global terms for children and families. “It was a
wonderful service to the child, having everybody bring their expertise to the table
and really coordinate who’s going to do what. When there are so few resources,
you can’t afford not to do that” (Policy Committee Member Six: 2; 35-37). “The
strength in collaboration is the blending of systems, all working together for a
common purpose to impact a child or family” (Policy Committee Member Four: 7;
133-134).

Other positive outcomes mentioned by members of the policy committee
were increased knowledge of the role of each agency and an improvement in
agency relationships through the policy committee meetings. “One thing that came
out of it was some understanding of what the other agencies were up against. That
got rid of a lot of the us vs. them stuff that went on” (Policy Committee Member
One: 3; 39-41). One policy committee member stated, “It changed my assumptions
about schools being able to get parents in easily and take care of things” (Policy
Committee Member Five: 8; 132-133). As the school district administrator for
special services stated, “One of the goals was to share strategies of providing
services and improve communication. I think we did that” (Policy Committee
Member Two: 3; 59-60).

While the outcomes mentioned by the members of the policy committee
were positive, one committee member questioned the cost-effectiveness and
overall advantages of the pilot program as a collaborative model.
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It’s a very expensive model . . . I wasn’t convinced that you had to bring all
these people together every time regardless of what families were being
discussed. There is great value in pulling everybody together but I’m not
convinced that it has to happen this way . . . These kind of meetings used to
always happen informally but then we all became so specialized and it just
disappeared because we didn’t have the time (Policy Committee Member
Four: 8; 149-158).

One of the social workers who implemented the program discussed the
model from a different point of view.

This [pilot program] was much more powerful. I used to call the equivalent
of multi-agency staffing when I had a really difficult case, mostly child
protective services kids. But this was a much more powerful tool because
you had a consistent group of people who, if they didn’t know the
information about their own agency or the resources, they came back the
next month and you then got the information. It was a much more dynamic
body than a one-time meeting (Implementer One: 8; 147-151).

The individuals who participated as implementers in the meetings of the
multi-agency staffings spoke of outcomes both for children and for team members.
For children and families, multi-agency staffings resulted in a coordination of
service. “I think our kids and our families were served better; they certainly were
served more efficiently, without a doubt. I think they were served in a more
comprehensive way” (Implementer Four: 5; 85-87).

It was a more friendly way to serve families. To have a family come in and
sit with you while you do this and instead of talking to a family about going
to mental health and going through intake, you’ve got the person from
mental health right there to do it. And the agency person could say “if you
have any problems or struggle with that, I want you to call me and here’s
my number.” I think this gives families better service (Implementer One: 5;
89-93).

Another stated, “The thing worked because we were committed to meet the kids’
needs, we valued the services we provided” (Implementer Three: 1; 15-16). “We
were focused to take action; we didn’t want to just stick pins in things and come
back to it later. We would identify what was needed and then people would agree
to do it” (Implementer Two: 2; 22-25).

Although the implementers spoke in positive terms regarding the benefits to
children, they also reported frustration with the few children who were served by
multi-agency staffings. “It’s not enough. If you did a thorough job, you only
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staffed two kids at each meeting. There were many other kids in the school with
problems so you felt that it was just the tip of the iceberg” (Implementer One: 7;
139-140). As another stated, “We were only able to staff eighteen or twenty kids a
year. That’s not much, considering the time it took” (Implementer Two: 5; 80-81).

Although the multi-agency staffings had been designed to develop an
academic and measurable behavioral goal for each child that was discussed, this
rarely happened. As a school social worker stated:

The cases were so complex that the plans we developed really had to do
with things like health issues, housing, substance abuse. Those were the
problems that we dealt with and how to help parents find the resources they
needed to take care of it. The issues were much broader than just academics
(Implementer Two: 3; 41-44).

Another put it this way.
This may sound real simplistic but what I remember are safety issues, basic
safety issues. Keeping a kid safe from himself, keeping a family safe from
him . . . They were just really complex cases. . . Academic performance? I
would say just getting the kid to school was a more important issue than
performance (Implementer One: 10; 179-184).

Team members cited positive outcomes for themselves and the other
members of the team, which had indirect benefit to the children. Increased
communication and understanding of the agencies involved were considered to be
major aspects by all of those interviewed.

We could see it as a benefit in terms of the ability to touch base with the
different people from these agencies which is what we tried to do at any odd
hour. It was nice to have them right there in the room to case conference the
child (Implementer Three: 5; 88-90).
I was always finding out information that I didn’t know about these
agencies. It was just because there was a climate where it could come out.
We’ve always made an effort to keep up on different programs and services
but it’s different when you are interfacing regularly with folks from these
agencies. It’s just more informative (Implementer Five: 2; 27-30).

Members used multi-agency staffing meetings to help them with children not
referred for discussion but who were on their individual caseloads.

You get to network on other cases, you get to give each other feedback. I
saw a marked difference in how people operated after a while; for example,
the probation officer started bringing in other cases and asked people if they
could stay for a few minutes to discuss a mental health issue or an alcohol
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issue. He and everybody began to use the time real productively
(Implementer One: 4; 73-76).

Another benefit the implementers described was the development for school
staff who presented cases and for the team members of the multi-agency staffings.
For school staff, “I think it was a significant staff development opportunity for all
staff. Teachers came to multi-agency meetings on their kids, and they got to see a
broad view of the kid, not just the one in the classroom” (Implementer Three: 5;
95-98).

 The counselors in the school really used multi-agency to their advantage.
They would remember that today was multi-agency day and be able to ask
any one of the representatives questions that would help other kids, like
how to get food stamps or how to get a drug test completed on a kid
(Implementer Two: 5; 82-88).

As for team members, one stated, “I certainly gained more understanding of
the barriers each agency had and what their limits were, like confidentiality and
budgets and limited resources” (Implementer Seven: 5; 95-98). “We all learned
resources. A significant amount of knowledge about resources was shared”
(Implementer Four: 5; 83-84).

We found out about the resources and how to access them. That’s the key,
access. I could give you a laundry list of resources but I couldn’t tell you
how to access them as well as I could after sitting on the multi-agency pilot
(Implementer One: 8; 154-158).

“We gained from a better understanding of each other’s roles. I understood mental
health better for example, and it helped me get outside of myself” (Implementer
Four: 3; 56-58).

A major benefit that we definitely carried on is our relationships with the
agency reps. The knowledge and skills we obtained from the meetings about
each other’s role in the community allowed us to call upon that person later
for other kids. It not only benefited that kid who was up for discussion but it
also affected the way we behaved professionally over the long term
(Implementer Six: 2; 30-35).

Current Status of the Policy Committee and Multi-Agency Staffings

Although the agency directors who served on the policy committee did
know that multi-agency staffing teams continue to exist, they had little specific
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knowledge of what had happened to the program as a pilot. As one member stated,
“The [policy committee] meetings faded away, the oversight ended, the schools
just carried it on” (Policy Committee Member Six: 3; 52-53). Another reported,

Honestly, it [the policy committee] just sort of phased out. I called her [the
school district coordinator of social work services] a few times to ask what
was happening and she said “Well, the pilots are going on in the schools but
we just aren’t sure that we need to meet any more at the policy level.” So,
we didn’t get back together again (Policy Committee Member Four: 3; 53-
56).

The school district coordinator of social work services, who had been instrumental
in initiating the pilot program, explained it this way:

The people on the policy committee, after we finished those meetings and
they appointed responsible representatives, really didn’t review the process
again. We did make some changes early on with the location of some of the
teams when the policy board was still meeting. The social workers who
were leading the multi-agency meetings kept it going. I didn’t get any
reports that they were having any problems implementing it. There didn’t
appear to be a need to convene any more meetings. Things seemed to be
going along well at the schools and there wasn’t a reason to take up
people’s time (Policy Committee Member One: 6; 121-133).

Another factor that likely caused the policy committee to discontinue
meeting was the passage of the Comprehensive Services Act in Virginia in 1992
(Commonwealth of Virginia, 1993). The purpose of this Act was to have local
agencies, parents, schools, and private service providers work together to provide
a child-centered, family-focused, and community based collaborative system of
services to identified youth and their families. This legislation required that

each local government . . . establish a Community Policy and Management
Team [CPMT] . . . in order to receive funds from the State Funds Pool and
the State Trust Fund. Additionally, the Act requires the formation of local
Family Assessment and Planning Teams [FAPT] for the purposes of
reviewing and assessing children and families referred for services, and
developing individualized family service plans and recommendations for
funding (Commonwealth of Virginia, p. II-1).

According to the school district coordinator of social work services,
This program was supposed to have some real similarities to what we were
doing with multi-agency staffings, but this [Act] was mandated. When the
CSA [The Comprehensive Services Act] was passed, the same people
involved with the pilot program on the policy board were the ones getting
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this going, although now the county government was the focus, not the
school system. (Policy Committee Member One: 7; 136-140).

Even though the policy committee ceased to provide oversight for multi-
agency staffings, the school system, through the coordinator of social work
services, supported their continuation.

The social workers in charge sent me agendas and kept me informed on
what was happening. I visited and observed the meetings when I could but
largely they did this on their own.  They were a very capable group” (Policy
Committee Member One: 6; 111-114).

As one of those social workers stated,
I got support and encouragement from [the coordinator of social work
services]. Other than support, I don’t remember being involved with
anybody else at all. I reported to her about how things were going and gave
her copies of the agendas. She came occasionally . . . But I don’t remember
that as a hindrance, we liked being able to set it up ourselves (Implementer
One: 9; 164-169).

The multi-agency staffings were never officially evaluated as a pilot
program nor was there an actual end to the program as a pilot, according to the
school district coordinator of social work services.

The CSA was supposed to have supplanted it and we never did review the
staffings as a pilot. But they kept on going in the schools even with CSA,
but multi-agency was our [the school system] project anyway to keep going.
(Policy Committee Member One: 7; 142-147).

Multi-agency staffings continue to operate today, although not in the same
locations where they began as part of the pilot program, with one exception. The
middle school multi-agency staffing committee remains functioning much as it did
in 1989. Several of the original members still participate on the team, although the
social worker who coordinated it for the pilot program does not, having moved to
another position within the school system. The elementary school’s multi-agency
staffing continued to meet until

1994, I think. After they started CSA, it seemed as though there was little
support from above. I felt I needed a lot more backing than I got to continue
it. I just never started it up again the next year . . . It had been a lot of work
and everybody had too much to do to share the load, so I just stopped”
(Implementer Three: 7; 138-143).



51

One of the high school committees also is no longer in place. It disbanded after
several years due to “probably a lack of referrals and consistent participation of
team members. I guess everybody had too many other things on their plate”
(Implementer Four: 5; 90-91). The other high school committee moved to a central
office site so that all schools within a certain geographical area could refer cases.

We believed that we weren’t reaching an adequate number of children and
we weren’t providing equal access and opportunity for as many families as
we could just staying at the high school. By changing the location, we were
able to get more schools involved (Implementer Two: 5; 96-102).

This multi-agency team continues to operate now and is led by the same social
worker who implemented it at that high school. One of the agency representatives
who was an original member of that team, continues to participate.

Three additional multi-agency staffing committees have formed. One was
begun in 1991 at a middle school for emotionally disabled students. “We added
this site to the pilot because there were lots of kids attending school there who
were involved with many different agencies. This seemed to be a logical place to
put another multi-agency in place” (Policy Committee Member One: 6; 98-99).
The social worker who began this committee continued to run it until 1995, when
he left to work at another center for emotionally disabled high school students.
The meetings continued for a short while there but eventually they ended,
apparently because no one came forward to coordinate them in his place. This
social worker “started another multi-agency here because I found it so valuable”
(Implementer Nine: 1; 2) at his new assignment.

Another of the new multi-agency staffings established resembles the central
office site model, but with fewer schools involved. It is described as “a pyramid
model where the middle and elementary schools that feed into a particular high
school can present cases” (Policy Committee Member One: 6; 104-105). This
multi-agency team was “started by one of the senior social workers. She wasn’t in
the original pilot but it’s set up the same way” (Policy Committee Member One: 6;
106-110). When that social worker moved to another position, it was taken over
by two other social workers who, together, continue to keep it in operation.

The third multi-agency staffing was established in 1996 by the school social
worker who had implemented the multi-agency staffing committee at the middle
school site. She had left the school to become a social worker for a special
education program serving preschool-aged disabled children. “I saw how it
worked for the families before and wanted to get one going that would be focused
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on early intervention” (Implementer One: 10; 190-192). Using the original model,
she and another social worker started this multi-agency team to serve any early
childhood program or provider within the county working with families with very
young children, such as preschool and head start programs, public health nurses,
and hospital social workers.

All of these existing committees, whether original to the pilot or formed in
later years, are voluntary and function independently without oversight from
agency leaders and minimal involvement from school leaders. The social workers
and the school district coordinator of social work services who were or continue to
be connected to multi-agency staffing meetings were asked by the researcher to
consider why they continue to exist, especially in view of the passage of the
Comprehensive Services Act. They cited particular benefits to multi-agency
staffings that the provision of CSA does not provide. The following comments
affirm their belief in the value of the multi-agency staffings as conceptualized in
1989 and provide their explanations.
One offered this rationale:

The meetings that are called for a specific child under CSA have been ad
hoc meetings. It’s not a standing committee with the same people there
every time. I find it so much more beneficial to have everybody at the table
to consider the child holistically. Multi-agency is a guarantee that all of the
agencies that need to be there will be there. (Implementer Nine: 1; 10-16).

Another said,
Multi-agency is a wonderful professional opportunity. I learn so much
myself about community resources and people from other agencies. To have
that exchange among agencies is a really unique thing and different from
calling a meeting under CSA. The people at one of those meetings may not
know each other and multi-agency brings something extra to the work group
(Implementer One: 11; 202-208).

In agreement with what others said, this team member stated:
It works in a way that CSA meetings don’t because you have this solid team
who are willing to take the responsibility to volunteer to do things to help a
child. At multi-agency meetings, we have input from people who don’t
usually go to child specific meetings, like the public health nurses and the
teachers at the school (Implementer Eleven: 2; 22-27).
You can get overall input from a whole range of professionals. And you get
input from different aspects that you might not think of if they all weren’t
there. The health aspect or the court aspect might be really important but
you wouldn’t know that unless they were there. And they probably wouldn’t



53

be unless they had already been identified as being involved with the child.
If we think we’ve exhausted everything we can think of, then we can turn
ourselves into a child specific team and take the case to FAPT [Family
Assessment and Planning Team] (Implementer Two: 9; 193-199).

The differences between CSA purposes and the multi-agency staffings were
pointed out:

I see CSA and multi-agency as different things. Multi-agency is for case
consultation in our school. We get advice about what the agencies can do
for this family and what they can offer. Whereas, CSA is to get money to
purchase services for private vendors, such as in-home services that
agencies don’t do. They both have advantages but multi-agency helps
families in a friendlier way (Implementer Ten: 1; 2-5).

A former member of the staffings offered this:
Even though I stopped convening multi-agency staffings, I think they had
an advantage over the CSA process. Everything happened at [the school].
The agencies came there and we would brainstorm about what we could do
to solve the problem. We did have some CSA’s but it never really helped as
much. There was a general feeling that our multi-agency was more effective
than all this CSA stuff (Implementer Three: 7; 120-125)

Finally, the school district coordinator of social work services reported,
CSA meetings were supposed to do what multi-agency does; compare what
they could find in the way of service, make a plan, and then follow-up on
the plan. That didn’t happen though and they’ve become rubber stamps to
take the case to FAPT for money to get additional services. With the cut-
back in state funding, CSA is now revamping and beginning to really
resemble multi-agency as they now need to show that everything that can be
brought to help a family has been tried before they ask for additional
funding for a private vendor (Policy Committee Member One: 8; 157-163).

Summary

The findings of this study were presented in this chapter. An overview of
the research methods and a description of the process of initiating and
implementing this school-linked integrated service was provided. Information was
presented chronologically with the themes that emerged embedded within. The
perceived benefits of the pilot program from the study participants’ perspectives
were presented. Finally, the status of the policy committee and the multi-agency
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staffings at the present time was described. Chapter 5 deals with the conclusions
and implications of the study.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

Introduction

This chapter contains conclusions from the study as they relate to the
research questions and the literature. Implications for those interested in forming
interagency organizations are provided, based on the study’s findings. Finally,
recommendations for further research are presented.

This study was undertaken to describe the process that was involved in the
initiation and implementation of a school-linked program to provide integrated
services to identified children. While examples of different interagency services
that connect to schools are reported in the literature, few describe the process that
occurs when a school district and community agencies work together to address
the needs of children and families (Amato, 1996; Doktor and Poertner, 1996;
Dryfoos, 1994; Dryfoos, 1991; Melaville et al., 1993; U. S. Department of
Education, 1995). One such program was begun in a large, suburban public school
district in Virginia. Initiated at four school sites, the program was designed to
provide a forum for school staff and agency representatives to discuss individual
student needs and issues in order to formulate a plan that would improve the
student’s academic and social adjustment. The results of the study provide a
description of the linking process, from vision to implementation. The study was
undertaken to add to the body of knowledge regarding school linkages and to
provide information for other schools and communities who are looking for ways
to develop school-linked programs. By recording and understanding the lessons
that can be learned from efforts such as this study’s program, positive ways of
implementing new programs can be recognized and impediments minimized. The
purpose of this study, then, was to describe the process that was involved in the
establishment of one district’s school-linked program.

Study Conclusions

To facilitate the study’s purpose of describing, through qualitative inquiry, a
process from vision to implementation, four research questions were posed. What
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follows are the researcher’s conclusions drawn from the findings and reported
through the framework of the questions.

Research Question 1: What was the impetus for initiating this interagency
innovation and what resources were required?

A review of the literature indicated that interagency relationships in the
form of collaboration are often responses to a need to solve a common problem
from a broader perspective (Gray, 1989; Gray and Wood, 1991; Melaville et al.,
1993; Van de Ven, 1980). The findings in this study further substantiate that
premise. Clearly, this pilot program was begun in response to the changing needs
of a community. An increasing influx of poor, uneducated, and limited-English
speaking families into areas of a suburban county, and a school district and
community unaccustomed to the issues arising out of such a population, resulted
in a growing need for social services to address the problems of these families.
The study program was a collaborative effort to solve this problem. School
personnel believed that, by working together with community agencies, a broader
perspective could be gained that would result in more effective and efficient
provision of services. The willing participation of the members selected for the
policy committee points to their agreement that collaboration might be a way to
solve the problem in meeting the needs of these families. As Gray (1995) suggests,

By marshaling the resources of the public, private, and not-for-profit
sectors, these partnerships afford synergistic solutions to problems that are
impossible for any single organization . . . to solve through independent
action . . . Unless more comprehensive services are provided in parallel with
education, schools alone cannot be expected to educate youngsters with
severe health and social problems that inhibit their ability to learn (p. 71-
72).

The resources required to initiate this particular pilot program were purely
human resources. Individuals from the school system and each of the agencies
gave of their time and commitment, but to varying degrees as time went on. The
agency directors spoke of their interest to engage in a collaborative process and
committed time from their current workload to serve as a member of the policy
committee during the planning phase. The members worked together to overcome
differences, arrive at viable solutions to problems, and design a program to meet a
recognized need. The implementers also committed their time to the multi-agency
staffings at each school site. As the planning phase was supplanted by the
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implementation of the program, however, the commitment of the policy committee
waned. Although each member continued to commit its own agency’s
professionals to staff the multi-agency meetings, the policy committee no longer
provided active leadership.

Clearly, human resources are crucial and were sufficient in this case to plan
for and implement the program. Human resources alone, however, are probably
not enough to sustain a program for very long, and certainly not enough to expand
it, as this interagency effort demonstrates. This study suggests that other resources,
particularly in the form of funding, should be secured in order to provide the
means for the human resources to sustain their efforts. As Farrow and Joe (1992)
state, “Without sufficient dollars, improved coordination between schools and
human services providers is unlikely to achieve the desired ‘better outcomes’ for
children and families” (p. 56).

Research Question 2: Who were the key players, how were they determined,
and in what ways did they plan together to establish and implement this
school-linked program?

Two phases occurred in the establishment of this pilot program and different
key players emerged in each phase. The leadership and direction for the pilot
program came from the school division and not from a community agency. The
role of those convening the collaboration is critical. There must be “a high degree
of recognized interdependence and highly congruent values among stakeholders so
that stakeholders perceive the convener as legitimate,” describes Gray (1985, p.
923-924). As conveners, the two school leaders identified, sought, and obtained
the participation of the other key players, the stakeholders (Gray, 1989; Gray,
1985; Kadel and Routh, 1994; Melaville et al., 1993; Stefkovich and Guba, 1994).
The participation and cooperation of community agencies was vital to the planning
stages of the program.

The four social workers selected to establish the multi-agency staffings at
each school site were also key players. Their dedication and commitment of time
and effort in planning, scheduling, and organizing cannot be overstated. Their
coordination of the teams that operate today continues to be the primary
facilitating factor. As evidenced by the implementers’ descriptions, the social
workers were the catalysts for the building of trust and relationships which the
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literature describes as vital during this phase (Gray, 1989; Kadel and Routh, 1994;
Stefkovich and Guba, 1994).

The development of this pilot program followed through the various stages
of organizational relationships as described in the literature (Van de Ven, 1980;
Gray, 1989; Melaville et al., 1993). For example, the process that emerged was
consistent with the framework provided by Melaville, Blank, and Asayesh (1993)
that included getting together, building trust, planning, implementing. The policy
committee convened and the members agreed to work together toward a common
goal. Planning was accomplished over a series of meetings. Building trust
occurred as they resolved conflicts of policy among the agencies, such as those
dealing with confidentiality and parent permission. The key players spoke of
taking sufficient time to educate each other regarding each agency’s particular
rules so that these potential conflicts did not become overpowering.
Implementation began with the establishment of multi-agency staffing teams in the
four schools. As Dryfoos (1994) suggests, there is often a change in those
individuals representing the participating organizations during the implementation
phase and this occurred in this case as well.

Leadership from above, in the form of the policy committee, was important
in initiating the multi-agency staffings but it was not a requirement in sustaining
them. The policy committee provided the implementers with direction and support
in the initial stages which enabled  the program to get off the ground. As that
leadership faded away and eventually ceased, the meetings were continued
through the efforts of the team members themselves as they perceived important
benefits were obtained for children and families.

Research Question 3: In what ways was the initiation of the program
supported or impeded?

A number of factors appear to have supported the initiation of the pilot
program. Among the variables discussed by Melaville and Blank (1991) as key
factors in the success of interagency efforts, the variable of people appears to have
played a significant role. The two school district administrators who originated
this program garnered the support and commitment needed from the various
agency directors. The agency directors, in turn, supported the collaboration and
were willing to commit their time to work together toward a common purpose.
While the policy committee believed that its leadership was crucial to the
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successful implementation of the program, the members also recognized the
importance of the implementers and their ownership in the process (Eisenberg,
1995; Dryfoos, 1994; Gray, 1989). To accomplish this, the planners left many of
the details to the implementers and did not impose a strict and rigid framework for
each site. The implementers’ positive attitudes toward working together at each
school and their dedication to helping children and families supported the
program. The enlistment of the social workers to coordinate the meetings at each
school site was an important decision. They already served the selected schools
and were knowledgeable about the students and families who might benefit from
the services as well as the school staffs. Although they felt overburdened with the
organizational duties of the multi-agency staffings, they, at least at the
implementation phase, all reported a sense that the result was worth the effort.
Those interviewed also mentioned the consistent participation of team members at
the respective multi-agency meetings as an additional supporting factor.

Within this variable of people (Melaville and Blank, 1991) is the
acknowledgment that time is also a requirement, another important factor in
support of the program. Ballesteros (1994) and Adler (1994) also consider time a
critical factor in establishing personal relationships, networking, and commitment.
The participants, within this process, took the time to develop the relationships
and team building that give support to human interactions (Mitchell and Scott,
1994; Kadel and Routh, 1994; Garvin and Young, 1994). As a result of that, the
policy committee was able to resolve conflicts over issues that arose. The
members also recognized the varying policies of the different agencies and were
able to accommodate them within the framework of the pilot program. The
implementers described team building as an important aspect in establishing each
multi-agency staffing team. Whether contrived or by happenstance, there was time
to form the personal and professional relationships that have endured, as described
by those interviewed.

Finally, a belief in the positive outcomes that were achieved supported the
implementation phase. These perceived benefits fit Bloomberg’s (1995)
description of interpretive factors that facilitate interagency efforts, as a result of
the participants’ attitudes and perceptions. Team members reported benefits for the
children and families who were referred and for themselves. They perceived that
families were served more efficiently and comprehensively by means of the
program. They cited increased communication, improvement in agency
relationships, and opportunities to expand their knowledge of existing county
programs as benefits to themselves.
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There were also several impediments identified during the planning and
implementation of the pilot program. Among the agency directors, there was
described a degree of competition that caused the process of planning to slow
down at times. Political and personal agendas were alluded to, although not
expanded upon by any of those interviewed. In this regard, the planners were
protective of each other but did recognize that these agendas played a part in the
process. None of the barriers reported in the literature, such as a lack of
communication, excessive bureaucratization, insufficient time to learn about each
other, or a perceived loss of program identity (Bloomberg, 1995; Gray, 1995)
appeared to interfere to any significant degree during the planning process.

During the implementation phase, at the high school level, generating
referrals impeded the process of the multi-agency staffings; this did not occur at
the middle or elementary schools. The problems of the students at the high school
were thought to be too serious; that it was too late to intervene to meet their needs
and school staff were not as willing to invest the time that was required to refer
particularly problematic students. This may have resulted in the demise of one of
the high school multi-agency staffings and surely resulted in the change of venue
of the other. Bloomberg’s (1995) facilitating factor in which the perception of
benefits received outweighs the costs in time, appears to have been missing at the
high school level.

The apparent lack of a formalized plan for the evaluation of the pilot
program can also be considered as an impediment. As cited in the literature (Gray,
1989; Melaville et al., 1993; Van de Ven, 1980), a method of examining the
program and measuring its effectiveness in meeting goals is an important stage. It
does not appear that sufficient planning was undertaken to develop a method of
evaluating this program effectively. As a result, no decisions could be made on
continuing or expanding the program.

A final impediment may have been the lack of financial resources backing
the program. Gray (1995) believes that an unrealistic appraisal of the resources
required to convene and sustain interagency relationships is among the most
critical obstacles. This was a particular impediment for the nonprofit agency,
although it did not prevent that agency from participating in the program. Funding
for the pilot program likely would have enabled the policy committee to perceive a
continued reason to provide oversight and may have resulted in a greater
expansion of the program.



61

Research Question 4: What is the status of pilot program today?

No official ending to the program as a pilot occurred. Meetings of the policy
committee ceased and its oversight ended before any evaluation or conclusions
could be made regarding the effectiveness of the multi-agency staffings. Those
interviewed from the policy committee believed that the passage of the
Comprehensive Services Act by the state of Virginia in 1992, caused them to
redirect their attention to the implementation of that legislation. The mandate of
the Comprehensive Services Act certainly played a major part; however, of
additional relevance may be what Gardner (1993) and Melaville et al. (1993) refer
to as “‘projectitis’: the tendency to add new programs to existing systems without
developing mechanisms to expand successful innovations and improve outcomes”
(p. 17-18). The establishment of the multi-agency staffings was seen as the goal,
which, in turn, would improve communication and provide more efficient service
to families. There did not appear to be sufficient discussion as to what could be the
ultimate goal of this pilot program. As has been mentioned already, the policy
committee also did not develop an adequate measure of evaluating the
effectiveness of the program in order to determine whether it should be expanded.

As individuals were interviewed, it seemed unusual that no one was
surprised or even questioned the fact that multi-agency meetings continued to
exist, despite the cessation of the policy committee’s oversight and the passage of
the Comprehensive Services Act. Current team members believe these meetings
continue because they are “more powerful,” and “friendlier to parents,” with the
ability to come up with a “workable plan to meet the child’s needs” than are those
connected with CSA. Several of the social workers found it so valuable that they
were able to start multi-agency meetings at other sites unilaterally. The meetings
became institutionalized at these sites through a workable solution to an existing
problem at the grass roots level. Another factor that may be influencing the
continuation of multi-agency staffings is that they are held in schools where
children spend a good portion of their day. The beneficial effects of a team-made
plan can be seen more readily in the follow-up on a daily basis. Gardner (1993)
states that schools often take the lead because they “have more access to children
than the other, far more fragmented social service systems that serve children”
(1993, p. 147).
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Researcher Reflections

In undertaking this study, the researcher’s purpose was to describe the
process that was involved in establishing a program; it was not to evaluate the
program. Because of that purpose, because of the nature of the questions asked,
and because the researcher was very knowledgeable of the work that is done by
those who were interviewed, certain assumptions were made by both researcher
and interviewee as the data were collected. As a result of those assumptions, the
findings in this study may not reflect truly the primary motivation of the people
who were involved in the planning and implementation of this pilot program,
which is to serve children and families in the best possible way. Their dedication
and commitment to helping to improve the lives of children cannot be overstated.

Undertaking this research has been an exciting and rewarding experience,
although a very difficult one. The interviews were the most enjoyable part and the
people with whom I talked were happy to have the opportunity to tell their stories
and appreciated the fact that somebody wanted to listen. Analyzing the massive
amount of data was a challenge, but trusting in the assurances from qualitative
researchers that themes would emerge, they really did. Finally, I hope that the
presentation of the findings in this study provide the rich description that is the
goal of qualitative research.

Implications for Future Endeavors

Based on the study’s findings, the following implications should be
considered when attempting other ventures to form interagency relationships.
1. The conceptualization and leadership for linking integrated services with

schools can begin with the top echelon or at the grass roots level and be
successful. What is important is that those convening the collaboration identify
the primary stakeholders and garner their support and cooperation.

2. Time may be the most important factor to be considered when attempting to
organize a school-linked program, especially when the effort is not being
independently funded. Sufficient time to establish personal relationships, to
develop trust, to begin to understand the functioning of different agencies
should be built into any program.

3. Attention should be given to fostering communication among the
organizations involved, both formally and informally, at all stages of the
process.
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4. Those who will actually run the program should participate in its design so
that expectations are reasonable and a sense of ownership is present for the
implementers.

5. Consistency of membership among the implementers is an important feature
and should be included as a goal in any program.

6. The design of a program does not need to be complex or costly for benefits to
be obtained by the target population or for participants to feel a sense of
accomplishment. Indirect benefits may actually be more important than direct,
measurable benefits.

7. When designing a school-linked social service program similar to the one in
this study, it may prove better to target elementary and middle schools before a
high school. Earlier intervention may make the problems more solvable. At the
high school level, it may seem that intervention is too late to make a real
difference.

8. Consideration should be given to securing financial resources through private
funding or grants, although this program serves as an example that money is
not always necessary.

Recommendations for Further Research

Based on the findings of this study and a selected review of the literature,
the following recommendations for further research are suggested:
1. Additional studies to increase our understanding of the varying circumstances

that result in school-linked integrated services should be undertaken. Each
approach is unique and differs in its conditions and context. Therefore, more
studies are needed to enhance our knowledge and to provide a variety of
programs for others to use as models.

2. School-linked programs serving elementary, middle, and high school levels
should be studied to provide information regarding the efficacy of intervention
at various levels.

3. Valuable talents and skills possessed by agency professionals who are engaged
in successful school-linked programs should be investigated and identified so
as to further our understanding of the nature of interagency relationships.

4. The effect of funding vs. non-funding on programs and the relationship of it to
the expansion of a program needs to be investigated.

5. The evaluation of school-linked programs should be undertaken to determine
efficacy, efficiency, and results for students.



64

REFERENCES

Adelman, H. S. (1993).  School-linked mental health interventions: Toward
mechanisms for service coordination and integration. Journal of Community
Psychology, 21, 309-319.

Adler, L. (1994). Time a critical resource in collaboration. Thrust for
Educational Leadership. 22-25.

Amato, C. (1996). Freedom elementary school and its community: An
approach to school-linked services integration. Remedial and Special Education,
17, 303-309.

Ballasteros, D. A. (1994). The Road to collaboration. Thrust for Educational
Leadership. 26-29.

Bloomberg, L. (1995). The design, delivery, and evaluation of community-
based family service collaboratives. Minneapolis: Center for Applied Research
and Educational Improvement. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED
383 477).

Bruininks, R. H., Frenzel, M., & Kelly, A. (1994). Integrating services: the
case for better links to schools. Journal of School Health, 64, 242-248.

Chaskin, R. J., & Richman, H. A. (1993). Concerns about school-linked
services:  Institution-based versus community-based models. Education and Urban
Society, 25, 201-211.

Commonwealth of Virginia (1993). Implementation Manual,
Comprehensive Services for Youth and Families.

Crowson, R. L., &  Boyd, W. L. (1993). Coordinated services for children:
designing arks for storms and seas unknown. American Journal of Education, 101,
140-179.

Doktor, J. E., & Poertner, J. (1996). Kentucky’s family resource centers: A
community-based, school-linked services model. Remedial and Special Education,
19, 293-302.



65

Dryfoos, J. G. (1994). Full-Service Schools. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass
Inc., Publishers.

Dryfoos, J. G. (1991). School-based social and health services for at-risk
students.  Urban Education, 26, 118-137.

Eisenberg, E. M. (1995). A communication perspective on
interorganizational cooperation and inner-city education. In Rigsby, L. C. (Ed.).
School-Community Connections: Exploring Issues for Research and Practice (pp.
101-119). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc.

Etzioni, A. (1993). The Spirit of Community. New York: Crown Books.

Flynn, C. C., & Harbin, G. L. (1987). Evaluating interagency coordination
using a multidimensional, interactional, developmental paradigm. Remedial and
Special Education, 8, 35-44.

Farrow, F. & Joe, Tom. (1992). Financing school-linked, integrated
services. The Future of Children, 2, 56-67.

Fraenkel, J. R., & Wallen, N. E. (1996). How to Design and Evaluate
Research in Education. New York: McGraw-Hill, Inc.

Gardner, S. (1993). Key issues in developing school-linked, integrated
services. Education and Urban Society, 25, 141-152.

Garvin, J. R., & Young, A. H. (1994). Resource issues: a case study from
New Orleans. In Adler, L., & Gardner, S. (Eds.), The Politics of Linking Schools
and Social Services (pp. 93-106). London: Falmer Press.

Gray, B. (1995). Obstacles to success in educational collaborations. In
Rigsby, L. C., Reynolds, M. C., & Wang, M. C. (Eds.), School-Community
Connections: Exploring Issues for Research and Practice (pp. 71-99). San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Gray, B. (1989). Collaborating:  Finding Common Ground for Multiparty
Problems. Jossey-Bass: San Francisco.



66

Gray, B. (1985). Conditions facilitating interorganizational collaboration.
Human Relations, 38, 911-936.

Gray, B., & Wood, D. (1991). Collaborative alliances: Moving from
practice to theory. Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 27, 3-22.

Hord, S. M. (1986). A synthesis of research on organizational collaboration.
Educational Leadership, 43, 22-26.

Intriligator, B. A. (1982). Inter-organizational collaboration: A strategy for
faculty development and organizational renewal. Journal of Teacher Education,
33, 14-17.

Kadel, S., & Routh, D. (1994). Implementing collaborative services: new
challenges for practitioners and experts in reform. In L. Adler & S. Gardner (Eds.),
The Politics of Linking Schools and Social Services (pp. 121-134). London:
Falmer Press.

Kirst, M. W. (1989). The Progress of Reform: An Appraisal of State
Education Initiatives. New Brunswick, NJ: Center for Policy Research in
Education.

Koppich, J. E. (1994). The politics of policy making for children. In Adler.
L & Gardner, S. (Eds.), The Politics of Linking Schools and Social Services (pp.
51-62). London:  Falmer Press.

Koppich, J. E., & Kirst, M. W. (1993). Editor’s introduction. Education and
Urban Society, 25, 123-128.

Lugg, C. S. (1994). Schools and Achieving Integrated Services: Facilitating
Utilization of the Knowledge Base. Philadelphia: Paper presented at the University
Council for Educational Administration Convention. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 384 997).

Mason, J. (1995). Qualitative Researching. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage
Publications Inc.

Maxwell, J. A. (1996). Qualitative Research Design: An Interactive
Approach. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications Inc.



67

Melaville, A. I., Blank, M. J., & Asayesh, G. (1993). Together We Can: A
Guide for Crafting a Profamily System of Education and Human Services.
Washington, DC: U. S. Government Printing.

Melaville, A. I., & Blank, M. J. (1991). What It Takes: Structuring
Interagency Partnerships to Connect Children and Families with Comprehensive
Service. Washington, DC: Education and Human Services Consortium.

Merriam, S. B. (1988). Case Study Research in Education: A Qualitative
Approach. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers.

Mitchell, D. E., & Scott, L. D. (1994). Professional and institutional
perspectives on interagency collaboration. In L. Adler & S. Gardner (Eds.), The
Politics of Linking Schools and Social Services (pp. 75-91). London: Falmer
Press.

National Commission on Excellence in Education. (1983). A Nation at Risk:
The Imperative for Educational Reform. Washington, DC: U. S. Government
Printing Office.

Patton, M. Q. (1991). Qualitative Evaluation Methods. Beverly Hills, CA:
Sage.

Rubin, H. J., & Rubin, I. S. (1995). Qualitative Interviewing: The Art of
Hearing Data. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications Inc.

Seidman, I. E. (1991). Interviewing as Qualitative Research. New York:
Teachers College Press.

Singleton, R., Straight, B. C., Straight, M. M., & McAllister, R.J. (1988).
Approaches to Social Research. New York: Oxford Press.

Stallings, J. A. (1995). AERA President's remarks. School-Linked
Comprehensive Services for Children and Families (p.xii). Washington,
D. C. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 382 580)



68

Stefkovich, J., & Guba, G. J. (1994). Using public policy to impact local
practice, can it work? In Adler, L., & Gardner, S. (Eds.), The Politics of Linking
Schools and Social Services (pp. 107-119). London: Falmer Press.

Swan, W. W., & Morgan, J. L. (1993). Collaborating for Comprehensive
Services for Young Children and Their Families: The Local Interagency
Coordinating Council. Baltimore: Paul H. Brookes Publishing Co.

U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and
Improvement. (1995). School-Linked Comprehensive Services for Children and
Families: What We Know and What We Need to Know. (SAI 95-3025).
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education.

Van de Ven, A. H. (1980). Early planning, implementation, and
performance of new organizations. In J. R. Kimberly, R. H. Miles, & Ass. (Eds.),
Organizational Life Cycle: Issues in the Creation, Transfer, and Decline of
Organizations. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Van de Ven, A. H. (1976). On the nature, formation, and maintenance of
relations among organizations. Academy of Management Review, 1, 24-36.

Van de Ven, A. H., & Ferry, D. L. (1980). Measuring and Assessing
Organizations. New York: Wiley and Sons.

 Van de Ven, A. H., Walker, A. G., & Liston, J. (1979). Coordination
patterns within an interorganizational network. Human Relations, 32, 19-36.

Yin, R. K. (1994).  Case Study Research:  Design and Methods. Beverly
Hills: Sage.

Yon, M. G., Mickelson, R. A., & Carlton-LaNey, I. (1993). A child’s place:
Developing interagency collaboration on behalf of homeless children. Education
and Urban Society, 25, 410-423.



69

APPENDICES



70

APPENDIX A

Pilot Program

Multi-Agency Staffing in Special Needs Schools
(This document has been modified from the original for confidentiality purposes.)

The purpose of multi-agency staffing is to provide a forum where community agency and school
representatives meet to discuss individual at-risk student needs and issues in order to formulate a
plan that may improve the student’s academic and social adjustment.  Many students in special
needs schools are currently receiving service from several agencies and programs in school, but
there may be little or no communication between the people delivering the service.

Each of the pilot schools will have a standing committee composed of representatives from the
Department of Human Development, the Health Department, the Community Services Board,
Juvenile Court, and Family Service, and personnel from the school. They will compose the
staffing committee whose task is to review the present level of service to a designated child,
recommend needed changes, set goals, and advocate for the child and family.  Individual plans
will be reviewed on a regular schedule and revised if necessary.  In some situations the
participation of additional agencies may be recommended.

Parent permission must be secured in order to staff a child.  The purpose and the procedure of the
staffing should be explained to parents.  Each agency will have a copy of the signed permission
form.  Absolute confidentiality will be maintained.

Four schools have been selected for the pilot. Staffing will begin in November 1989.

This is an experimental project and changes may be necessary before a final plan is formulated
for use in other special needs schools.  Initially the process will go as follows:

1. The principal, school social worker, psychologist, guidance counselor or counseling
resource teacher, and/or school nurse will meet at regularly scheduled times to
compile a list of students having difficulty in school who are known to be receiving
service from school resources and a community, or from two or more community
agencies.  In some instances agency contact may only be determined by calling and
asking the family.  Some of these children may be in special education programs,
many will not be.

2. A case manager should be designated from among the school personnel.  The case
manage can be constant throughout the year, change on a monthly basis, or be a
different person for each case.  The case manager will always be responsible for
contacting the agency representatives working with the child, for insuring parental
permission to communicate with other agencies, and for getting the case on the joint
meeting calendar.  It is recommended that the case manager be a member of the
student services staff and, if possible, have some community liaison experience.
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3. The parents of the child will be contacted for permission to staff the case.  The school
case manager will contact the family unless it is agreed that another agency has better
rapport.  Parents should be informed of the meetings.  If they request to attend, they
must be invited to do so.  In some situations it may be helpful to have them attend.

4. A calendar should be established by mutual agreement between school personnel and
agency representatives that schedules a joint meeting once a month.  Two hour
sessions are recommended.  Committees should plan on covering two new cases each
session. The length of time required will depend on the complexity of the case.  After
the initial meeting, time should be allotted for designated follow-up on cases already
staffed.  As the system develops, situations may occur that require more immediate
attention and ad hoc meetings may have to be scheduled.  Generally, new case
presentations may require and hour and follow-up sessions between half and hour and
fifteen minutes unless an entirely new approach is necessary.

5. Each agency will have designated representatives to each school and the schools will
be given those names.  The child’s classroom teacher should be invited to attend in
the elementary schools whenever possible.  Teacher involvement may be more
difficult in the high schools, but if a particular teacher has had prior contact with the
student or family, or is especially interested in the student, participation should be
encouraged.

6. When the scheduled meeting convenes the case manager will present the case. Each
agency and school representative will discuss history, present level of service, and
progress or lack thereof. General discussion should allow suggestions and exchange
of information. A written plan should always be established. It may be a plan to
continue without changes, it may recommend changes, or it may constitute an entirely
new approach.  In the course of discussion it may become apparent that the child or
family could benefit from other services or the intervention of another agency.  Two
goals should be set for each child.  One will be a measurable goal, such as academic
performance, and the other will be a behavioral goal, such as better social skills, fewer
disruptions, less depression, etc.

7. A date for the follow-up meeting should be set before the initial meeting adjourns.
Some interventions may require more than a month’s trial.  When a child progresses,
improves, and meets the goals set out in the plan, he or she can be dropped from the
roster providing the decision to terminate is grou0 consensus.  If there is no change,
plans will have to be reviewed and revised.  For the purposes of the pilot, those cases
in which there is no change or improvement will be carried through the year.

8. Abbreviated minutes regarding the proceedings should be kept for case presentations
and for follow-up sessions.
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APPENDIX B

LETTER OF CORRESPONDENCE TO PROSPECTIVE PARTICIPANTS PLANNING
PHASE

Date, 1997

<<Name>>
<<Agency>>
<<Address>>
<<City, State   Zip Code>>

Dear <<Name>>:

My name is Eleanor Barnes, a doctoral candidate in Educational Administration at Virginia Tech.
I have had an interest in approaches to integrating social services with schools for several years.
The pilot program of multi-agency staffing committees initiated in 1989 provides an excellent
opportunity for me to study, in depth, an example of one such approach.  My goals in this study
are to provide a description of the process involved in the initiation and implementation of these
multi-agency staffings, to add to the body of research that describes the linking process when
community agencies and schools work together, and to provide an example of one approach to
other schools and communities looking for ways to develop school-linked services.  The
information gained will be used to complete my dissertation research.

You have been identified as the person in your agency who participated in the planning phase of
this pilot program.  I would like to interview you about your perspectives and experiences during
that planning process.  I have enclosed a description of the pilot program as it was generated to
help you to remember the events at that time.  Your participation in my study will be very
valuable in helping me to understand all the hard work involved in getting this program
launched.

I will contact you within a few days to get your response to this request for an interview.  I look
forward to a positive response and hopefully, we can agree on a date, time, and place that will be
convenient for you.  I look forward to meeting with you in the near future.

Sincerely,

Eleanor H. Barnes
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LETTER OF CORRESPONDENCE TO PROSPECTIVE PARTICIPANTS
IMPLEMENTATION PHASE

Date, 1997

<<Name>>
<<Agency>>
<<Address>>
<<City, State   Zip Code>>

Dear <<Name>>:

My name is Eleanor Barnes, a doctoral candidate in Educational Administration at Virginia Tech.
I have had an interest in approaches to integrating social services with schools for several years.
The pilot program of multi-agency staffing committees initiated in 1989 provides an excellent
opportunity for me to study, in depth, an example of one such approach.  My goals in this study
are to provide a description of the process involved in the initiation and implementation of these
multi-agency staffings, to add to the body of research that describes the linking process when
community agencies and schools work together, and to provide an example of one approach to
other schools and communities looking for ways to develop school-linked services.  The
information gained will be used to complete my dissertation research.

You have been identified as the school individual who coordinated the implementation of this
pilot program in one of the selected schools.  I would like to interview you about your
perspectives and experiences during that time.  I have enclosed a description of the pilot program
as it was generated to help you to remember the events at that time.  Your participation in my
study will be very valuable in helping me to understand all the hard work involved in getting this
program launched.

I will contact you within a few days to get your response to this request for an interview.  I look
forward to a positive response and hopefully, we can agree on a date, time, and place that will be
convenient for you.  I look forward to meeting with you in the near future.

Sincerely,

Eleanor H. Barnes
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APPENDIX C

 Interview Guide (Sample Set One - Planners)

“As you know, I am interviewing people who were involved in the planning of the pilot program
for multi-agency staffing committees. I hope that the document I sent you was helpful in jogging
your memory about what happened during that time. As an important member of the planning
committee, I would like to ask you some questions that will help me understand what it took to
get this program up and running.  I will be taking notes as we talk and I also plan to tape record
the interview.”

General Questions Probes

How did this program get started? Who?
Why?
What was happening at the time?

Can you tell me about the planning process? Number of meetings?
Decision-making?
Mission statement; goals?
Communication?

What resources were required? Financial?  Human?  Time?

What impeded/supported the process? Snags?
Disagreements?

General Questions

What were your impressions during the planning of this program?

Do you know what has happened to this program since the pilot began?

Is there anything else that you can tell me about the pilot that you think I should know?

Is there anyone else that would be helpful for me to talk to?
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Interview Guide (Sample Set Two - Implementers)

“As you know, I am interviewing people who were involved in the implementation of multi-
agency staffing committees. I hope that the document I sent you was helpful in jogging your
memory about what happened during that time. As an important member of one of the first multi-
agency staffings, I would like to ask you some questions that will help me understand what it
took to get this program up and running.  I will be taking notes as we talk and I also plan to tape
record the interview.”

General Questions Probes

What was your involvement in the pilot? Role?  Appointed/invited?

How were the meetings conducted? Preplanning?
Who led the meeting?
Ground rules?
Communication among members?
Decision-making?

What types of resources were required? Financial?  Human?  Time?

Were there any barriers that needed to be Personal?
overcome? Confidentiality issues?

Interagency conflicts?

General Questions

What were your impressions at the time as a member of the multi-agency staffing?

Do you know what has happened to this program since the pilot began and how the program has
evolved?

Is there anything else that you can tell me about the pilot that you think I should know?

Is there anyone else that would be helpful for me to talk to?
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APPENDIX D

COMMONLY ASKED QUESTIONS ABOUT SPECIAL NEEDS SCHOOLS
May 1993

(This document has been modified from the original for confidentiality purposes)

The special needs concept was introduced in 1984 and became a countywide program in 1986.
As new principals, school board members, and communities become involved with the program,
many of the same questions are asked.  The answers to the most frequently asked questions about
the special needs procedure are discussed here.

What is the purpose of the program?

The program provides additional funding to a subset of schools determined to be most impacted
by non-school factors negatively correlated with academic achievement.  The intent is to create a
“level playing field” so that the children in these schools would have a better chance of reaching
a level of achievement comparable to that of similar children in less affected schools.

The program is not intended to rectify all the special needs that a school may have.  There are
many special needs and many special programs. (e.g., Chapter 1, Special Education, ESL).  The
needs focused on by this program are those created by a set of factors shown to have a high
negative correlation with academic achievement which are not addresses in other special
programs.

What additional resources does a special needs school receive?

Currently, the funding for a special needs school is used primarily to reduce class size.  The
average number of additional positions funded through special needs are shown below.

Teachers                      TTT                             Clerical

Elementary      2.2   0.2     0.7

Middle      1.0     0.7

High      2.3     1.0

What are the selection factors and how were they determined?

The principals’ research committee, meeting over an 18 month period in 1984-85 selected factors
based on the following criteria.  Factors should:
a) be consistent with research showing their negative impact on achievement;
b) reflect changes in the school and community;
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c) be factors over which the school has no control
d) have easily accessible, accurate, and objective measures of each factor.

Four identification factors were selected:  percent minority student enrollment, student mobility
rate, socioeconomic status, and achievement variability.  All are given equal weight in the
identification procedure.

How are identification factors measured?

Percent minority student enrollment includes all non-White and White non-English prime
language students enrolled in a school at the end of September of the current year.

Student mobility reflects all movements of students into and out of a school for the most recently
completed school year.

Socioeconomic status is measured by the percentage of students receiving free reduced-price
lunch as of November of the current school year.

Achievement test variability is measured by computing the variance of test scores for
standardized tests given at grades 4, 8, and 11.

What is test variability?

Test variability is the measure of dispersion of student test scores.  This measure shows how
widely scores, and achievement measured by those scores, are spread.  The opinion of the
principals’ research committee was that it is harder to teach classes where there is a wide range
of student achievement that must be accommodated.  High test variability indicates a wide range
of student achievement.

What is the formula used to identify Special Needs schools?

Special needs identification is a six step ranking procedure and involves more than a single
formula.

The six steps are:

1) Find the mobility rate, percent of minority students, percent of students receiving free or
reduced-price lunch and standardized achievement test variability for every school in the
county.

2) Find the county average for each of these four identification factors.
3) Convert all data for each school to a standard score.
4) Add the scores on each of the four identification factors to obtain a single composite score for

each school.
5) Find the standard deviation of all the composite scores at a given level (i.e., elementary,

middle, and high).
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6) Set the cut-line at one standard deviation (elementary level) or one-half standard deviation
(middle and high) from the mean of the composite scores.

How is the cut-off line determined?

The cut line is set at one standard deviation from the mean composite score at the elementary
level and one-half a standard deviation at the high school level.  The cut-off at the secondary
level is one-half rather than one because using one full standard deviation as the criterion would
eliminate nearly all secondary schools.  Distance of one-half or more standard deviations from
the mean indicate a strong difference from the overall county average.
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APPENDIX E

Sample of  Permission Form for Multi-Agency Staffings
(This form has been modified from the original for confidentiality purposes)

RELEASE OF INFORMATION FORM

Name of Student___________________________________    Date:_________________

I hereby give permission for the following agencies to exchange information about my child
________________________________________.
(Date of Birth) ________________________________.

______ The County Public School System.
______ The Health Department and its sub-agencies and agents.
______ The Community Services Board and its sub-agencies and agents including
              drug and alcohol services and community mental health.
______ The Juvenile Court and its sub-agencies and agents.
______ The Department of Human Development and its sub-agencies and agents.
______ The Family Service Agency

I do understand that I do not have to consent to the release and disclosure of this information.
However, I also understand that my failure to consent my limit the ability of those
aforementioned agencies or sub-agencies to provide services that may be beneficial, due to a lack
of information.

I understand that this consent may be revoked by written notice to
_____________________________ at any time by me or my authorized representative.

I understand that this consent will automatically terminate on
____________________(date must not exceed one year) unless revoked by the undersigned in
writing prior to this date.

__________________ ________________________________________________
            Date                                Parent’s Signature or Authorized Representative

__________________ ________________________________________________
            Date                                                     Witness’ Signature

I hereby give the Community Mental Health Center permission to share information with the
above mentioned agencies on my behalf.

__________________ _________________________________________
            Date                                                      Student Signature
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APPENDIX F

GUIDELINES

STUDENT SELECTION PROCESS CRITERIA FOR MULTIAGENCY STAFFING
WITH SPECIAL NEEDS POPULATION

1. Child is not fulfilling potential in school and causes are believed to be family problems,
mental or physical health issues, substance abuse, or lack of motivation because of low self-
esteem.

2. School has attempted every available internal assistance but feels that more or different
intervention is necessary.

3. Child or family is involved with at least one external agency.

4. School feels that child should be involved with other external agencies and expectations are
realistic.

5. Parents give permission to discuss case and agree to multiagency intervention.

6. Case Manager reviews request and agrees that the case is appropriate for staffing.
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APPENDIX G

Initial Codes
Advantages
Agency
Agenda
Barriers
Beliefs
Benefits
Change
Climate
Collaboration
Commitment
Communication
Community
Concept
Confidentiality
Convener
CSA
Disadvantages
Dynamics
Elementary
Evaluation
Framework
Funding
Implementing
Innovation
Issues
Leadership
Location
Meetings
Need
Parents
Permission
Planning
Policy
Problems
Program
Referrals
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Resources
Scheduling
School
Secondary
Staff Development
Stakeholder
Status
Style
Team-Building
Time
Understanding
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APPENDIX H

Example of Color Coded Transcript

 
1. The agency directors were very interested in developing collaborative approaches.
 
2. Each of our agencies knew that time and energy was being spent seeing
 
3. individuals without looking at their total environment and what’s going on with them
 
4. that probably was wasted, you know and there was probably a mechanism that when
 
5. the school saw some of these problems they could have the ability to reach out and
 
6. tap the resources they needed in an integrated fashion. For my part I was interested in
 
7. prevention intervention instead of waiting until a child was in so much trouble that the
 
8. school had to take strong intervention.

9. Confidentiality was the most important issue that we had to deal with, particularly
 
10. mental health and alcohol and drug services because of their strict rules.  But we were
 
11. able to overcome the problem with the universal permission form that finally evolved.
 
12. If we had not convened that group we would not have made that much progress on

15. that consent form.
 
16. We met about once a month but it didn’t seem to take that long.  There was consensus
 
17. from all the players that it needed to be and could be done this way.
 
18. If you’re going to hit barriers with agencies, you’re going to have to deal with them at the top
 
19. echelon. The staff will just want to do the things that they need to do to get the best
 
20.  service for the client that they’re taking care of.  I was kind of amazed that the top
 

echelon was able to overcome some of the hurdles as quickly as we did because
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Eleanor H. Barnes

Eleanor H. Barnes grew up in Bennington, Vermont, where she attended parochial schools and
graduated as Valedictorian from Bennington Catholic High School.  She earned a Bachelor of
Science degree in Elementary Education from the University of Vermont in 1970 and a Master of
Arts in Speech Pathology from the Catholic University of America in Washington, D. C. in 1972.
She also earned a Certificate of Advanced Graduate Studies from Virginia Polytechnic Institute
and State University in Blacksburg, Virginia in 1997. She has a professional teaching certificate
from the state of Virginia and holds endorsements in speech and language disorders, preschool
disabilities, and the elementary principalship.
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