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Andre was 16 when he met Urban Family losrimie president Kent Amos. Andre's 
father had been Idlied by Andre's mother eight years earlier. A self-described 
gangster, Andre carried a gun. dealt drugs, and had wimessed a murder. But under 
Amos' guidance, Andre learned to read and to enjoy simpler pleasures. Like critmnm^ 
a Christmas tree. Andre flourished; he became animated and alive—until a drug 
dealer from his past gunned him down. 

"We have to understand these children run a gauntlet every day, a gauntlet of fear and 
terror," Amos says. "Our children are crymg out to us m the only way they can. 
We have an obligation and a responsibility to give them more than pladmdes." 

Summary v ^ 

Andre's convening story was one of many shared by participants in a discussion about 

comprehensive suategies for helping children and families and the role of schools and commumty-

based organizations in developing and implementing these strategies. The working meeting, held July 

15, 1994, in Washington, DC under the direction of President Clinton's Domestic Policy Council, 

convened a diverse group of 56 people with practical msights and policy experience concerning 

comprehensive strategies. The group included experts on education, social services, and policy 

development from foundations, universities, and non-profit organizations. Participants were local 

practitioners; public and private funders; representatives from federal and state govemments; policy 

analysts; academicians and researchers; consultants; and journalists. 

The purpose of the meeting was to spark a broad inquiry into "going to scale' with promising 

programs that already exist, in response to President Clinton's premise that every problem in the 

United States has already been solved by someone somewhere in die nation-and that the real problem 

is not inventing solutions, but disseminating and replicating them. "We are drawn here by a shared 

understanding that most of our children and young people need more opportunities to develop and to 

thrive than they now enjoy....[Yet] the fragmented ways that we typically try to help them are pan of 

the problem," said meeting moderator William Galston, deputy assistant to the President. 

The meetmg acknowledged the faa that in communities around the country, schools, human 

service agencies, and community-based organizations are collaborating to develop comprehensive 

strategies for helping children and families. Schools and community-based organizations axe staying 

open in the afternoon, evenings, and on weekends to allow students, families, and community 

members access to recreational and educational activities; coordinating with other agencies to provide 

social and health services; opening then- doors to parents and other community members for adult 

1 
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education programs; and forging parmerships with businesses to provide on-the-job iraining, paid 

apprenticeships, and training in entrepreneurial skills. Although this meeting focused on school-based 

and school-linked programs, panicipanis recognized that these efforts are only part of a larger set of 

issues involving comprehensive seivices-and that these strategies are part of a broader agenda of 

reform in education, heallh, and human services. 

Domestic Policy Council staff asked panicipants to address the following question: 

• What are the key issues regarding the development, sustainability, and effectiveness of 
comprehensive strategies for helping children and families? 

• What are some of the federal strategies to promote comprehensive strategies? 
v ^ 

• What are some of the specific federal, state, and local barriers to developing school-
linked or school-based comprehensive strategies'' 

• How might the federal govemment play a role in reducing these barriers? 

The resulting discussion included reports from panicipants about activities in local 

communities—the "front lines" of education and social service reform, a similar assessment of state-

level efforts, and an update on proposed federal legislation that will affect efforts at all levels. 

Although panicipants in the diverse group advocated differing approaches, for all panicipants the 

objective was the same; building strong chiidren, families, and communities. As participants shared 

dieir experiences with each other and with the Administration representatives, the following themes 

emerged as central to current efforts and expeaed needs: 

Effective support for children and families requires changes in philosophy and focus. 
Educators and fiinders should shift their efforts as much as possible from fragmented, 
piecemeal, and often inadequate supports and services co comprehensive strategies that 
emphasize development, opportunities, and prevention, viewing children and young people as 
assets rather than bundles of problems. Moreover, children and youth are best served in the 
context of families, and families are best served in the context of communities. 

Both schools and community-based organizations have a role in "comimimty partnerships" 
that are essential to meeting the comprehensive needs of chUdren and famities. Leadership 
may vary among communities or even neighborhoods, and a variety of effective models exist. 
Regardless of who leads the* effon, tme collaboration requires shared planning, 
implementation, and assessment. 

Community-building efforts should be an important component of comprehensive strategies. 
These efforts iirvolve not only services but the active and meaningful engagement of all 
stakeholders. 
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Effective, comprehensive strategies require ne'w funding structures that are more flexible 
and reliable than current arrangements. Possible approaches include consolidation and 
decategorization of federal programs, improved waiver options, and more options allowing 
units of local government and community-based organizations to deal directly with federal 
grant programs. Participants did not unanimously endorse any of these changes, however. 

Comprehensive straiegies must be held accountable to outcomes. Implementing this priority 
will reqidre the improvement of current evaluation methods for monitoring and assessing 
the impact of these programs. 

Certain policies, practices, and realities are barriers to comprehensive strategies. These 
barriers include: hostility or contradictory philosophies within entities necessary to successful 
collaboration; lack of trust or panicipaiion by parents or commumties, an overly competitive, 
inflexible, or categorical funding process; differing eligibility rules for funding; lack of 
funding; aul̂ ural misunderstanding or insensitivity; community violence; and turf battles. 

This repon highlights these themes and summarizes lhe discussion by participants in the 

meeting. Enclosed as appendices to the report are a list of participants and a summary of pending 

legislation. 

This repon is mtended to be a jumping-off point for further action. Domestic Policy Council 

staff will next determine key areas that must be addressed at the federal level and will ask federal 

agencies or interagency teams to develop additional plans for addressing these issues and identify 

existing imtiaiives that are relevant to comprehensive strategies for children and families. The agency 

plans may include: 

• Recommendations, such as improved mechanisms for federal interagency coordination 
(e.g., consultation on policy guidance, development of agreed-upwn principles, or 
procedures for funding comprehensive strategies) 

Possible regulatory or stamtory changes 

Changes in policy guidance 

Improved or coordinaied technical assistance 

Coordioaied research 

Evaluation straiegies 

After the plans are developed, the White House will work with the agencies to develop a strategy for 
further efforts. 
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What's Happening on the Front Lines 

Panicipants laid the groundwork tor discussion by describing comprehensive efforts in 

selected local communities. These projects included Intermediate School (I.S.) 218 in New York 

City; the Beacon Schools in New York City; the Austin Project in Austin, Texas; two initiatives in 

Chicago sponsored by the Chicago Cominuniry Trust and the MacArthur Foundation; New 

Begmmngs ui San Diego, California; the Vaughn Family Center initiative in Los Angeles; Caring 

Commumties in St. Louis, Missouri; Birmingham, Alabama's Commumty Schools; the Healthy 

Learners program in Miami; Kemucky's Family Resources Youth Service Center initiative; and the 

Youth Futures Authority in Savannah, Georgia. Panicipants described their projects' goals, 

philosophies, su^cture, aaiviiies, paimers or collaborators, resources, and accomplishments. 

Goals and Philosophies 

The inspiration for most of these programs arose from community concerns. "Most 

successful programs have deep roots in the community. They are not 'parachuted' into communities, 

but carefiilly integrated with specific local community needs and strengths, so that local communities 

share a genuine sense of ownership," noted panicipant Lisbeth Schorr. The Beacons, for example, 

began as a drug reduction and prevention effon that would simply exiend the school day, but a wave 

of crime and violence stirred interest in funding broader youth programs and led to priorities on crime 

preveniion and community building. The inspiration also came from sticcessful efforts already being 

conducted by community-based organizations within schools-and a recognition that these 

organizations have strengths that schools can build on, including organizational flexibility and the 

abUiry to link with communities. 

Participants listed active community involvement as both a goal of comprehensive strategies 

and a crucial element of program success. Widi this orientation, the school becomes "a presence of 

change" in the community and students are empowered by making a positive contribution to their 

environment. The Urban Family Instimte m Washington, DC, tries co create a "village" mentaliry—in 

which community members have clear expectations of positive behavior and achievement—by 

providing inteivention, guidance, and support to at-nsk children and youth. A Beacon School in 

Central Harlem built community suppon by asking residents to clear their cars from the school block 

every weekday morning so children could play in the street. Young people established connections 

with the community by going from door to door asking residents to agree to the plan, and residents 

had to make a conscious commitment to support the effort and create a safe place for children. 

Slowly, the relationship grew; now students help keep the street clean and have raised money to plant 

trees on the block. Beyond the block, students help tegister voters and hold hunger drives to feed 
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homeless people. "We're trying to give people a sense that Central Harlem is a place on the rise." 

explained Geoffrey Canada, president of Rheedlen Centers for Children and Families. "We wanted to 

instill a desire to become pan of that change." 

Commumty and neighborhood involvement is closely relaxed to building family strength and 

individual empowerment. "Successful programs do not work with one generation alone, but with two 

and often three," Lisbeth Schorr observed. "Successful schools. Head Stan programs, and family 

suppon centers make special efforts to nurture parents so they can nurture their children." The 

Beacons, for example, focus on the "upbeat factors" associated with healthy development and create 

opportunities to cultivate those elements: 

• "Cifring adults are available for interaction with young people consistently and during 
extended hours. "Programs alone are not enough," said one Beacons representative; 
the school offers "somewhere to go, something to do, someone to be with." 

• Beacon schools use high expectations and clear standards to establish respect and 
motivate achievement for the neighborhood and school. 

• Participating smdents have opportunities to engage in the same high-quality after-
school and-weekend activities as more economically advantaged students. 

The Chicago Community Trtist Initiative, described by University of Chicago professor 

Harold Richman, also builds on the notions of investment and community building-noi merely 

services to children-to serve children and families. Richman and others make a dLstinaion benveen 

asset-orienied services that promote youth development, and deficit-oriented efforts thai focus on 

treamieni. "We'll succeed when it's as easy to enroll a kid in Little League and to buy a uniform as 

it is to buy an hour of counselmg," Richman said. The commumty trust's strategy was to "broaden 

and deepen the sense of what it means to deal widi a child," Richman said; Broaden by including 

activities such as Little League or library visits as much as traditional services, and deepen by 

mvolving all levels of government. The resulting S30 miUion projea in seven Chicago communities 

revolves around collaborations thar are representative of each community. 
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The Barrier: Insdrntions that deal with only a small pan of people's lives 
The Solution: Expand the range of services in response to community needs to 

include literacy, sports, and community efforts that benefit children 
and families 

In one racially mixed conununity in Chicago, a very traditional library used the 
Community Trust collaboration to create a Little League team. When the team wins, 
each player receives a book instead of the tradidonal T-shin. When the team loses, 
players get a story hour. Players' parents also meet at the library. In anodier 
commumty a library holds a "lock-in" sleepover for neighborhood children, who read 
together and tell ghost stories. 

New Beginnings in San Diego, which placed integrated social and health services at a school-

based center, began as a partnership among public agencies with the goal of making the service 

delivery system more holistic and responsive to clients. New Beginnings focuses on serving families 

rather than individual children, with a prevention-oriented approach that uses public ftmding where 

possible. 

A foundaiion representative noted thai local program administraiors have to be trusted—and 

allowed—to make their own decisions regarding program operations. Administraiors at ail levels must 

face some tough issues, including what services should be offered, who should have access to them, 

how the quality of services can be improved, how continued fundmg can be obtained, what structures 

are needed to operate the program, and who should be responsible for decision making. 

Several programs, induding New Beginnings and the Vaughn Family Center rtiitiative in Los 

Angeles, turned to parents to help establish goals and make decisions. The Vaughn Family Care 

Center program—a collaboration between the Los Angeles Educational Partnership and the United 

Way—devoted an entire year to planning, with the mission of eliminaiing educational bamers in a 

community of high crime, single-digit test scores, and families so poor thai some lived in chicken 

coops or cars. Parents identified a need to focus on health services and duld care. 'My job is not to 

set the agenda...but to hold up mirrors in front of this community and say, *See how brilliant you 

are? See how much you know''' and to turn up the light," said program director Yoland Trevino. 

The result? "Nobody asked for parenting classes...[or] financial hdp,' Trevino said wryly. 'They 

were asking for opportunities to do for themselves." Through a partnership with Head Stan and a 

local child care resource center, the program began to address the community's child care needs; 

now, 20 homes provide licensed care. A partnership berween a local hospital and the UCLA Medical 
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Center provides education and prenatal suppon services to expectant families, using trained mothers 

in the commumty as mentors. 

Sirmlarly, based on needs identified by a parent group, a collaboration in Miami established a 

bilmgual information cemer in the school, staffed by trained parent volunteers. The ceiuer has served 

more than 500 families that are more comfortable with the volunteers than with traditional counselors 

or social workers, giving the professional counselors more time to perform other work. The program 

also negotiated with the school to open its library in the evenings for momtored homework sessions. 

These after-school sessions now serve about 200 students a day, with aides provided by the parents' 

group or paid by the local Boys and Girls Clubs. 

The stud&i-operaied CARES Program in Birmingham allows participants to set their own 

agenda. This initiative brings social service agencies into the school on a weekly basis to address 

student needs. Activities indude AJDS awareness and testing; special classes in schools, churches, 

and community ceniers; paid employment, community service credit, and free training for youth as 

mtors for younger smdents; counsding; a dropout prevention program funded by the Job Training 

Pannership Act; nutrition education; GED classes; and computer insmiction. 

In some cases, such as Caring Communities in St. Louis, inspiration for a comprehensive 

program came from a combination of efforts by state agencies (i.e., Health, Mental Health, Social 

Services, and Elementary and Secondary Education) and privaie concems (i.e., the Danforth 

Foundation). In these cases, panicipants noted the importance of uniting multiple providers under 

one vision with a strong direaor. Caring Communities, which provides school-based comprehensive 

services, focused on addressing the fragmentation of available services, lack of access to services, and 

the challenge faced by schools in dealing with children's multiple problems. Like other programs 

described in the meeting. Caring Communities' goals induded promoting school success for ail 

children, increasing safety for children and families, and building a moral and ethical foundauon in 

the community to increase family suppon and improve opportunities for education, housing, and 

employment. "Communities are to families what families are to children," said Director Khatib 

Waheed. "To focus on one without focusing on the other would be a serious mistake." 

Caring Communities' activities indude an early-morning latch-key program for school-age 

children with working parents, co-dependency counsding intervention, behavior therapy, periodic 

"respite nights' for parents in which smdents participate m a sleepover at the school, and drug 

marches and rallies in the community. These aaivities, which reaffirm the program's commitmeni to 

the commumty, often have dramatic results. 
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The Barrier: Violence that hmders access to services 
The Solution: Using programs to establish a community suppon system, not just to provide 

services to individuals 

In 1993, the father of a smdent at a Caring CoDimunities school tried to organize his 
neighbors to push drug dealers out of the community. Under direats from the 
dealers, however, he stopped-until Caring Communities began anti-drug marches on 
his block. After 20 community members aaendcd a meeting m the man's home, his 
house was fu-e-bombed. Caring Communities responded by holding a suppon rally 
with 100 participants, and Caring Communincs members stayed m the man's gutted 
house every night for two weeks to protect his home. The drug dealing decreased. 

"ThiSvWds a support system we felt we had to provide," said Director Khatib Waheed. 
"These are the kinds of challenges many of us need to face if we're really going to 
deal with the problems children face... in orfer for families to feel a sense of hope." 

Finally, participants noted that it is not enough simply to add new services; comprehensive 

strategies must focus on dear and specific outcomes, addressii^ what comes out of a program as well 

as what goes into it. 

Location and Structure 

Panicipants agreed that comprehensive programs can be located ai a variet>' of sites and 

controlled by a variety of stakeholders, as long as the program is accessible, versatile, and family-

oriented. For example, after conducting an extensive feasibility smdy of parents and front-line 

workers in education and social services. New Beginnings' planners realized that parents viewed 

schools as a place that they trusted—but didn't think that schools had a system for providing services. 

Thus the school became the site for New Beginnings services, but the program added extensive 

parmerships to form a structure that readied far beyond the site. 

Educators in Kenmcky based comprehensive services at Family Resource and Youth Service 

Centers within schools because they viewed schools as the insrimuons that were most accessible to all 

community members, said Charles Tenett, superintendent of schools in rural Fulton County, 

Kenmcky. Operaling under a formal agreement among the schools, social service agencies, and 

business community, the Centers focus on building community pride, involvement, and program 

ownership. 
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Locating comprehensive services at school sites can help solve a "disconnect" between schools 

and communities and clarify the relationship between the two, said an organizer of the Beacon 

Schools in New York. Geoffrey Canada said the group chose an old, run-down elementary school in 

Central Harlem as one of the furst Beacon sites because "it was extremdy important to us to foce the 

same challenges that children and communities face in making collaborations work." This was not a 

hollow choice; the day before the school re-opened under the Beacon plan, a man was fatally shot in 

front of the school. But with its year-round schedule, open seven days a week from 8 a.m. to at least 

11 p.m.. this Beacon School now offers a safe zone where children can leam and play. 

I.S. 218 in New York City demonstrates the power of a school site working in colbboration 

with a community-based organization, in this case the Children's Aid Sodety. The school is open six 

days a week, ffotti 7 a.m. to 10 p.m., for before- and after-school programs, teen and job-related 

programs, and adult education. More dian 1,300 smdents and 1,000 parents use the school weekly; 

services include a health and dental dinic and an in-school store, and assemblies draw standing-room-

only crowds. Success came from developing "real, organic" partnerships between the entities instead 

of a hosi-and-guest arrangement, said Children's Aid Executive Director Philip Coltoff. The unpad: 

"Before, the community was isolated from the schools," said I.S. 218 principal Mark Kavarsky. The 

effon also has had an "intemal" impaa on families who now view the school more posiiivdy and 

have become involved in designing new programs. 

The question of location is not simple; sometimes, programs occur at a combination of sites. 

New Beginnings, for example, found it most effective to work with families of preschoolers in the 

place where parents are most comfortable-their homes. In conjunaion with home visits, however, a 

Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) program clinic is available three times a month at the New 

Beginnings school, providing a nonthreatening way to help families make connections with other 

services. Clients don't come to New Beginnings in convenient, class-sized groups, noted San Diego 

Schools Admimstraior Jeaime Jehl; staff must try to reach dients individually and as families. 

Location needs also vary depending on aaivities. The Caring Communities program in St. 

Louis foimd that adults partidpating in evening education activities at the school fdt threatened by the 

presence of youth participating in after-school programs at the same site. Although this situation was 

not a defining issue for the program, it did raise complications that leaders had to address-

The Austin Projea emphasizes neighborhoods, not schools, in order to promote fiill 

employment, strong communities, and healthy children and families. The projea, which serves 

50,000 Hispanic and African American residents with incomes below the poverty level, has no 

eligibility requirements other rban residence in the targeted neighborhood. The project's suppon 
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stmcmre relies on tax abatements, waivers, and money from privaie capital markets. However, the 

project began with the backing of the "white, upper-imddle class and upperclass power structure" in 

Austin—not with a structure that solicited involvement by the targeted community. In an anempt to 

rectify this gap, the project established five neighborhood devdopmeru committees, whose locally 

elected members form part of a larger advisory council; at least half of the project's SlOO million 

budget will be controlled by these committees. In addition, projea leaders decided to rehire the 

social workers who will be displaced by the planned system reforms, in pan so that they will not 

become barriers to the projea. 

Although the structure and leadership of comprehensive strategies varies, all successftil 

programs share a view thai people who are to be "served"-diildren, families, and community 

members—must̂ hSve a significant role in identifying their own needs as well as designing and 

operating programs. The Vaughn Family Center in Los Angeles, for example, uses an advisory 

committee of whom half are parents and half are service providers, public agency representatives, and 

public officials, m order to "equalize" the relationship benveen service providers and recipients. 

Approximately 25 parents volimteer daily to help teachers at the family center. 

Partnerships and CoUaborations 

Successful parmerships require preparation and true collaboration, participants said. "We 

only wanted [the I.S. 218 program] if it was going to be a pannership...and we were not going to be 

mvited out once we started to cause trouble," said Children's Aid's Coltoff-a statement echoed by 

others. In the case of I.S. 218 and Children's Aid, the agency insisted on a legal resolution ratified 

by local boards of education that invited the organization into the school. "That was very important 

in terms of the structure and our ability to panicipaie from the beginmng of the project," Coltoff said. 

Now, "we're accomplishing as a social service agency what we believe in...and we're finding 

educators aren't too tough to deal with." 

Parmerships also require flexibility. Although the Beacon Schools program provides 

guidelines for each participating site, the stmcuire and aaivities of each site are individually tailored 

by local commumty advisory councils that consider each site's cultural, size, and demographic 

differences. The Chicago Community Trust collaborations are dominaied by "citizen collaborators." 

not professionals, according to Harold Richman. As a result, commitment is strong—but progress is 

slow. "When you're trying to work with a community from the bonom up, ability is variable and it 

takes time," Richman advised. 

10 
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All collaborations require attention to leadership, noted Edward Tetehnan, director of legal 

and regulatory affairs for the New Jersey Depanment of Human Services. New Jersey's School-

Based Youth Services program has learned the following lessons about leadership: 

• Strong state leadership can keep programs politically viable at state and local levels 

• Local collaborators need plans that address bodi core services and optional service 

needs 

• States should be flexible and avoid establishmg extensive hierarchies when they create 
state and local collaborations 

• Collaborative programs that are spread across all areas of the staie reinforce statewide 
V J&vestmeni-programmarically and politically 

• State technical assistance to local collaborations is crucial to success 

It isn't always easy for foundations and government agencies to form partnerships with 

communities, but it is essential for foundations to try, several participants said. One problem is that 

many collaborations involve subordinaie-superordinaie rdationships rather than equal parmerships. 

"The pam of watching foundations ask communities to be partners...and then [showing] their own 

inability to model that behavior is very corrosive' to efforts, explained Richman. The same problem 

exists m some partnerships between public agencies and local communities. 'We have not clearly 

articulated what die terms of such pannerships might be,' Richman warned-and until those terms are 

clear, local communities are likely to view public agendes with distrust. Finally, if programs are to 

become self-sufficient, collaboraiors must leam to crust local administrators to make their own 

decisions. 

Resources 

Many projects draw from a variety of funding sources and find that fundmg must constantly 

be considered. The Beacons, for example, receive direct ftinding from New York City but also hdp 

sites draw child welfare funding from city agencies and blend these sources to form a basis for 

programs. The politics of ftmding can have an impact on programs beyond material suppon, 

however. In the first roimd of Beacon funding, political issues prevented the local board of education 

from participaimg in Beacon site planning; now that those issues have been resolved, a joint decision­

making process allows prindpals from the schools targeted for change to become more involved. 

11 
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Some programs encountered unexpected funding dilemmas. When the Vaughn Family Center 

in Los Angeles gained charter school stams and the new school found it could save $1 million through 

more effective practices, auditors wanted the school to remm the saved money. "What mcentives are 

there to be accountable''" asked Yoland Trevino. "If you're making a difference, they punish you. " 

Participants also described cultivating human resources to build suppon for comprehensive 

strategies. Beacon Schools are organized around membership rather than a dient-provider 

relationship; panicipants have identification cards and are asked to contribute their time to the 

program. "Everybody who comes is seen as a resource instead of someone who wants something," 

said Michele Cahill. a Beacon hinder. Tania Alameda, director of Miaim's Bureau of Children's 

Affairs, agreed: 

We have got to rely on our families as resources. They may be dysftmctional in some ways, 
but they are very fimctional in others. We have to leam how to identify diose strengths in 
famil ies.... If we rely more on their expertise, we're going to fed a lot more satisfaction and 
have a lot more help in what we're trying to accomplish. 

The Barrier: Health needs that affea education 
The Solutioo; Cultivating parent and community involvement; focusing efforts on families 

and communides as well as children 

When Tama Alameda realized that many children in Miami were missing significant 
amounts of school—as many as 60 days a year—because of head lice, she organized 
parents to solve the problem. The pareni group formed a 'Lice Busters" patrol; 
armed with a small vacuum deaoer, detergent, and donated treatment supplies, 
parents visited the homes of children with the most severe cases. One pareni even 
gave haircuts. 

The Lice Busters' success increased parent involvement at school in other ways, as 
educators began asking parems for advice on improving attendance. When parents 
offered to visit the homes of absent smdents to hdp address the extenuating 
circumstances—health needs, lack of dothing, or parents' schedulmg problems— 
conlributmg to truancy, the principal agreed to help. She gave parents access to 
normally confidential home addresses-and then watched the attendance rate shoot 
from last to first place in the distnct. 

Accomptishments 

In addition to the stories of individual lives saved, participants described the development of 

program infrastrucmre, improvements in academic achievement, and positive impacts on communities 
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as major accomplishments. Building on its infrastructure, the Beacon project has noted decreased 

crime rates and increased reading skills. Caring Commumties focuses on mental health and removmg 

other barriers to education so that teachers can focus on academic unprovemeni. 

Urban Family histimte founder Kent Amos had many success stones from his experience of 

"adopting" 87 urban youth mto his own home. Seventy-three of these youth anended college, 49 

graduated from coUege, and 7 obtained advanced degrees. The Vaughn Family Center's Trevino was 

also able to provide hard outcomes. Test scores for smdents m this program rose 48 percent, the 

high transiency rate among smdents feU, and the anendance rate unproved from 'homfic" to 99 

percent. Trevino also described her program's success m eliminating the 'us versus them" mentality 

that fosters gang nvahy. When Trevino noticed one self-described gangster urinaimg outside the 

school, she leanftd that he felt unwelcome uiside the buildmg-so she invited him to jom her "gang." 

That youth is now the center's program ojordinator. ' If we create this kind of opponuniiy for youth, 

the money you provide for gang diversion will not be necessary," she told meeting panicipants. 

Accomplishments can be difficult to assess, however; program evaluation is an important 

aspect-and predicament-thai most partidpants noted. Furthermore, services, programs, goals, and 

strucnires alone do not guarantee success. One participant likened the siiuaiion to a game of musical 

chairs m which 12 players compete for dght chairs: 

We tend lo blame the participants because they don't get a chair. We want them to move 
quicker, position themselves better, try harder. We should really look at the game: Four 
people are always going to be left out....We can only do so much with support services and 
counseling, and then people have to find a way to live. 
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What Needs to Be Changed? 

Panicipants discussed many bamers that they have experienced or anticipate. In some cases, 

participants suggested needed policy changes; in other cases, they simply warned colleagues about 

situations that can be avoided or ameliorated. 

What Are the Barriers and Where Do Thev Come From? 

Panicipants identified the followmg challenges to developing and implementing comprehensive 

strategies for children and families; 

PhUosoptdcal barriers. Community-based activities require providers and planners to have a 

philosophical "investment" in providing adequate services, supports, and opportunities for children 

and families. "Every day, the normal world...is fighting this philosophy," said one panicipant. For 

example, the parents of smdents not targeted by comprehensive strategies often have trouble 

understanding the need foi the services widiin schools and may oppose them. Such 'hostility" makes 

it importani to regularly rdterate the underlying vision of the mitiaiive, focusing on positive 

development rather than punishment and control. 

Effective programs take nothing for granted; goals, issues, and services must be revisited and 

addressed continuously. In particular, effective community participation is "a hard-won treasure'; the 

goal of participation and development of the capacity to partidpate are not givens and must be 

addressed early in a program's evolution, participants said. Programs may have to cultivate 

participation skills in community members. One participant described holding three informal 

meetings for every one formally scheduled by her program-one meeting to explain to parents what 

they would be expeaed to discuss, one to hold the acmal discussion, and one to evaluate the 

discussion and formulate responses. 

Effective programs also must solicit feedback from clients at least as much as from experts, 

several partidpants said. In Miami, an anempt to create a ftill-service school—combining education 

and access to multiple social services under one roof—failed at first because it provided services 

selected by experts, not families, a participant said. After realizing their mistake, planners 

successfully redesigned the school with only eight agencies providing services—but chose the services 

most wanted and used by famihes. 
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Funding barriers. In addition to the funding issues discussed earlier, the nature of funding 

for comprehensive programs can present barriers. The bidding process for staie and federal grants 

creates competition ralher than collaboration, many participants said, leading programs to 

•canrubalize" each other. Even after funds are awarded, different providers may retain a competitive 

orientation. Programs need to find ways to erase the distinctions between providers and focus on 

common goals, participants said. "We've learned that cooperation is easy, but collaboration hurts a 

littie bit," said one participani. 

In some cases, state and federal funding is so inflexible thai programs are tmable to address 

certam issues that affect school attendance, participants said. Many called for fewer federal 

restrictions linked to ftinding. which would allow programs greater flexibihty to address needs that 

affect smdents' ^ili ty to attend school-say. to purchase eyeglasses. Leaders of the Lice Busters 

group, for example, had to mm to donations to pay for lice detergent because Medicaid would not 

cover it. Other programs find it difficult to use federal ftmding to pay for staff development, 

transportation, and evaluation. 'Maybe all we need from the federal government is a little help and 

empowerment to make our own decisions," said a parucipaiu from a rural area. 

The caiegoncal namre of federal programs "forces us to squeeze people into boxes and then 

go aroimd trymg to find ways aroimd the boxes," agreed a panicipant from an urban area. Chapter 

1, the Job Training Partnership Act, and Medicaid are among the programs that should allow schools 

and agencies to provide services to all members of communities in which a high percemage of 

members meet program guidelines, several participants said. Categorization "labels the poor as 

special, needy people, which they are not,' said one, adding that the problems addressed by these 

categorical programs are not limited to poor people. But decaiegonzation is not a simple solution, 

nor is categorization the only barrier, other participants warned; it is naive to think that simply 

decategorizing funding wUl solve these complex issues. 

The multiple eligibilities required for various similar but separate federal programs also 

produce ftmding barriers, panicipants said; the differences among requirements create inefficiencies 

and make it difficult for children and families to qualify for the services they need. Eligibility 

requirements such as the assets tests used by AFDC, the food stamp program, and in some states 

Medicaid, are particularly troubling because they pose access barriers to major federal programs that 

meet basic family needs, said consultant Sarah Shuptrine. "The asset test for the family automobile 

should be eliminated if we want families to be able to get to work, training [opportunities], and health 

care," Shuptrine said. 
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Health care financing presents another bamer to comprehensive strategies, by making it 

difficult for schools to be access pomts for health services. Recent trends in health care, mcludmg 

managed care, pose significant barriers to financing sdiool heallh by restriaing access to providers or 

failing to cover basic preventive and primary care. Under many plans, schools will not be 

reimbursed for all the health services they provide to smdents-makmg a comprehensive approach to 

smdent well-being less feasible, hi addition, schools fmd it extremely difficult to obtam Medicaid 

reimbursement for health services because of the heavy paperwork burden and because they are 

unable to bill Medicaid until they have first billed families; in poor commumties, billing families 

generates overwhelming paperwork but littie revenue. 

Culxural and contextual barriers. Cultural issues present additional barriers; these are solved 

only by exieiisite o^mraunity ouueach and a wiUingness to adapt to local context. For example, the 

Vaughn Family Center in Los Angeles discovered that pregnant Utino women in the community were 

not using existing health services because doctors and nurses created tiiem impersonally. "[Lati 

are] not going to tell you anything about ourselves unless we have established a relationship witii 

you," said center direaor Trevino. 

tmos 

Rampant violence m some communities also complicates comprehensive programs because it 

requires them to focus on providing safe havens and transportation to children and families, m 

addition to acmal services. Transportation, affordable housing, personal safety, and other basic 

human needs were recurrent issues that many panicipants identified as major barriers to program 

implementation. 

Additional barriers identified by participants indude: 

• Lack of time allowed by funding cydes to develop collaborations 

• Squabbles over mrf and terminology 

• Parenis' lack of trust in agendes, government entities, and schools 

• Differmg confidentiality requirements of schools, medical providers, Aid to Famihes 
with Dependent Children (AFDQ, the school lunch program, and odier providers, 
which sharply limit mfonnation sharing and make it difficult to reduce duplicative 
paperwork for families and providers 

• The political risks required to cause change-"We're talking about changing a 
bureaucratic system in which a lot of people have financial investment," cautioned one 
participant. "When you go into the structure...and start empowering those ai the 
bonom of die food chain, that is not going to go over well." 
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• The "squeeze effect" that occurs in top-down, bottom-up reforms when the players in 
the middle-often local bureaucrats and service providers-no longer have a role to 
olay or are asked to change substantially, and dierefore resist the reform. 
Collaborations that may displace workers or need union suppon require strong 
communication among stakeholders to avoid lesistance that can undermine progressive 
change. 

The difficulty of finding funding for capital budgets or infrastrucmre for community-
based organizations. For example, state-of-the-an technology is a much-needed tool 
for documenting and implementing programs 

What Are, the Solutions? State.and Local Responses 

Participants proposed many solutions, some of which were hotly debated. Some solutions are 
transitional, while others require long-term comraimient. The following menu of ideas represents the 
breadth of suggestions made by panicipants and is not an integrated plan; inclusion in this list does 
not indicate that consensus was reached on a particular solution: 

Funding clumges. 

Fundinz srreams_: 

• Re-examine the sources of reveimes used for funding comprehensive efforts—whether 
through new or old taxation systems, new financing, or creative strategies for 
leveraging private funding. Exainme the costs, effects, and political feasibility of 
each to find the most effective approach. Apply the same rigorous standard of rerum 
on mvestmenl thai the private seaor uses. 

• Change federal eligibility rules to reduce barriers to federal programs. Eliminate the 
asset tests for family automobiles for redpients of AFDC, food stamps, and Medicaid. 

• Promote funding linkages by establishing a new fimd for investment in children, 
families, and communities that requires health, housing, transportation, and education 
systems to collaborate. 

• Dtrea the federal government to take responsibility for negotiating state marching 
agreements. Allow states to negotiate rates for different programs; this would likely 
result in more funding that targets prevention and early intervention programs. 

• Consider allowing units of local government and community-based organizations to 
bypass stare govemments and negotiate funding directiy with the federal government if 
the state is uncooperative. However, some participants cautioned that cities and 
counties may need that requirement to enforce collaboration with the state, and others 
noted that bypassing states would not be a simple or productive solution. 

17 
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Availabilirv: 

Ensure that ftmding is pennanent, stable, and rdiable-not just allocated through 
demonstration grants-so programs can concenn-ate on mamtenance of effon. "Some 
of you people are doing heroic things, but you're spending half your time on grant 
applications," noted one panicipant. 'When we fuc these kinds of systems, we cannot 
stop the fix when they cost too much money,' said another. State and local 
govemments and other organizations sometimes cannot match demonstration ftinding 
after it expires. 

Streamline ihe federal ftinding system by providmg multi-year ftmding on a basis 
other than entitiement. Year-toyear funding is wasteftil, inefficient, and encourages 
funding fads. 

Compeniion and collaboraiion:. 

Reduce the competition created by die federal discretionary gram process, which sets 
up "isolated islands" of change but exdudes many other needy sites, histead, 
concentrate on building links among all types of comprehensive efforts. 

Encourage state ftmding refonns, because fragmented state ftmding streams contribute 
to turf issues at die local levd. 

Recognize that fimdmg cuts for programs with large, smgle sources of fimdmg, while 
not desirable, can motivate the program to build a stronger base by collaborating with 
private ftmders and diverse agencies. 

Fpcus2 

Fund prevention efforts, not just ciisis programs. Prevention programs have the 
additional advantage of being less stigmatizing for panicipants. 

Grant federal waivers to local programs where needed so they are able to implement 
comprehensive, radical improvements; consider statewide research and demonstrauon 
waivers. 

Retain arts and sports programs as legitimate funding recipients. "Everywhere you 
go, it's doe first thing that's dropped...and then [communities] are concemed about 
yovmg people and gangs," noted a projea fiinder. 

AccountabiliTv and evcduaiion: 

Iir^rove accoimtability measures to gain a bener understanding of who receives 
services, why, and with what results. Accountabihty works two ways, noted some 
participants: programs must answer to service recipients as well as politicians. One 
panicipant urged policy makers to link accountability for desired outcomes to the 
budget process. 
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• Evaluate program cost-effectiveness as well as achievements. 

• Link ftinding to success rather than failure. "Getting money depends on the failure of 
programs, the failure of education," said one participant. As a result, programs aim 
for "studied mediocrit\-: You try to make things better but not so much better that 
you lose your job." 

Philosophical clmnges. 

CollaboTaiion and communirv building 

Have the federal government model collaboration in the ways that departments work 

together. 

• ^ l!ook at school, heallh, and education refonns not as separate reforms but as 
complementary components of "positive development." 

Market collaboration more aggressively among relevant service sysiems-botii from 
the top down and from the bonom up-to build investment. Continue marketing 
efforts after collaboration begins. 

Emphasize community building when considering incentives and program evaluation, 
and consider how new interventions will affect communities. Comprehensive 
strategies and commumty building are not the same thing; for example, centers tiiat 
offer one-stop shopping for a wide service area may force recipients to leave their 
local communities. 

• Focus on empowering site-based professionals, neighborhood organizations, and 
families. Parent and community involvement is crucial. 

Focus and approach: 

• Don't focus on existing or potential barriers; be patient and remain optimistic. Don't 
let concems about funding, facilities, or staffing prevent the establishment of effective 
programs or services, one panicipant advised: "If we are going to get stuck on 
barriers we have not confronted ya, we're never going to do anything." Maintain an 
evolutionary, long-term perspective on serving families and children; don't expea 
quick solutions. 

• Require new projects to be built on best practice and research, not failed but familiar 
programs-

• BuHd backward from desired outcomes to design your efforts. Focus on outcome-
driven projects based on a vision of a continuum of care and suppon that addresses 
children's various developmental stages. Focus on issues, not programs, that affea 
access and capacity for education—such as violence. 
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Resist the urge to view school-based services as an innovation tiiat will fix flaws in 
the education system. Comprehensive services do not let schools off the hook 
regarding other needed education reforms. 

Don't try to make all changes in all places at once. Concentrate resources in areas 
where you can demonstrate the applicability of the effort on a large scale. 

• Focus on leaming as development and schools as operating in concert with a "whole 
continuum of learning, in and out of school." 

Be realistic. Do not oversell programs; realize that they must operate within a 
broader social context that is affected by many coniradiaory forces. 

Evaluation: 

• Reduce tiie "hostility barrier" berween program and evaluation components. 

• Use evaluation data-regarding services, dients, families, and assessment processes-as 
a planning tool as well as a measurement of program success. 

Program and service changes. 

Collaborgiicn and commimiry building: 

• In addition to formal programs, establish informal networks of supplemental services 
to address needs that don't fit ioto clear categories or that fall through the cracks. 
Remove the barriers benveen these and more formal education programs. 

• Be certain that current reform efforts in education, wdfare, and health care suppon 
rather than inhibit comprehensiveness and collaboration. 

• Provide a continuum of care to children, families, and communities, with new 
elemenis added at each developmental- stage; make transitions berween programs 
smoother. 

• Recognizing thai community building is a difficult task, allocate more funding to 
prepare and sustain communiry-building efforts. Broaden the type of community 
involvement activities that programs can use federal funding to suppon. 

• Find more innovative uses and better management systems for public spaces. 

Focus and approach: 

• Pay more attention to providing menial health services and find a better way to fund 
these services. 

• Be serious about outreach. "We have a come-and-get-it system, [but] we need to be 
in homes, helping people access services," one participant said. 
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Be aware of culrural differences and coniplexiues. The Austin Project is one of 
several in which the complex politics and rdationships between client groups-m this 
case the indigenous Mexican Amencan, immigrant Mexican, and African Amencan 
populations-can have an impaa on the effeaiveness of ± t program. "Errors havê  
been avoided just by trying to understand that these are different groups of people, 
said one project director. 

Find better ways to instimtionalize die effort to connea mdividuai children and 
families with the services they need, m particular by improvmg training for program 
staff responsible for matchmg dients with services. 

Structural changes. 

• Recognize the difference between social seivices, which build dependence, and social 
support, which assists families and commumties m rearing children effectivdy. 

' Instead of only doing things to or for dients, include dients as full partners in 
planning and discussions. 

Improve the methods used to evaluate comprehensive efforts. Devdop and use 
evaluation tools that measure empowennent and commumty building; emphasize 
knowledge development strategies and build co-learning models. "We need 
evaluations that take family empowerment senously...and involve families in 
constructing at least some part of the evaluation." urged a research director. "The 
strategies we come up widi have to be diverse enough and accommodating enough to 
deal with the commumty folks, the organizations, the families, and at the same time 
[outside evaluaiors]." 

• Teach service recipients how to use the political process to bring about change, 
hicrease political savvy at all levds. "We are insufficienily political in marketing our 
approach. It's not enough to be able to do the right tiling," said one panicipant. 

• To resolve mrf issues and break the tendency of some agencies to deal only with their 
own constimencies, the federal government could consider requiring thai states 
determine the allocation of federal ftinding that flows through them by using a 
collaborative process involving major sute service providers and agencies. 

Adrninistradve changes. 

• Promote state and local leadership. State leadership at the govemor's levd is crucial 
to sustauiable, systemic change because it gives stale depanments clear goals to focus 
on and permission to collaborate on meeting the needs of famihes and communities. 
Although direct funding connections berween local communities and the federal 
government are useful, stale leadership must cooperate in order to make longterm 
change occur. 

• To build support for state and local efforts, involve prominent govemmeiu leaders in 
articulating the emerging vision of the changes thai are required to bener serve 
children and families. Consider convening federal auditors and inspeaors-general to 
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discuss their roles and determine how they could reward high quality and vision, 
rather than taking punitive positions. 

Make federal regulations easier to understand. "The language is so tough...it's 
onerous to people in small districts [who] are not specialists," one participant 
explained. 

Use the mfonnation highway to administer programs more effectively. Use electronic 
databases to enroll program appiicanis, verify thdr digibility, and coordinate services 
and benefits at one time. Establish a single dient identification number, such as die 
social security number, that will facilitate this process. 

No maner what refonns they advocated, ail panicipants urged the federal government to take 

strong, immediaie action to address the bamers ouUined earlier. There was an overwhdmmg 

consensus dial experts and diose on die front lines know well what needs to be done. Now tiiey want 

suppon in doing it. "1 don't think you ought to wait three years," said a staie legislator. "You ought 

to do it next week, or maybe next month." 

The Admmistration Response 

Carol Rasco, Assistant to the President for Domestic Pohcy, emphasized die importance of 

taking action-of finding "that fme Ime" that federal, state, and local players all can walk to improve 

collaboration. "Often, we aren't there to hdp [communities] build their dreams," conceded Rasco, a 

former teacher, counselor, stale policy maker, and community activist. Rasco advocated efforts that 

bring together groups of people in local communities and hdp them realize what they can do through 

a problem-identificarion, problem-solving process. She rdteraied the view expressed by many 

participants that families and communities must be an integral pan of designing comprehensive 

strategies; solutions must be built from the bonom up, not imposed from the top down. 

Rasco assured partidpants that tiie federal government is trymg to build flexibility into its 

policies to allow commumties to condua their own strategic planning and create enviromnents thai 

foster collaboration among communities, foundations, and state or local agencies. Although she said 

it is too early to define a national youth policy, Rasco and William Galston have targeted late 1994 

for action on developing such a policy; probably with an mieragency group including Domestic Policy 

Council members. 

Asked to address the problem of political pressures that result in resources spread too thinly 

to be effective in some communities, Rasco said the Administration's Empowerment Zones are a 
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movement toward concentrating resources. "We are also leaving room for foundations and other 

organizations to make thanselves available to new projects," she noted. Collaborative rdationships 

are key to success, Rasco added: "It would be wonderftil if foundations would ailtivate collaboration 

between groups," not necessarily witii extra funding but by buUding collaboration requirements mto 

grants. The Empowennent Zone planners also have discussed better ways to build rigorous 

evaluation components into the ftmding process, Rasco said in response to a pamcipant who called the 

current state of evaluation "a cnsis." 

Thomas Payzani, U.S. Department of Educaiion assistant secretary for elementary and 

secondary educaiion, told panicipants that his depanmait is commined to dealmg witii the changes 

widnn sdiools ca^ed by dianges m commumties and society ai large. Sdioois will continue to be 

logical sites for o^mprehensive program centers because they are dosest to families and because 

sdiools are facing dramatic dianges in the services (ranging from prenatal care to adult Uteracy) they 

are expeaed to provide to meet demographic dianges, Payzam said. Payzant adcnowledged the 

diallenge of stimulating collaboration both across all levels of govemment and through rdationships 

between communities and local, state, and federal governments, and he urged partidpants lo fmd a 

nexus baween the two types of collaboration. The real challenge, he added, lies in bringmg solutions 

to scale. 

Peter Edelman, counselor to die Secretar,' of Heallh and Human Services, echoed the theme 

of many panicipants in urging the experts to foois on "rebuilding, recapmrmg, rediscovermg the idea 

of community" and creating a "specific, visible, identifiable place" m the community for chiidren and 

families. Edehnan also advocated a philosophical shift toward viewing young people as assets to be 

developed and toward providing incentives rather than punishment. He also en^ihasized the 

importance of focusing on outcomes. However, he recognized die difficulty communities face in 

assembling an effective balance of professionals, community representatives, and parenis to implement 

change. 

Clinton Administration officials aheady are responding to some of the needs identified by 

parricipanis, Edehnan said after the participants' discussion ended. These responses indude: (1) 

discussions with developers of the Benchmarks approach in Oregon, which may have wider 

applications for outcomes-based mitiatives; (2) discussions widi officials in West Virgmia and hidiana 

regarding negotiated decategorization in order to make funding more flexible; and (3) strong suppon 

for proposed federal legislauon thai provides a waiver option and negotiated local flexibility. In 

addiuon, the Administration is watching activities in several states to detennine whether the federal 

govemment can play "a catalytic role' beyond ftinding to encourage collaborative approaches to 

violence prevention. Policy makers are also examining possibilities for providing tedmical assistance 
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to communities tiiat submirted applications but are not designated as Empowerment Zones or 

Enterprise Communities. Other changes thai may affea comprehensive strategies for children and 

families are embodied m the prevention portions of the crime bill, while still others, such as health 

and welfare reform, are still "very much open," Edelman acknowledged. The Administration's 

proposals include umversal health coverage, which would give all children access to healdi care, and 

the establishment of more than 1,000 service centers nationally that would connect schools with 

communities. 

Admmistration representatives assured panicipants that discussions between federal policy 

makers and experts in the field will continue-and that the federal government is not only sympatiiaic 

to local and state needs but.is ready to act to improve policies. 'We aren't always gomg to be able to 

do everything weywani to do, but we'll die trying," Rasco said. 
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Summary of Legislation 

'Let's give our children a future. Lei us take away their guns and give ihem booics. 
Let us overcome iheir despair and replace it with hope. Lei us, try our example, teach 
them 10 obey the law, respea our neighbors, and cherish our values. Let us weave 
these smrdy threads into a new Amencan communiry tliat can once more stand strong 
againsl the forces of despair arui evil because everyone has a chance to walk imo a 
better tomorrow.' 

President William Jefferson Clinton 
State of the Umon Address 
January 25, 1994 

Congress is well aware that policies and programs affecting children and iheir families must 

support and encourage the cooperation of existing organizations such as schools and community 

organiTations. Several major pieces of recent or pending legislation present tremendous opportunities 

and challenges for schools and comraumty-based organizations as they devise comprehensive 

straiegies to serve children and families. The followmg lisi is not meani to be comprehensive, but it 

provides insight into the type of initiatives thai promote comprehensive strategies . 

Newly enaaed or implemented legislation includes: 

• The Empowerment Zone/Enterprise Cammunity Initiative, administered by the 
Departmems of Housing and Urban Development and Agriculture, is one of die 
Clinton Administration's most ambitious projects to promote community development 
and provide jobs and economic opportunities. Through this initiative, the federal 
government offers to create compacts with communities and state and local 
governments. More than 800 communities have submitted applications under this 
initiative; each application contains a comprehensive and strategic plan for change, 
with performance-based benchmarks. By panicipaiing in this initiative, community 
residents, businesses, financial institutions, service providers, neighborhood 
associations, and state and local governments can form or strengthen pannerships to 
suppon revitalizanon. 

• Goals 2000: Educate America Act—the centerpiece of President Clinton's educarion 
agenda—recognizes and supports the need for a more comprehensive approach by 
providing resources to states and communities to develop and implement 
comprehensive education refonns aimed al hdping all students reach challenging 
academic and occupational-skill standards. The law—which addresses school 
readiness; school completion; competency in challenging subjea matter; science and 
mathematics achievement; literacy; safe, disciplined, and drug-ft^ schools; and 
parental participation-asks stales and local education agencies (LEAs) to create broad-
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based planning groups that include educators; parenis; business leaders; and 
representatives of health agencies, social service agencies, and community 
orgamzaiions that work with children and youth. 

The Sdiool to Work Opportimities Aa. jointly administered by the Departments of 
Education and Labor and signed into law in May 1994, provides seed money for 
states and districts to develop programs that integrate challengmg standards and 
workplace skills so that smdents graduate from high school with the knowledge and 
skills they need enter their chosen professions or continue dieir education. These 
opportunities can enable this group-70 percent of American youth-to find 
employment with career potential. 

The Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of 199't contains significant 
funding for efforts to prevent crime and violence among children and youth and in 
coiaanunities. The Ounce of Prevention Council, with $1.5 million available for 
1995, will coordinate new and existing crime.prevention programs, induding many 
oriented toward youth; S88.5 million will be available for competitive grants between 
1996 and 2000. The Community Schools provision, administered by the Department 
of Health and Human Services, will provide funding for supervised after-school, 
weekend, and summer programs. This provision will receive S37 million in 1995 and 
S530 million for 1996 dirough 2000. The Family and Coramunines Endeavor Schools 
(FACES) program, administered by the Departmeni of Education, will provide S243 
million in fimding for in-school and after-school activities. 

PACT (Pulling America's Cities Together), administered by the Depanment of 
Justice, recognizes that the needs of children, youth, and families vary dramatically 
from community to communiry. PACT, a pilot program located in five cities, is a 
locally planned and operated initiative that brings together the strengdis and resources 
of these communities to meet ±e needs of each locality. 

The Family Preservation and Support Program, authorized as pan of the 1993 
budget agreement, includes almost SI bilUon over five years for states to improve the 
weU-being of vulnerable children and their families, particularly those experieiKing or 
ai risk of abuse and neglea. Because the multiple needs of these children and 
families cannot be addressed adequately through caiegorical programs and fragmemed 
service delivery systems, states are encouraged to use the new program as a catalyst 
for establishing a continuum of coordinated, integrated, ailmrally rdevani, and family 
focused services. Services range from preventive efforts to strengthen families by 
providing crucial suppon to services for families in serious crisis or at risk of having 
children removed from the home. 

Youthbuild, administered by the Departmeni of Housing and Urban Development, 
was authorized as "Youthbuild (Hope for Youth)' under the Housing and Community 
Development Aa of 1992. With S40 miUion available for program implemenLarion 
and devdopmeni in fiscal year 1993, YouthbuUd's goal is to provide economically 
disadvantaged youth with education, employment, and leadership skills through 
opportunities for meaningftU work with their communities. Training includes on-site 
construction work and off-site academic and job skills development. 
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• Head Start, administered by the Department of Health and Human Services, has an 
impact on child development and day care services, the expansion of state and local 
activities for chUdren, -the range and quality of services for young chUdren and their 
famUies, and the design of training for staff involved m such programs. Head Stan 
has served more than 13.8 million chUdren and their families smce 1965, grants are 
awarded to local public or private non-profit agencies. 

Proposed or prospective legislauon includes: 

• The reauthorization of the Elementary and Seomdary Education Act (ESEA), 
currendy in conference, strongly encourages states and LEAs to coordinate services. 
ESEA's priority is high standards for all chUdren, with the different elements needed 
for a high-quality education well aligned so dial the education process works smoothly 
to help all studems reach those standards. The proposal requires LEAs to identify in 
tii?ijj»Title I plans (distributed on a fomiula basis) exactly how they wUl coordinate 
education, health, and social services. The House and Senate versions of the bUl both 
contain strong provisions addressing the need for collaboration. 

• The Welfare Reform Bill would suppon teen pregnancy prevention programs at 
1,000 middle and high schools. The programs would emphasize counsding and a 
skiUs-based approach whUe providing opportunities to devdop sustained rdationships 
with adults. National Service volunteers would play an important role in staffing 
programs. 

Several other ongoing initiatives suppon the role of schools and community-based 
organizations in devdoping comprehensive strategies for chUdren and famUies: 

• Safe and Drug-Free Sdiook and Communities, administered by ±e Department of 
Education, supports comprehensive strategies thai include drug prevention curricula 
and programs linking schools and communities; the version proposed for 
reauthorization has an increased focus on communities. 

• Youth Fair Chance, administered "by the Departmeni of Labor, is designed to provide 
comprehensive employment and training seivices to youth (14-21 years old) and 
young adults (22-30 years old) in high-poverty areas of urban and rural communities. 

• Even Start, administered by the Department of Education, is a famUy-fbcused 
program providing participating famihes with an integrated combination of early 
chUdhood education, adult literacy, basic skills instruction, and parenting education. 
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PREFACE 

Pubhc financing for education and an array of other children's services has become a topic of 

significant interest and political concern. Growing skepticism among a critical mass of 

American voters and taxpayers has fueled doubts about the abihty of govemment to solve 

social problems and provide basic supports and services that enhance the quahty of life in 

their communities. Voters spoke clearly in November 1994. They want more for their 

money. They u'ant more and better services, but they also want balanced budgets and cuts in 

income and property taxes. In this time of big pubhc deficits, they want govemment at aU 

levels to operate more effectively and efficiently. They also want it to invest wisely and hve 

within its means. On Capitol HiU on Washington, DC and in statehouses nationwide, 

policymakers are scrambling to respond. 

Across the country, there is mounting evidence of efforts to reform and restructure 

education and other community supports and services in order to improve the hves and 

future prospects of children and their families. Critical to the success of these initiatives is the 

way in which they are financed. How revenues are generated and how funds are channeled 

to schools, human service agencies, and community development initiatives influence what 

programs and services are avaUable. It determines how they are provided and who benefits 

from them. Financing also affects how state and local officials define investment and 

program priorities, and it creates incentives that guide how educators, other service 

providers, and community volunteers do their jobs. For these reasons, financing 

fundamentaUy affects how responsive programs and institutions are to the needs of the 

people and communities they are in business to serve. 

In recent years, several blue ribbon conunissions and national task forces have 

presented ambitious prescriptions for reforming and restructuring the nation's education, 

health, and human service systems in order to improve outcomes for chUdren. WhUe some 

have argued that pubhc financing and related stmctural and administrative issues are critical 

to efforts to foster chUdren's healthy development and school success, none has been framed 

for the specUic purpose of inventively reconceptualizing pubhc financing. Indeed, many of 

the most thorough and thoughtful reports have caUed for an overlay of new funds, but have 

neglected to provide cogent analyses of effective financing strategies, the costs of converting 

to these approaches, and the potential beneficial outcomes that might accme from addressing 

financing reform as an integral aspect of program reform. 

In addition, the past several years have witnessed a burgeoning of experimental efforts 

by mayors and city managers, govemors and state agency directors, legislators and councU 

members, program managers cind school officials to make goverrunent work better and more 

efficiently. They have been enhanced by the work of people outside of govemment, 

induding foundation executives, business and labor leaders, conununity organizers, and 

acaderruc scholars. Some are creating new ways to raise revenues, manage schools, deUver 

human services, and spur commuruty economic development. Others are designing new 

pubhc govemance and budgeting systems. StiU others are developing and testing new 

approaches to more directly involve citizens in setting public priorities and maintaining 
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accountability for pubhc expenditures. Taken together, these efforts suggest the nascent 

strands of new and improved pubUc financing strategies. 

Against this backdrop, a consortium of national foundations established The Finance 

Project to improve the effectiveness, efficiency, and equity of public financing for education 

and an array of other community supports and services for children and their famUies. Over 

a three-year period that began in January 1994, The Finance Project is conducting an 

ambitious agenda of policy research and development activities, as well as policymaker 

forums and pubhc education. The aim is to increase knowledge and strengthen the capabihty 

of govemments at all levels to implement strategies for generating and investing public 

resources that more closely match public priorities and more effectively support improved 

education and community systems. 

As a part of its work, The Finance Project produces a series of working papers on salient 

issues related to financing for education and oUier children's services. Some are developed 

by project staff; others are the products of efforts by outside researchers and analysts. Many 

are works in progress that wiU be revised and updated as new information becomes 

avaUable. They reflect the views and interpretations of the authors. By making them 

avaUable to a wider audience our intent is to stimulate new thirUdng and induce a variety of 

public jurisdictions, private organizations, and individuals to examine the ideas and findings 

they present and use them to advance their own efforts to improve pubhc financing 

strategies. 

This paper. Beyond Decategorization: Defining Barriers and Poteiitial Solutions to Creating 

Effective Comprehensive, Community-based Support Systems for Children and Families, was written 

by Martin E. Orland and EUen Foley. It examines the conditions that are likely to inhibit the 

development of effective comprehensive community-based service initiatives for chUdren 

and famihes, even in a more deregulated pohcy environment. It also identifies pohcy 

directions, particularly at the state level, that appear to hold promise for overcoming these 

constraints. Through practitioners' views of operational barriers and potential solutions, the 

paper provides a greater understanding of both the promise and limitations of strategies for 

buUding more comprehensive and community-based support systems for chUdren and their 

famihes. 

Cheryl D. Hayes 

Executive Director 
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INTRODUCTION 

Social service professionals, politicians, and other decision-makers are increasingly 

recognizing the disjuncture between the workings of the prevailing service dehvery system, 

and weU-established insights into the needs of children and families.' The problem is 

straightforward: Individual and social problems are complex and interconnected, whUe the 

delivery of children's and family services is all too often rigid, narrow, and uncoordinated. 

However, efforts are being made to align practice with theory. There has been increasing 

advocacy in recent years for comprehensive community-based support systems, which 

incorporate prevention-oriented, family-centered, locally controUed services. Numerous 

conunissions, govemment agencies, and academics have produced reports that endorse the 

development of integrated service dehvery systems." Congress has passed at least 12 laws 

since 1991 that encourage the development of more comprehensive services for chUdren,^ 

including many Clinton Administration initiatives, such as Goals 2000 and the School-to-

Work Opportunities Act which contain incentives for cross-agency coUaboration. 

Despite this extensive rhetorical and legislative support for comprehensive initiatives, 

relatively Uttle is known about the specific obstacles that such efforts can be expected to face 

in attempting to "do business" differently. Most existing commentaries on the subject focus 

primarUy on the current legal and stmctural barriers in categoricaUy based financing and 

service systems. These are cited as a primary roadblock to developing successful 

comprehensive, community-based support systems for children and famihes.* For example, 

Dryfoos notes that, whUe it is technically possible to piece together categorical funds in order 

to finance comprehensive initiatives, this requires enormous managerial savvy, which many 

program administrators lack.̂  Others observe how current categorical laws and structures 

' Farrow & Bruner, 1993. 
' See, for example, the National Commission on ChUdren, 1991; Wynn et al., 1994; Kagan et 
al., 1995; and National Consensus BuUding Conference on School-linked, Integrated Service 
Systems, 1994. 
' See, for example, PL 103-252, Human Services Amendments of 1994 (Sec. 201); PL 103-322, 
the Violent Crune Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1994 (Sec. 40272); PL 103-382, the 
Improving America's Schools Act of 1994 (Sec. 1115); PL 103-66, the Onuubus Budget 
ReconcUiation Act of 1993 (Sec. 2007); PL 103-160, the National Defense Reauthorization Act 
for Fiscal Year 1994 (Sec. 1339); PL 102-367, the Job Training Reform Amendments of 1992 
(Sec. 492); PL 102-375, Uie Older Americans Act Amendments of 1992 (Sec. 703); PL 102-484, 
die National Defense ReauUiorization Act for Fiscal Year 1993 (Sec. 195E); PL 102-569, Uie 
RehabUitation Act Amendments of 1992 (Sec. 302); PL 102-586, Uie amendments to the 
JuvenUe Justice and Delinquency Act of 1974 (Sec. 361); PL 102-590, the Homeless Veterans 
Comprehensive Services Program Act of 1992; and PL 102-236, the Abandoned Infants 
Assistance Act Amendments of 1991 (Sec. 3). 
* See, for example, Feister, 1994; Gardner, 1994; U.S. Department of Education & American 
Educational Research Association, 1995; and Sipe et a l , 1994. 
' Dryfoos, 1994. 



limit accountabihty," inhibit cross-sector collaboration, and retard flexible and innovative 

local practices.' 

To be sure, while there are some inherent advantages to categorical laws and structures 

in targeting aid to those in need and developing technical expertise in complicated pohcy 

domains," such systems also make more seamless and comprehensive service delivery 

arrangements much more difficult to orchestrate. However, focusing solely on legal and 

structural impediments to reform provides only limited guidance in determining other types 

of barriers to reform and how they might be overcome. 

An examination of these other barriers is particularly critical at this time. A changing 

federal role strongly suggests a new era of more flexible financing mechanisms. This should 

make it considerably easier for state and local policymakers and program officials to lift laws, 

regulations, and mandated eligibility and service requirements that have inhibited more 

comprehensive approaches. But wUl the elimination or easing of such legal and structural 

obstacles be enough to usher in a new era of widespread and effective comprehensive 

community-based service offerings for chUdren and famihes? If not, what other barriers to 

success must be addressed? And what role, beyond decategorizing fragmented funding 

streams, can pohcy play in overcoming any of these obstacles? 

The goal of this paper is to get "beyond decategorization," in order to understand more 

fuUy the conditions that are likely, even in a more deregulated environment, to inhibit the 

development of effective comprehensive community-based service initiatives for chUdren 

and fanuhes. We wUl also identUy policy directions, particularly at the state level, that 

appear to hold promise for overcoming these constraints. In conducting this analysis, we rely 

greatly on the voices and insights of current comprehensive program administrators. 

Through talent and perseverance, these individuals and their organizations have been able to 

overcome many hurdles to reform. But, as we wiU show, they are also weU aware of the 

considerable obstacles that must stUl be overcome. By offering practitioners' views of 

operational barriers and potential solutions, this paper wiU provide a greater understanding 

of both the promise and limitations of legal cind stmctural refonns in buUding more 

comprehensive and community-based support systems for chUdren and their famihes. 

BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY 

Comprehensive, community-based support systems for chUdren and famUies represent a 

fundamentaUy dUferent approach to public service dehvery. They dUfer from traditional 

servicing arrangements in four significant ways: 

• They incorporate more integrated and flexible service designs aimed at supporting the needs of 

children within the context of their families and communities. 

Most current chUdren's service programs are administered by a single agency, which 

targets the use of funds for narrow, clearly delineated purposes (e.g., hiring substance 

' Gardner, 1994. 
' USDE and AERA, 1995. 
" Gardner, 1994. 
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abuse professionals) and places detailed restrictions on how resources may and may 

not be used. By contrast, comprehensive approaches blend resources and coordinate 

services and supports across professional domains (such as health, social weUare, 

education, and neighborhood development agencies) as weU as pubhc, private, and 

non-profit institutions. Further, the programs themselves frequently do not focus solely 

on the child, but also include supports to his or her family and community. 

• They place a greater emphasis on prevention-oriented services and supports. 

In traditional children's service programs, most resources are made avaUable for 

treating a problem after it occurs (such as teenage pregnancy). A major objective of 

comprehensive designs is to prevent problematic outcomes in the first place. 

• They assign a greater role to local communities in program design, implementation, and 

governance. 

Most pohcy decisions in traditional chUdren's and famUy programs are made by pubhc 

agencies. In comprehensive initiatives, however, community members exercise 

substantial decision-making authority in defining high-priority needs and marshaling 

the resources and program strategies for meeting them. 

• The focus of their accountability systems is on achieving important outcomes for children and 

families. 

Instead of the traditional accountabihty system focus on measuring resource inputs 

(e.g., how many teacher workshops did the school system offer on classroom 

dismption), comprehensive initiatives attempt to measure and monitor performance in 

relation to achieving broad chUdren's, famUy, and community goals (e.g., lowering the 

rate of violent incidents in and around neighborhood schools).̂  

Recently, The Finance Project conducted a thorough review of 50 comprehensive, 

community-based service initiatives currently operating in the United States.'" Twenty of 

these, representing a range of characteristics (e.g., location of the initiative, population served, 

types of services provided), were selected for additional study. The objective was to leam 

more about the perceived barriers in successfully implementing comprehensive chUdren's 

and family services, as weU as strategies for overcoming them. Administrators for 18 of the 

20 initiatives were interviewed for approximately one hour each." 

The next section of the paper attempts to document and further iUuminate the nature of 

the barriers identUied in the 18 interviews. This is foUowed by discussions on impUcations of 

these findings for poUcy reform. 

^ Orland, Danegger & Foley, 1995. 
"' Hayes. Lipoff & Danegger, 1995. 
" One administrator was unable to find time for an interview, and another was urureachable. 
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BARRIERS TO CREATING COMPREHENSIVE COMMUNITY-BASED 

SUPPORT SYSTEMS 

Not surprisingly, comprehensive initiative administrators were able to identUy several 

barriers to stable and effective programming.'^ Some of these were strongly associated with 

the laws, regulations, and requirements of current children's and family service dehvery 

systems. Many others, however, went well beyond these structural impediments to reform. 

Structural/Legal Barriers 

Since each of the projects selected for study was currently providing services to children and 

famiUes, it is not surprising that few interviewees claimed Uiat their efforts were inhibited by 

Uie multiple mles and regulations of Uie current categorical system. Many did acknowledge 

however, that they needed to educate themselves regarding the nature of Uiese mles and 

requirements in order to "navigate the system" successfuUy. As one administrator noted: 

Once we knezv what needed to be done and how to do it, we had to learn how to 
play the game, and had to learn how to be responsible for compliance, but that was 
just applying [what we learned]. 

ConfidentiaUty requirements represent a potential barrier that, at least for this group, 

tumed out to be less formidable Uian is often supposed. Access to needed data across 

agencies was negotiated fairly easily by most of the initiatives. In many cases, it was just a 

matter of finding out what the laws governing confidenUahty actuaUy said, educating the 

partner agencies, and developing data-sharing agreements that did not jeopardize client 

privacy. ConfidentiaUty requirements did, however, sometimes provide a convenient 

rationale for the behavior of agency officials not wishing to share data with others, as is 

iUustrated in this interviewee comment: 

// you don't trust wliat they're [partner agencies] going to do with the data, you 're 
not going to give it to them. We cut through all that nonsense by having accurate 
information about the laws that govern confidentiality. This was not readily 
available, though. We had to search for it. When we started hitting that wall, we 
researched. Was this practice or was this law? And often it was just practice. Then 
the legal barrier couldn 't be used anymore. 

Somewhat more dUficult to overcome were categorical program requirements that 

made it dUficult to draw down funds for planning, administration, and prevention activities: 

We tried to find a way to decategorize a small amount [from federal program 
sources] for evaluation and program planning. We wanted to pool federal funds 
with a matching amount of state funds and effectively decategorize the 
administrative costs. We have not been wholly successful. It turns out that it's 

" I t should be noted that many of the barriers reported in this study have also been identUied 
in investigations of service coUaboration within a single service deUvery domain. See, for 
example, Newachek et al., (1995) for an examination of barriers to coUaboration and service 
integration in the health care field. 
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illegal to use federal money for prevention or cross-agency planning! As it exists 
today, the federal programs are designed in a way where the dollars meet the 
eligibility requirements for a particular population. This makes it very difficult to 
support cross-program planning. 

Several administrators also frequently alluded to the structural dUficulty in transferring 

funds for supplies and other necessities to their program sites: 

There was no central pot of money that could be sent [to the site]. Although there 
were administrative and overhead dollars attached to each staff member we sent 
there, there was no way we could break it out of the overall budgets of the agencies . 
. . IThe site] did not have control over its budget. When the director needed to get 
an approval for something, he liad logo through a bunch of different processes, and 
several different contact people. He had to know which agency was responsible for 
everything from the copy machine to the toilet paper! 

Even in the face of these legal/structural dUficulties, resourceful administrators were 

often able to craft creative solutions to enhance service flexibiUty. One popular technique 

was for the initiative to enter into a partnership with a non-govemmental agency. Funds 

from these sources could frequently be used more flexibly, for example, for prevention or 

professional development or to supply services to participants who were not eUgible to 

receive assistance through other categorical funding streams. One school-based initiative 

found that the contrast between spending pubhc versus private doUars was clearly visible to 

their service providers: 

/ have been surprised at how complicated it is to spend govemment education 
dollars. There is very Uttle flexibility: procedures are complex and very slow. In a 
way, though, this was a plus, because when we were spending pnvate dollars, our 
process was so fast that teachers were just thrilled. The contrast was a plus. 

]n summary, whUe interviewees did cite several legal/stmctural barriers to operating 

their comprehensive initiatives, they frequently also reported being able to overcome these 

obstacles by leaming the legal and procedural requirements thoroughly, and working 

creatively with multiple funding sources. This aUowed them to pursue strategies that were 

both legaUy compUant and consistent with their comprehensive program objectives. 

Of course, our interview sample consists of those in programs whose very successes in 

launching and sustaining comprehensive service strategies reflect an abiUty to overcome 

many legal and procedural obstacles in their path. That our interviewees did not 

acknowledge these as signUicant barriers is, therefore, not surprising. W^at is more 

interesting is then sense of the obstacles remaining even after legal and structural 

impediments to reform are addressed. 
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Other Barriers 

Interviewees consistently reported three types of non-legal/structural barriers that they 

considered critical obstacles to sustaining effective comprehensive service systems for 

children and famiUes in their communities: 

• inadequate knowledge and commitment to collaboration among administrators and 

staff, 

• the lack of a sustainable base of political support, and 

• the absence of quality management and evaluation data systems. 

These three barriers are aU interrelated. Together, they paint a vivid picture of the 

challenges that wiU remain for comprehensive service delivery, even under a more 

deregulated service dehvery system. 

Inadequate Knowledge and Commitment to Collaboration 

Nearly all of the interviewees stressed the dUficulty in developing and maintaining 

relationships with other coUaborating agencies. In some cases, lead agency officials had 

trouble just getting their counterparts in other agencies to consider joint activities. As one 

administrator noted. 

It seems natural...to want to make sure we're not overlapping [services], to form 
partnerships...and find much more efficient ways to do things. [However], it was 
difficult to get people thinking this way. You always have people concerned with 
turf. [They are] reluctant to do certain cooperative things. You have to work to 
prove that you are not trying to take over. 

Even when agencies agreed to work together, administrators reported that developing 

and maintaining working relationships required nearly constant effort, in part because there 

was neither a clear model of collaborative service provision, nor prior experiences or useful 

documentary resources from which they could draw. One interviewee characterized the 

difficulty this way: 

There was no relationship with trust, or a common vision, so that had to be built. It 
really was just understanding what collaboration was. We were on the first 
movement of collaborative services, [so] there was no culture of collaboration, 
nothing tliat is true to the working definition of collaboration. 

As a result, many initiatives have continuously stmggled to define what coUaboration 

means operationaUy. What does it mean, for example, that the social worker and probation 

officer now share an office in a local school? How do agency roles, responsibiUties, and 

interactions change? Crafting a vision for coUaboration and understanding how that vision is 

put into operation on a day-to-day level is a signUicant and continuous chaUenge to 

comprehensive irutiative admirustrators. 

Not only did administrators find it dUficult to understand what coUaborative efforts 

meant in terms of their agencies' operations, they also stmggled to make it happen. 

Implementation was a chaUenge because, even U agency leaders understood and shared the 
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same goals, the vision was not always conveyed thoroughly within and across participating 

organizations. Many interviewees expressed frustration about the dUficulty in translating 

their vision of collaborative services to the "rank and file," even in their home agencies. They 

spoke as if they were stmggling constantly against their staffs' and other agencies' 

predUections toward the status quo. An administrator of a multi-site, school-based initiative 

suggested that there were some trial sites which simply did not understand that the goal of 

the program was not to co-locate separate services doing business as nsual, but to transform 

the way that services were delivered. In those sites, the comprehensive initiative is treated 

hke an add-on program and, Uie administrator disappointedly noted, "after the grant money 

is up, the social worker wiU leave the school and go back to the county office." Another 

interviewee said: 

[Getting] staff to think broadly with their whole community, even the whole state, 
in mind is hard...because they arc used to working for their "cause," [the issue] 
they think is most important. 

This propensity to continue to offer (or revert to providing) fragmented, categorical 

services stems, at least in part, from a lack of training on how to interact constmctively with 

other agencies and disciplines. As Farrow and Joe note, even when stmctural/legal barriers 

have been reduced or removed, both pre-service trairung and agency organization reirUorce 

separate and narrow, rather than comprehensive, solutions to social problems. Several 

administrators echoed the words of one interviewee, who commented, " 

Categorical programs...get people entrenched in their oum space. They "always did 
it this way," so it's hard to think about things in a new way. 

Another remarked that the staff was so used to traditional ways of doing things that 

they usuaUy didn't see any need for new training or skiU acquisition." 

Some interviewees did point to strategies designed to foster more coUaboration and 

cooperation. One interviewee reported giving small discretionary grants ($5,000 or less) to 

participating organizations in order to ease some of the turf issues and lessen the perceived 

burden of additional work associated with being a part of the initiative. Another 

administrator of a school-based program actively recmited program detractors to get 

involved in the irutiative in order to give them a stake in its success: 

" Farrow and Joe, 1992. 
" Many of the initiatives in our sample were sharing staff and, in some cases, space and other 
overhead, but almost none of our interviewees were involved in efforts that redUected 
monetary resources from one agency to another. While obstacles to coUaboration occurred 
whether or not non-monetary resources were being redistributed across "coUaborating" 
agencies, it is logical to expect that even greater resistance to coUaboration wiU develop U 
initiatives begin to redUect monetary resources. 
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The music teacher might not like [the idea of] having lots of people in his room after 
hours, messing up the place. So you make him the leader of the after-school music 
program, or you have him be on the committee that selects the after-school music 
teacher. In that way you create a team, and three times as many people can use 
those [musical] instruments every day. 

The apparent positive impacts of efforts like these suggest that, although they are 

certainly significant, the barriers to fostering constructive inter-agency partnerships for 

deliveruig comprehensive services to children and famihes are not intractable. 

The Lack of Sustained Extemal Political Support 

In addition to the chaUenges inherent in developing both intra- and inter-agency support for 

then initiatives, interviewees also frequently reported difficulties in maintaining extemal 

poUtical support for their comprehensive efforts. Such backing was viewed as an important 

element in securing continued cooperation from agency administrators and front-line service 

providers, as weU as ensuring a stable and reUable flow of funds. 

PoUtical impediments to implementing comprehensive service reform were rarely 

mentioned by interviewees as being a concem during the early stages of an initiative. Indeed, 

interviewees often remarked that sponsorship by a politically influential "champion" or a 

cadre of key poUtical supporters was a key factor in enabling them to launch their efforts. 

These individuals came from both government (e.g., an important state legislator) and the 

private/non-profit sector (e.g., a major corporate leader or foundation executive). However, 

many interviewees complained that their most powerful original poUtical supporters were no 

longer in positions to assist them. As one administrator noted, "Before, the Chairman of the 

[state's] House Ways and Means Committee was the biggest advocate of our program, but 

then he lost his office." 

WTien a comprehensive initiative's political sponsors lose power, the irutiative becomes 

increasingly vulnerable to budget cuts or outright elimination. Recognizing this, a number of 

interviewees cited strategies designed to miniinize the impacts of an unstable poUtical 

envUonment. One aditurustrator tackled the vicissitudes of an annual funding cycle by 

obtaining legislation recognizing his coUaborative as a pubUc authority, rather than a 

traditional non-profit organization. The authority, unlike a non-profit, was able to have more 

stable, multi-year funding. Another made a conscious decision to have the chaU of the 

coUaborative be from the private sector and to have CEOs (as opposed to lower-echelon 

staff) provide active project leadership. A third devoted considerable ongoing energy to 

ensuring support among senior executive officials involved in the coUaboration. 

PoUtical strategies such as these may be quite sufficient as long as the comprehensive 

initiative operates at the margins of service deUvery systems. This is because marginal 

programs do not seriously chaUenge the status quo. TheU smaU scale generaUy protects them 

from "high stakes" poUhcal turf battles over resource control, as iUustrated in the foUowing 

anecdote from one interviewee: 
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We wanted to use our money differently [for prevention-oriented services], but the 
state and federal money would not fimd prevention and early intervei^tion 
work...We had to find out, if you redeploy staff and have them do different things, 
does the money stop coming down? And the answer quite often was yes. But then, 
the project was small enough, these large agencies could just eat it [the loss m 
revenue]. 

Most interviewees recognized that this context changes drasticaUy as comprehensive 

initiatives attempt to grow from demonstration projects to standard modes of local service 

delivery. To expand and institutionalize these efforts requUes the restructuring of power 

relationships and reallocation of resource authority among major actors in the service 

delivery system. This is why interviewees cited project expansion and institutionalization as 

constituting their biggest challenge. 

The Absence of Quality Management and Evaluation Data Systems 

Many of the interviewees recognized that the development of quaUty data and evaluation 

systems for comprehensive initiatives was critical both to buUd administrative and staff 

support for coUaboration and to generate the needed poUtical backing for program 

continuation, expansion, and institutionalization. Interviewees beUeved that achieving the 

goals of interagency coUaboration and cooperation was strongly inhibited by the fact that 

planning, budgeting, management, and accountabihty systems were almost always agency-

specific. One administrator wondered. 

How do you deal with audit trails when you blend money? If you still have 
separate systems following them, then that is not blmded funding. [The categorical 
requirements[ require a whole new subsystem to track those dollars. With two 
systems running at the same time, how do you get flexibility? And if you do get 
flexibility to use existing resources differently, is that such a benefit to them that 
the upfront costs [for data management] don't matter over time? 

It is dUficult to imagme administrators and frontline employees making major and 

sustained investments in coUaboration when then basic data and reporting stmctures are 

incompatible with such behaviors. 

Nearly aU program admirustrators also expressed a compelling need to document 

positive outcomes from then initiatives. They beUeved that the poUtical climate was 

becoming increasingly hostUe to pubUc spending, especiaUy in the social services arena, and 

that the only way to compete effectively for scarce resources in this envUonment was to show 

that the benefits of these investments outweighed theU costs: 

The bottom line is that if we do not produce, we will not maintain support....Our 
strategy ts to develop a system of outcome indicators and benchmarks, so we can 
show that we have achieved [our] goals. 

Many were poUticaUy attimed to the importance of conducting assessments that 

demonstrate cost-effectiveness. As one noted: 
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If we can shozv that more kids are graduating from high schools and going on to 
college, that is pretty positive. If they can see that, they can see where the program 
pays for itself. 

This near-universal perception of the need for improved infonnation and outcome 

evaluation systems was often combined with frustration over the inability to meet current 

and anticipated future demands. One interviewee was particularly eloquent on the topic: 

The main problem is that as the program has increased its fimding, there have been 
more requests for documentation of results. We have had to put a lot of time into 
proving there are positive results connected with what we do....We have tried to 
develop a client tracking data system, but for evaluation, we have no comparison 
group. So we have no immediate data to present to the legislature. 

The lack of capacity to acquUe useful data and conduct sound outcome evaluations of 

comprehensive mitiatives has been well documented by several authors" and is reinforced by 

the fmdings in this study. WhUe most program administrators felt strongly that showing 

positive outcomes is essential to the long-term survival of their efforts, they also reported 

lacking the resources and technical expertise to conduct rigorous evaluations and create new 

management information systems. At best, they were at the earliest stages of system design 

and, despite frequently ambitious objectives (one site, for example, was planning to buUd a 

community-wide database across agencies), acutely aware of the monumental chaUenges 

lying ahead of them. 

IMPLICATIONS FOR PUBLIC POLICY 

In sum, our study identUied four major types of barriers: 

• Structural/legal barriers are those endemic to the formal service deUvery system, as 

reflected in legal constraints, regulations, procedural requUements, etc. 

• Staff knowledge and commitment to collaboration barriers refer to a lack of teclmical 

expertise and/or the rigidity of attitudes among admirustrators and service providers 

that limit the abiUty of initiatives to work coUaboratively. 

• Political support barriers relate to the chaUenge of estabUshing and maintaining extemal 

support for an irutiative among poUtical and poUcy officials, key constituency groups, 

and the broader general pubUc. 
• Management information and evaluation data system barriers concem the dUficulties 

involved in constmcting new cross-agency data networks and outcomes-based 
assessment systems necessary for effective planning, budgeting, management, and 
evaluation of comprehensive servicing arrangements.'" 

" See Hayes, Lipoff, & Danegger, 1995; ConneU et al., 1995; Young, Gardner, & Coley, 1994; 
HoUister & HUl, 1995; and Levm, 1994. 

Of course, these categories are not mutuaUy exclusive, because the barriers often overlap 
or relate to one another in a signUicant way. Placing the identified barriers into this 
framework should therefore be thought of as a useful heuristic for better understanding the 
dUferent types of impediments admirustrators perceive as important to address in order to 
deUver quaUty comprehensive services. 
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Table 1 lists the barriers by type. At least from the perspective of the administrators of these 

18 initiatives, challenges to creating successful comprehensive chUdren's and famUy support 

systems go well beyond overcoming unsupportive laws and regulations. In fact, as reported 

earlier, these sites frequently devised successful strategies to surmount legal and stmctural 

hurdles, such as agency-specUic ConfidentiaUty requUements, and restrictions on using funds 

for planning and prevention. But these sites would often find themselves facing other 

obstacles that were at least equally telling: the dispositions, knowledge, and skiUs of 

administrators and staff; an unstable extemal political environment; and the lack of an 

adequate infonnation base. 

What, then, do these findings suggest regarding a constructive direction for pubhc 

poUcy in stimulating more comprehensive, community-based service and support strategies? 

It is impossible to address this question without fUst understanding the evolving pubUc 

policy landscape and what it is likely to mean for the comprehensive services movement. 

The 104th Congress has made an unprecedented attempt to devolve federal govemance and 

financial responsibilities for chUdren's and famUy services to the states. At this writing, a 

number of legislative proposals are pending to replace much of the current system of 

federally defined categorical grants and individual entitlements with a series of state-

administered block grants in areas such as weUare, chUd weUare, chUd care, food and 

nutrition, and education and job training. There is also an emerging bipartisan consensus to 

reduce the size of the federal government's commitment to finance services and supports for 

low-income chUdren and famUies, as a component of an overaU strategy for achieving a 

balanced budget. 

WhUe the exact legislative outcomes from each of these trends are stiU being 

determined, two results are reasonably certain: 1) states wUl inherit greater responsibiUty for 

designing, admirustering, and funding services and supports for children and famiUes, and 2) 

states wUl be given fewer federal resources to pay for them. From the perspective of 

implementing successful comprehensive service and support systems for chUdren and 

famUies, these trends work in opposite dUections, creating both imique opporturuties and 

chaUenges in the months and years ahead. 

Earlier in this paper, we observed that many administrators reported being able to 

overcome what at first glance appeared to be signUicant legal and stmctural obstacles to 

effective comprehensive service provision. However, it was also apparent from the 

mterviews how much effort was mvolved m this process, and how these officials' own high 

levels of commitment and capacity were critical to then achievements. It is clear that in order 

for comprehensive service initiatives to expand beyond the purview of manageriaUy gUted 

and talented administrators (and thus become a more prevalent mode of operation), more 

streamlined and flexible mles and regulatory frameworks wiU be requUed. 

States wiU undoubtedly have greater opportunities to design these types of systems in 

the emerging era of reduced federal authority. But it cannot be assumed that the states wiU 

necessarUy do so. Kansas state budget dUector Gloria Timmer, points out that many current 

legal and stmctural requirements for service delivery come from the state, not the federal 
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Table 1. Major Barriers Identified in Administrator Interviews 

Stmctural/Legal Barriers 

Leaming the nature of categorical rules and requirements 

Leaming the rules governing confidentiality 

Using federal funds for plannmg, admmistration, and prevention 

Other Barriers 

Staff Knowledge and Commitment to Collaboration 

• Developing and maintaining interagency relationships (turf, tmst issues) 

• Understanding what coUaboration means in practice 

• Conveying the coUaborative vision throughout and across orgaruzations 

• Staff thinking narrowly and traditionaUy, not seeing the need for new skiUs 

Political Support 

• Losing poUtical "champions" 

• Resource instability/annual funding cycles 

• Limited backing for project expansion and mstitutionalization 

Management Information and Evaluation Data Systems 

• Inadequate and uncoordinated data coUecfion/data orgaruzing mechanisms 

• InabiUty to document positive outcomes 
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govemment.'' Functionally fragmented categorical state infrastmctures wiU continue to exist 

(at least for a time), irrespective of new federal poUcies. States can be expected to resist major 

restmcturing of existing service delivery mechanisms. An equally signUicant barrier is that 

many, if not most, state policymaking officials are no more inclined than their federal 

counterparts to give up significant political and policy authority to local govemments and 

communities. 

In the event that states do design more streamUned and flexible regulatory frameworks 

that make it easier for localities to create and Unplement comprehensive approaches for 

serving children and famUies, upcoming fiscal constramts can be expected to mhibit the large-

scale implementation of such designs. A transition to comprehensive service deUvery 

systems wiU, m all Ukelihood, requUe increased, not decreased, spending levels, at least at the 

outset.'" But reductions m future federal funding, especiaUy when combined with 

demographic and econonUc trends," are Ukely to strain state and local capacity to support 

existing spending levels, let alone funding increases. 

Fiscal constraints can be expected to hamper efforts to move from fragmented to 

comprehensive service anangements in at least two ways. FUst, they wiU make it more 

dUficult for states and locaUties to move from crisis mtervention to prevention-oriented 

activities. In an era of scarcer resources to address social service needs, there wiU be increased 

pressure to support urgent, frontline services (such as chUd protective services and 

emergency health care), crowding out monies for more long-term investments in prevention 

and healthy chUd development. Second, it wiU be harder to obtain the funds for badly 

needed investments in buUding administrative capacity (at aU levels) to support some of the 

critical infrastmcture development needs identUied in the site interviews—such as the 

training and orientation of administrators and staff, and the development of quaUty 

management information and evaluation systems. 

CONCLUSIONS: AN AGENDA FOR STATE REFORM 
The foregoing discussions should make it abundantly clear that, at most, federal 

decategorization efforts constitute a necessary but far from a sufficient condition to usher in a 

new era of more comprehensive children's and famUy service and support systems. It also 

suggests that such restmcturings are, and wUl continue to be in the foreseeable future, 

extremely dUficult to implement in pracfice. But states are not impotent in this process. 

Feasible and appropriate poUcy actions can reasonably be expected to sustain the current 

momentum for comprehensive service systems in the short run and to faciUtate theU 

expansion in the longer term. Based mairUy on the analysis of irUormafion provided in our 18 

sites, we offer six specUic suggestions on dUections for state poUcy reform: 

" PubUc statement at media briefing sponsored by The Finance Project, September 29,1995. 
'" See the Conservation Company & the JuvenUe Law Center, 1994; and Bruner, 1994. 
" See Orland & Cohen, 1995; and WaUace, 1995. 
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1. Work to coordinate state agency program strategies and resource allocation policies. 

Developing a more collaborative organizational approach at the state level is an essential 

first step Ui supporting comprehensive, community-based services. With a few 

noteworthy exceptions, there currently exists little state-level coordination in service 

deUvery strategies or resource allocation policies among chUdren's and family service 

agencies (e.g., educaUon, health, child protection, mental health, juvenile justice). This 

makes it exceedingly difficult to orchestrate such inifiafives locally. An mcrease in state 

flexibility and policy authority brings with it an unprecedented opportunity to 

restructure state operations as well, because states wiU have less need to mUror federal 

categorical structures with their own fragmented "stovepipes." This opporttmity should 

be seized. 

2. Move toward an accountability system based more heavily on achieving desired results for 

children and families through reducing procedural regulation of service delivery 

For comprehensive service designs to be considered seriously as service deUvery opfions, 

local accountabiUty mechanisms must be reaUgned accordingly. This means eventuaUy 

replacmg many Uiput-based categorical and procedural regulations with accountabUity 

systems that focus on achieving broad outcomes or results. Holding service providers 

more accountable for performance outcomes that fianscend fiaditional agency 

boundaries will give providers the organizafional incentives necessary to collaborate in 

designing and implementing comprehensive service approaches. But overcoming the 

poUfical, technical, and organizational dUficulties inherent in developing and employing 

appropriate outcome accountabiUty indicators wiU requUe signUicant sustained 

investments. Therefore, the fiansition from process- to outcome-based accountabiUty 

systems should be carefuUy planned and graduaUy sequenced over a number of years, in 

order to ensure that vulnerable populations are protected, that the needed data and 

evaluafion systems are in place, and that the staff working under the new system receive 

the necessary fiaining. 

3. Invest in a cross-agency information infrastructure. 

Our irUormants consistently pointed out that effective and sustainable comprehensive 

service designs requUe responsive management irUormation systems. Yet most current 

systems, with theU agency-specUic orientafions, are iU equipped to serve comprehensive 

service irUormafion needs. States could address this problem by setting aside resources 

for the express purpose of coordinating data coUection and management systems across 

agencies. While both teclmical and funding consfiaints wiU make fuU-fledged 

informafion system redesign a chaUenging mulfi-year endeavor, less ambifious reforms 

(such as sfieamlining processes for cross-agency data sharing) are feasible in the short 

run, and can be expected to both encourage addifional coUaborafions and improve the 

effecfiveness and long-term survival prospects of existing comprehensive efforts. 

4. Encourage more integrated pre-service training experiences for children's and family service 

administrators and front-line providers. 

The adminisfiator interviews make clear that successful comprehensive inifiafives need 

staff who are skiUed in coUaboration and have a broad knowledge of the social service 
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system and the multiple needs of children. Current pre-service professional development 

programs, largely based in higher-education institutions, fail to equip workers with such 

knowledge and skills. States can play a lead role in encouraguig the professions to 

redefine what staff need to know as a prerequisite for employment. And states can use 

the policy levers available to them—such as their role Ui helping to set employee Ucensing 

and accreditation standards—to ensure that pre-service programs provide orientation 

and fiaining that is consistent with the role of this new type of social service professional. 

5. Provide monetary incentives for collaboration. 

With their Uicreased resource flexibility, states could provide some tangible financial 

incenfives for Uicreased local collaboration. For example, they could give funding 

priority to groups that represent a coaUtion of service providers, or award special 

plarming grants earmarked for local coUaboratives. By providing even relafively modest 

rewards for coUaboration, states can help local poUcymakers and administrators to 

address some of the poUtical, social, and psychological barriers to reform that were 

described in our administrator interviews. 

6. Help to ensure multi-year funding for comprehensive initiatives. 

There is no doubt that resource instabUity, driven by an annual funding cycle, makes 

developing coUaborative relafionships among pubUc agencies and other service providers 

difficult. State policies that help secure stable multi-year funding for comprehensive 

chUdren's and famUy inifiafives would not only help to stabilize inter-agency 

relafionships, but also permit the inifiafives to develop longer-term plans, which is an 

appropriate activity for an intervention designed to make a lasting community impact. 

Together, these six reform direcfions point toward a new role for the states in theU 

relafionships with local govemments and commurufies. Interestingly, it is one that is 

consistent with much of the current rhetoric of state officials on a redefined state/federal 

relationship)—one in which the federal govemment estabUshes broad poUcy dUecfion and 

systems of outcome accountabiUty, ensures standards of service equity, and provides 

supporfive training and technical assistance, but does not micro-manage state service 

offerings or morutor isolated resource inputs. Ultimately, overcoming the barriers to creating, 

sustaining, and expanding comprehensive, commurUty-based services and supports for 

chUdren and fanUUes wiU requUe that states do unto local govemments as they would have the 

federal government do unto them. 
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THE FINANCE PROJECT 

The Finance Project is a national initiative to improve the effectiveness, efficiency, and equity 

of public financing for education and other children's services. With leadership and support 

from a consortium of private foundations. The Finance Project was estabUshed as an 

independent nonprofit organization, located in Washington, DC. Over a three-year period 

that began in January 1994, the project is undertaking an ambifious array of pohcy research 

and development activities, as well as policymaker forums and public education activities. 

SpecUic activities are aimed at increasing knowledge and strengthening the nation's 

capabUity to implement promisUig strategies for generating pubUc resources and improvUig 

public investments in chUdren and their famiUes, including: 

• examining the ways in which govemments at aU levels finance pubUc educafion and 

other supports and services for chUdren (age 0-18) and their famUies; 

• idenfifying and highUghting stmctural and regulatory barriers that impede the 

effectiveness of programs, insfitufions, and services, as weU as other pubUc investments, 

aimed at creating and sustaining the conditions and opportvinities for chUdren's 

successful growth and development; 

• outlirung the nature and characterisfics of financing sfiategies and related stmctural and 

adminisfiafive arrangements that are important to support improvements in educafion 

and other chUdren's services; 

• identifying promising approaches for implementing these financing strategies at the 

federal, state and local levels and assessing their costs, benefits, and feasibiUty; 

• highUghting the necessary steps and cost requUements of converting to new financing 

sfiategies; and 

• sfiengthening inteUectual, technical, and poUfical capabiUty to Uiifiate major long-term 

reform and restmcturing of pubUc financing systems, as weU as interim steps to 

overcome inefficiencies and inequities within current systems. 

The Finance Project is expected to extend the work of many other organizafions and 

blue-ribbon groups that have presented bold agendas for improving supports and services 

for chUdren and famiUes. It is creating the vision for a more rational approach to generating 

and investing pubUc resources in educafion and other chUdren's services. It is also 

developing poUcy opfions and tools to acfively foster posifive change through broad-based 

systemic reform, as well as more incremental steps to improve current financing systems. 
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Federal Financing Issues and Options 

The Budget Enforcement Act: Implications for Children and FamUies by Karen 

Baehler (November 1995) 

Dollars and Sense; Diverse Perspectives on Block Grants and the Personal 

Responsibility Act (Joint pubUcation of The Finance Project and the American Youth 

• Policy Forum and the PoUcy Exchange of the Institute for Educational Leadership) 

(September 1995) 

Rethinking Block Grants: Toward Improved Intergovernmental Financing for 

Education and Other ChUdren's Services by Cheryl D. Hayes, with assistance from 
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Issues by Sid Gardner (December 1994) 
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State Financing Issues and Options 

The Effect of Economic and Demographic Changes on State and Local Budgets by 

SaUy WaUace (December 1995) 

Issues and ChaUenges in State and Local Finances by Therese J. McGuUe (November 
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Toward State Tax Reform: Lessons From State Tax Studies by Therese J. McGuire 
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State Investments in Education and Other ChUdren's Services: The Fiscal ChaUenges 

Ahead by Martin E. Orland and Carol E. Cohen (November 1995) 
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States by Steven D. Gold, Deborah A. EUwood, Elizabeth 1. Davis, David S. 
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Financing Education and Other ChUdren's Services: A Guide to Issues, Opfions, and 

Resources, by Martin Orland, Carol Cohen, Alexandra Tan, and Barbara Dyer 

(Forthcoming-Summer 1996) 

The Significance of Market Forces in Determining State and Local Governments' 

Fiscal Behavior by Claire Cohen (Forthcoming-Spring 1996) 

Local Financing Issues and Options 

Issues and ChaUenges in State and Local Finances by Therese J. McGuUe (November 

1995) 

PupU and Taxpayer Equity in Michigan: Irutial Analysis of School Finance Reform 

by Hank Prince and MitcheU Bean (Forthcoming—Spring 1996) 

The Property Tax in the 21st Century by Hal Hovey (Forthcoming-Spring 1996) 

The Future of the Property Tax in Funding PubUc Elementary and Secondary 

Educafion: Reform or Revolution by Faith E. Crampton (Forthcoming-Spring 1996) 

The SignUicance of Market Forces in DetemUrUng State and Local Governments' 

Fiscal Behavior by ClaUe Cohen (Forthcoming—Spring 1996) 

Financing Comprehensive, Community-based Supports and Services 

Beyond Decategorizafion: Defining Barriers and Potenfial Solufions to Creating 

Effecfive Comprehensive, Community-based Support Systems for ChUdren and 

FamiUes by Martin E. Orland and EUen Foley (AprU 1996) 
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ConceptualizUig the Costs of Comprehensive, Community-based Support Systems 

for Children by Jennifer King Rice (November 1995) 

Creating More Comprehensive, Community-based Support Systems: The Crifical 

Role of Finance by Martin E. Orland, Anna E. Danegger and Ellen Foley (November 

1995) 

Compendium of Comprehensive, Community-based Inifiafives: A Look at Costs, 

Benefits, and Financing Strategies by Cheryl D. Hayes, EUse Lipoff, and Anna E. 

Dcmegger (August 1995) 

The Role of Finance Reform in Comprehensive Service Initiatives by Ira M. Cutler 

(December 1994) 

Results-based Planning, Budgeting, Management, and Accountability 

A Sfiategy Map for Results-based Budgeting by Mark Friedman (Forthcoming-
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Results-based Planning, Budgeting, Management, and AccountabiUty Sfiategies: An 
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School Finance Issues 
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School Finance Litigation: A Review of Key Cases by Dore Van Slyke, Alexandra 
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