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Smart Start Collaboration
Network Analysis Report

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report provides new information on the collaboration occutring among local agenctes

that are attempting to meet the needs of children under the age of six. A previous report, relying

on findings from an analysis of qualitative and quantitative data, focused on how well local .

“collaborative systems ate working and whether Smart Start is improving the quality and extent of

interagency collaboration at the local level. This report extends those ﬁndmgs using the

 techniques of network analysis. It presents a new methodology, provides preliminary evidence for

how Smart Start may be influencing services for children, and points out some challenges that

Smatt Start must ovetcome in building effective collaborative systems.

Computer generated graphic maps are produced that illustrate the number and complexity

of relationships between agencies working togethet to suppott children. Comparisons are drawn.

- between the interagency networks in a small rural county with a new Partnership, 2 second small

rural county with a Partnership that has been operating for several years, and a large urban county

wlth a Partnershlp also operatmg for several years.

The following findings are suggested in the report:

In the rural community with a new Partnetship for Children:

= the map of the agency network indicates that there is not strong interagency coordination
occurring in the county,

- the collaboration that does occur appears to happen primatily among the large public
' agencies,

- the Pattner_slrlip operates at the périphéry of the agency network.

In the rural community with a more mature Partnership for Children:

- the map of the agency network demonstrates that there is strong interagency coordmation
occutting in the county,

- abroad array of agencies collaborate with each other in the network,

- the Partnership has strong connections to the full range of services in the county.
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. In the urban community with 2 more mature Partnership for Children:

E

- the network of agencies is very complex, with some agencies strongly linked and sothe
agencies only weakly linked to others,

- there is a high level of specialization in the types of services offeted by the agencies that
work together,

- the Partnership has strong connections with only a limited range of services in the county.

The following tecommendations for strengthening collabotation are provided in this
repott:

¢  Each community must examine its own pattern of existing and potential interagency
relationships and purposively build new connections where gaps exist.

e New Partnerships should focus on building connections to key existing networks in
order to take advantage of available systems of support.

e Collaborative efforts can be designed to include a broad mix of services by
understanding the collaborative interagency linkages that already exist.

-  Collaborative efforts may be strengthened by sponsoring meetings that familiatize
: agency staffs with available services, and through the development of a directory of
services for children and families.

e Partnerships in larger, urban counties should focus on building “micro-
- collaborations” between groups of agen(:les that are targetmg similar child needs or
populations.
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Smart Start Collaboration a
Network Analysis Report

INTRODUCTION

‘This report provides new information on the collaboration occurring among agencies
attempting to work together to better meet the needs of children and families under North
Carolina’s Smart Start program. A previous report, which includes findings from an analysis of
qualitative and quantitative data, focused on how well local collaborative systems are wotking and
whether Smart Start is improving the quality and extent of interagency collaboration at the local
level. This report extends those findings using the techniques of network analysis. It presents a
new methodology for modeling changes in collaboration and provides preliminary evidence for
how Smatt Start may be influencing services for children. It also points out some of the

challenges that Smart Start must overcome in building an effective collaborative system.

Smart Start Collaboration
Smart Start is a comprehensive system of services designed and implemented to help all

North Carolina childten attive at school “healthy and ready to succeed”. It accomplishes this
objective by establishing local Partnetships for Children that work together, with financial
resources from the seate, to identify local needs and augment services targeted to young children
and their families.” In large port, Smart Stast is 5 strategy for improving the quality and quantity of
setvices available to young children. Potential improvements include: increased availability of
child care center spaces for the children of working parents; strengthened child cate teacher
tra.lmng and better child care facilities; development of family resource centers that meet the needs
of patents and children; increased access to health resoutces and other locally determined support-

. services for families with children.,

The heatt of this system lies in the collaborative links made by agencies, parents, chutches,
businesses and other organizations who must work together in local pattnerships to identify needs
and allocate resources. To a large exteﬁt, Smart Start depends on effective collaboration in order
to assure that children are able to get the resources they need to be prepared for scheo_l and for

healthy development. The effectiveness of collaboration among members of local Partnerships
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for Children and related agencies is a key ingredient to Smart Start success. Each Partnership
identifies and sets priorities for local initiatives, monitors and evaluates services for children, and
seeks to strengthen the capacity of the local service network to meet the needs of young children

and tl}eir families,

While there has not been a great deal of research into interagency collaboration, most
studies have found that it has promising results. When agencies cblialﬁotate they can expect to see
an increase in the numbers of new clients identified (Garrett et al, 1998), referrals (Garrett et al,
1998; Ridgely et al, 1998), funding (Garrett et al, 1998; Katz et al, 1990), networking (Garrett et al,
1998), and family participation in setvices (Cléusen et al, 1998). Service systems may experience
an increase in resource exchange (Rivard et al,1999), interagency communication (Pandiani and
Méynard, 1993), service coordination (Garrett et al, 1998; Pandiani and Maynard, 1993}, joint
assessment of clients (Ridgely et al, 1998), and jointly sponsored training (Ridgely et al, 1998).
Most importantly, clients served by agencies that collaborate experience fewer delays between
referral and intake (Borgeson and Cusick, 1994), increased access to services (McGee, 1996),
improvement in developmental outcomes (Garrett et al, 1998), improvement in mental health
outcomes (Rogers et al, 1989), and an increase in the attainment of individual goals (Malloy et al,

1998).

The major challenge to building effective collaboration between human setvice agencies is
that they tend to function very independently. Each agency operates within its own unique
program guidelines and the narrow constraints of local, state and federal funding. Thus, while
agencies often desire to work together to achieve common ends, most find it difficult to do so.
'This emphasis on independence has led to service fragmentation and confusion on the patt of
parents and agency staff. Parents are faced with an array of diverse and sepatate public and
private organizations with different policies, procedures and requitements. Staff who need to
make refetrals to other agencies in order to meet the needs of young children often don’t know
what other services are available. Smart Statt attempts to overcome local service fragmentation by
providiﬁg unique resources to promote collaboration bet&ecn agencies and community -partners.

1n so doing, Smart Start hopes to foster agency interaction, community problem solving, the
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development of interagency i)tojects, and the common monitoring of local goals for young

children and their families.

Previous Collaboration Research _
Because of the importance of building effective collabot;ative systems, several studies have
been conducted by the University of Notth Carolina at Chapel Hill on the role and scope of local
interagency collaboration. Data from the first collaboration study were desctibed in an eatlier
repqtt; Smart Start and Local Inter—Otggnizﬁtional Collaboration (Otthner, Cole & Ehtlich, 1998).
Additional analyses of the same data are desctibed in this report. The first collaboration study
included d;ata from 269 telephone interviews completed in 1997 and 1998 with representatives
from key organizations prowdmg setvices to young children within the service networks of 10
local Partnetships for Children. Representatlves rated the quality and quantity of thelt
collaboration with other agencies and the overall effectiveness of the local service system in

meeting the needs of children and families. The findings in the eatlier report indicate that:

*  Smart Start appears to improve local inter-agency collaboration among organizations
. that serve young children and their families. '

e There remain substantial variations across Partners]rnps in levels of inter-
organizational collaboration. :

* ‘The local Partnership board and planning process appeats to encourage inter-agency
collaborations. :

- o  Thereisa potential link between Smart Start co]laboratton and local human service
system coordination and integration.

- SMART START NETWORK ANALYSES: BASIC DEFINITIONS AND METHODS

_Collaboration can be defined as at least two orgaﬁjzatioqs ﬁorking together to achieve a
common goal. A group of organizations that are coﬁabora.ting wlth one another can be
considered a collaborative network. Because collaboration describes the relationéhips between
organizations, a study of organizational collaboration must'i_nclude béth an analysis of the -
reiétionships between organjzau'ons-and an ana_lysié of the collaborative netwotk itself (i.e., who is
working with whom). In this study, we employ both statistical and graphical r_nethods to -de'scri.be

and understand Smart Staft collabotative networks and the relationships that bind them togethet.
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The organizations we studied provide either direct or indirect services to young children
within the communities of 10 local Partnerships for Children. We selected the 10 Partnerships for
inclusion in the study because they represent a cross-section of tegions of the state, urban and
rural chatacteristics, and Partnership maturity (i.e., the number of years the Partnership had been
operating). Some of these Pastnerships were in mote urban communities while others were mote
tural; some were-newly established Partnerships while others had been established for sevetal

years.

‘Otrganizations within the local human setvice system of each of the 10 Pai:tnetsfu'ps
?rovided us with data through a “snowball” sampling procedure. A first wave of interviews was
conducted with key informants from otganizations that either had a representative on the board
of the local Partnership ot had a contract for services with the local Partnership. With the
exceptions indicated below, a key informant was the individual identified by the Executive
Ditector of the Pattnership as the person in the organization most knowledgeable about the

otganization’s full range of services for children.

Our operational-defuﬁﬁon of the Smatt Start collaborative relationship relies on the key
informant to decide what it mearis to “wotk together” with another organization. Duting an
initial interview, th.erkey informant was asked to identify alt the other local service otganizations
with which his ot her organization worked in serving childsen under age six and their families.
Organizations cited at least twice that had not already been interviewed were surveyed during a
second wave of interviews. Thes:gfore, for the purpose of out study, membership in a Smart Start
collaborative network was defined to be those organizations that had been cited by other agencies

at least twice.

The above process aliowed us to identify the best possible key informants and estimate
the -num_bet of organizations that were significant actors in the local collaborative networks of the
10 Partnerships. In the first round of data collection, completed during the period May, 1997 |
through May, 1998, over 90% of the organizations cited at léast agreed to be interviewed. It was

not possible, however, to complete interviews with all key informants. In a few cases a key
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mformant refused to participate. In other cases an organization became inactive durmg the course

of the study or was temporarily without a representative capable of serving as a kcy informant.

The specific measure we are using to assess working relationships within Smart Start
collaborative netwotks is the organizational dyad. We have defined this dyaci as a pair of
ofganizations in which one of the organizations has been ‘cited by the key informant of the rother.
For example, if in a particular network the Department of Social Services is cited bﬁr the

- Department of Public Health and .the_Housing Authority, t_heh we assume that two dyads exist —a
Public Health/DSS dyad and a Housing Authority/DSS dyad. If, in turn, the key informant for |
the Department of Social Services cites both the Depattmént of Public Health and the Hoizsing
Authotity we assume that two additional dyads exiéted —a DSS/Public Health dyad and a
DSS/Housing Authority dyad. Each dyad reptesents a “wotking” relationship between two
organizadons. Wheﬁ otganizations mention each other, the mutual dyads represent a bi-

directional “working” relationship.

CONTRASTING COLLABORATIVE NETWORKS
The findings presented in this repott provide ﬂiusttétivc data on the interagency
collaborative systems in three Nosth Carolina counties with Partnerships for Children. The three
partnerships were selected beéau_se they tepresent different points in the collaborative network |
maturation process and one of the otherrmajor challenges to the success of an initiative like Smart
Start — the size and complexity of the local agency environment. Because the data were collected
at a single point in time, we ate cautious in making statements about all Partnerships based on the
' Hndings' from these three Parmérships. When longitudinal data are available in the Summer Qf

2000, we will be better able t‘d examine trends in each of the ten Partnership networks over time,
and test hypotheses regarding the telationship betweeniPar-tnership maturity and complexity with

Partnership cffectiveness in reducihg local service system ftagmentation. '

The potential capability of Smart Statt to sttengthen interagency collaboration can be seen
when comparing the i interagency coﬂaboratlve networks graphed in ngures Tand 2. Lines
between otganizations indicate dyads - a single atrrowhead mdlc_ates a simple (one-way) dyad, while

a double arrowhead indicates a compﬁmentary dyad (a two-way relatiohshjp). The blue rectangles
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represent organizations that either had a representative on a Partnership board or had 4 contract |
for services with a Partnership. The red rectangles represent organizations that had no such
reladonship. Green ellipses represent Pactnerships. As Partnerships were not surveyed in the
same manner as other organizations thete are no arrows pointing from the Partnerships to the
otganizations with whom they collaborate. However, the number of arrows directed at a
Pastnership is a strong indicator of the extent to which other organizations have come to think of
that Partnership as an important collaborator. A key to the identity of the organizations

referenced in the Figures is found at the end of this report.

The data on dyadic relationships represented in Figure 1 come from the network of
segvices for children in a small rural county in its first year of building a Smart Stact Partnership.
The connections between agéncies on the map in Figure 1 are the result of a computer program
that uses data from the interviews to put agencies that are working together in closer proximity
and those that are more independent on the outside of the diagram. As can be seen by reviewing
the map in Figure 1, the agencies qoﬂabotaﬁng with one another are few in number. 1n addition,

 the linkages between them are sparse and mostly one-way, perhaps indicating an immature system
of support for children. This pattern of collaboration is what one might expect in a county with a
newly created Partnership that has not yet had the time to strengthen and broaden the system of

support for young children and their families.

A closer examination of Figure 1 reveals that in ‘97-°98 this collaborative network was a
fairly loose assemblage of traditional human service organizations operating with the Department
of Social Services at its center of influence. The new Pattnership for Children is on the periphery
of the network, suggesting that it has yet to establish itself as an important actor in the network.
The majority of the strong (two-way) collaborative relationships that exist are within a cluster of
five well-established, and latgely public, community osganizations — the Depattments of Social -

Setvices, Public Health and Mental Heal_ﬁh, the local school system and Head Statt.

In contrast to the network described in Figure 1, the network of agencies in Figure 2 come
from a county with four years of collabotation expetience under Smart Start. An examination of

this map teveals a fairly well connected network, including otganizations that have no fotmal
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relationship with Smart Start. Not only are there more connections between organizations, many
of the connections represent two-way interactions, indicating that there is more interdependence.

Figure 1: Small Rural Partnership
Agency Collaborative Network - First Year
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While there is a central cluster of organizations similar to those in Figure 1, consisting of
the Departments of Social Services, Public Health and Mental Health, the school system and
Head Start, the Pattership for Children in Figure 2 appears to be well integrated into the
network. Therte are also many more organizations cited by other agencies in this network,
indicating a much more complex system of support for young children and their families. It
appears that this system of support may be more capable of responding to the needs of children
in the community, using a mix of public and private services working togethet to solve problems
that arise. Again, it is important to keep in mind that it will take longitudinal data to better

understand Smart Statt’s role in altering the collaborations among service organizations. But it is
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this kind of more complex, cooperative system of services that Smart Start Partnerships are

designed to promote in order to build and sustain a support system for children.

Figure 2: Small Rural Partnership
Agency Collaborative Network - Fourth Year
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The contrast between the collaborative service networks in these two rural communities
illustrated by Figures 1 and 2 indicate the potential importance of Smart Start Partnerships for
addressing the needs of children. It is difficult to build a truly effective system of services for
children when agencies operate as independently as they appear to do in the county tepresented in

Figure 1. The interagency relationships represented in Figure 2 should be more capable of
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facilitating an improvement in the quantity and quality of setvices fot children. The, fact that the
Partnership for Children has become a central player in this service network sugg'zsts that it is
playing a patt in promoting healthy service coordination, and is viewed as an active partner by

other agencies in the service delivery system.

MANAGING COMPLEXITY IN COLLABORATIVE NETWORKS

While smaller counties with a limited number of agencies can and should build highly
interactive collaborative systems, this may be more difficult in larger counties with an already
complex system of services. Figure 3 illustrates the complexity of setvices in a latge, urban county
in North Carolina. It provides a graphic depiction of the dyadic relationships between the
agencies surveyed in that county. 'i‘hese data indicate 2 highly differentiated and complex éystem
of interactions between a multitude of service providers. Again, most of the same public agencies
noted in Figures 1 and 2 are also central in the service delivery systeﬁ of this large utban county.
However, the range of services included in this network is broad. Mote agencies are working

- together to provide services to children with special needs, and a more significant role is being

played by providers of children's health setvices.

In this more complex service delivery system, the Partnership for Children has been in
existence for three years, has multiple connections with other agencies, but is still somewhat _
matginal in its overall influence. Only a small proportion of agencies actually interact with the
Partnership for Children, leaving much of the service network minimally touched by the
coordination and collaboration function of &w Partnership. Even though the Partnership in this
county receives substantially mote funding than is true for the smaller rural parenerships
'pteviously examined, its ability to directly influence the full range of setvices in the community is

. more limited. The Partnership in this county must rely on its ability to encoutage a broad range of
segvices for children through its key member agencies and contractors. Its ability to influence

local programs, services and policies for young children is therefore much less direct.
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Figure 3: Large Urban Partnership
Agency Collaborative Network - Third Year
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'The challenge for Partnerships for Children in larger urban counties, such as the one
reviewed in Figure 3, is to stimulate and build a coordinated system of suppott services among
many independent organizations. On the one hand, the amount of interagency interaction that is
occurring is already quite large. On the other hand, there are a large number of service
organizations, their interconnections are very complex, and the totality is probably quite confusing

both to parents and providers who need to coordinate or access services. This “system” of
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services is potentially overwhelming and likely leads to frustration on the patt of thoge who have

to operate within it.

One strategy fot overcoming the challenge of helping to cootdinate such a complex
system is to focus attention on the “core” agencies in the system. When the agency dyads in the
network depicted in Figure 3 are examined for those agencies that are cited by at least six other
agencies in the network, the cote set of organizations represented in Figure 4 emerge. These core
organizations include several that are members of the Partnership Board, as well as several others
who are not, including the United Way, the Housing Authority, a family resource center |
established by the schools, and 2 developmental evaluation clinic. If the Partnership in this
county were to build collaborative relationships with and between the core organizations, it could
improve its ability to implement innovative strategies that will requite the involvement of those
organizations. Subsequently, the cote organizations, as key connectors to services, could

~ collaborate with other agencies in an effort to improve the quality and quantity of services for

children and their families.

- A related strategy that can be very useful, given the complexity of the network map
described in Figure 3, is to focus attention on “micro-coltaborations” ai:ouhd the needs of specific
groups of children or specific groups of agencies. It seems ciear from the map that promoting

~collaboration in such an environment, with its multiple actors -and multiple relationships, wilt be
quite difficult. In fact, achieving collaboration in such an environment will ptobably require
muitiple coliaborative initiatives focuséing on small clusters of ogganizations with common target
populations, tatget probiems, or organizational issues. Inétcad of attempting to organize the full
range of services toward a coherent community-based strategy, micro-collaborations can be built
to support needs in specific areas. For example, this urban county has a numbet of services that _
focus on the health needs of children. By examining the interactions around health concetns, 2
network of health related agencies could be organized. ‘This “micro-netwotk” could then identify
- the health needs of children and develop a coordinated' system of support to meet thc:sé needs.
Given the centrality of the Depattments of Health and Mental Health among the cote agencies

- (Figute 4), they could serve as the monitors of this “micto-network” development on behalf of
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the Partnership. Similar micto-collabotations could be built around developmental disabilities,
childcare quality and access, after school care, parent education and other subsystem service

needs.

Figure 4: Large Urban Partnership
Agency Collaborative Network - Third Year - Core Agencies
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Thus, Partnerships for Children in larger, complex, service-rich communities may need to
consider a quite different developmental approach to collaboration than Partnerships in smaller
counties with a more limited number of agencies and services. While smaller county Partnerships
appeat to benefit from bringing to the table representatives from the full range of services

available in their communities, this strategy will not be possible in large, urban counties. And
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while bdiiding sttafcgic‘ plans for community wider implementation may be possible jh smaﬂct
counties, doing so in a large county may lead to such difficulties as larger otganizaiions passively
ignoring Partnership plans and priorities. Larger systems may benefit from a “divide and
conquet” strategy, with the Pattnership developing subgroups that focus on specific areas of need

-and building community priorities around a compilation of subgroup plans and priotities.

CONCLUSION

It is apparent from these a;zalyses that building conimunity éoilabpfatibﬁs to better meet
the needs of children is not a “cookie-cutter” plgocess. Each commﬁnity must examine its pattern
of local interagency telationships, build on its strengths and develop strategies to ovetcome
batriets to productive collaboration. Network analysis, used as we have suggested in this repott,
may be Helpfui to Smart Start Pattnerships as they‘iook at how their local netwotks are working
and what is needed to foster improved interagency collaboration. In its eatly phases of '
development, state-level Smart Start leadership took a2 mote active role in promoting interagency
cbliaboration strategies. It may be time to teinvigorate this process. If the heart of Sma_rt Start is
the local process for reviewing needs and developing collabotﬁtivc strategies to meet those needs,

then attention to building effective collaborations should be give renewed attention.

‘Thete are several iz;reliminary observations we can make fr(;m our analyses of
organizational ﬁetworks_in_ these 10 communities with Partnetships for Children. First, héwiy
estabﬁshed Partnerships in counties with fewer resources may have a more limite& number of
agencnes with active refettai and contact patterns. It is likely that people in these agencies know
each other, often quite well but joint planning and coordination of services may be less common.
Communities with these conditions will need their Partnerships to play an active role in strategic
planning for children’s needs. They will aiso need to relay on their Partnerships to build stronger
bridges between the public and private agencies that serve children. Meetings that familiatize
agency staffs with services provided by all agencies, and the development of a detailed direﬁtory of
services for children and parents, could help to strengthen the collaboration potential of the |

community,
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" 'The challenge for communities with established Pattn’erships and stronger interagency
networks is maintaining their collaborative enetgy and moving tor solve key issues fo?éhildten in
the community. Partnerships have to continue to -press*towafd resolution of issues that have been
given ptiotity. The involvement of parents, the faith community and business leaders needs to be
fosteted. Our previous research indicates that these groups tend to become less involved over
time and that lafge agencies may come to dominate the process. Considerable attention must be
given to broader community and agency involvement and investment in‘solutions for children.

The trail of pteviously strong, local interagency collaboration effotts is litteted with groups that
1ost their collective vision or became institutionalized with a few active players. Smart Start is not
yet in that situation, but the collaborative strength exhibited by the more mature, rural Patf.nétship ‘

- community in this study must continue to be supported or it will lose its capacity for stimulating

and sustaining change.

.Pattnerslﬁps established in larger, urban éreas have other challenges before them if they -
ate to be ¢ffecti§e in building support systems for children. The potentially overwhelming
number of agencies and the complexity of agency interactions must be managed. Common
agendas must remain a vital focus of agencies will become islands as their internal needs and .
processes dominate their attention. ‘Given the latge number of organizations and the potential
number of dyadic interactions, one appropriate strategy is to focus on targeted, micro-
collaborations around specific issues. As suggested in this repott, égenc_ies with common interests
in health,.chiid cate, developmental disabilities or parent education could be brought together in
teams under the umbrella of the Partnership for Children. The Pértnership and its board could
prdvidé ovetsight and strategic plapnigig to these teams, and could facilitate fundraising from
‘tatgeted local ot regional soutces that are more amenable to clearly directed initiatives with active

collaborative entities behind them.

In conclusion, North Carolina’s Smart Start initiative is a locally otiented strategy that
relies on the active collaboration of multiple agencies to make a difference in the lives of children..
* 'The amount of actual interaction between agencies at the local level varies considerably from -

| county to county, and the leadership of local Partnerships for Childten will need to account for
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the patterns of existing interagency interaction. Indeed, in order to improve opportunities for
children to become “healthy and ready to succeed,” the Smart Start mandate, Par;;etships must
first review their strategies to engender local interagency collaboration in the light of existihg
iﬁt,eragency interaction. Subsequently, they must monitot the effectiveness of these strategies if
they are to sustain the creative enetgy that is required to continue the innovations they have
initiated. Network analysis is an approach that offers significant potential for evaluating the
effectiveness of local collaboration. The report that follows this report will offer additional
suggestions based on an examination of the changes in local collaborative nétworks that have

ooccurred as Partnerships have matured.
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APPENDIX : KEY TO AGENCY ABBREVIATIONS IN

Abbreviation
ARC

DSS

DOH

DOH-(#)

DMH

DEH

CHURCH
CIVIC-(#)
COMCOLL
COOPEX
CCRR-ECF-(#)
CRISIS-PNP-(#)
" DOMVIOL-(#)
FRC-(#)
GUARDIANADLIT
- HEADSTAR
HEADSTARTMIG
HEALTHED-(#)
HOSPITAL-(#)
HOUSAUTH
JRLEAGUE
KIWANIS:
LIBRARY
LIBRARY/LIT-(#)
" MD-CLINIC
OTHER-PNP
PARKSREC
PARTNERSHIP
PRESCHOOL-(#)
PTA -
 SCHOOLS

SCHOOLS-FRC.
SPECIALNEED-(#)

TRANSPAUTH
UNITEDWAY
WOMSCLUB
YMCA

NETWORK MAPS

Agency Name, Title or Categg[!'
Assoctation of Retarded Citizens
Department of Social Services

Department of Public Health

Sub-unit of the Department of Public Health
Department of Mental Heaith

Developmental Evaluation Clinic
Church or Religious Organization
Civic or Volunteer Organization
Community College

Cooperative Extension Agency

Child Care Resource and Referral or Early Childhood Organization

- Private Non-profit Crisis Agency
Domestic Violence Agency
Family Resource Center
Office of the Guardian Ad Litem
Head Start Agency
Head Start Migrant Agency
Health Education Agency
Public or Private Hospital
Housing Authority o
Junior Women’s League '
Kiwanis Club
Pubtic Library
Private Library or Literacy Organization
Private Doctor’s Office or Clinic -
Other Private Non-profit Agency or Organization
Parks and Recreation Agency
Smart Start Partnership
Preschool {(Day Care) Facility
Parent-Teacher’s Association
Public School System
School-sponsored Family Resource Center
Therapy or Special Needs Organization
- Transportation Authority
United Way Agency
Women'sClub
Young Men’s Christian Association

"
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REPORTS AND PUBLICATIONS .
FROM THE UNC SMART START EVALUATION TEAM &

Frank Porter Graham Child Development Center
at University of North Carolina — Chapel Hill

Child Care Quality

Center-based Child Care in the Pioneer Smart Start Partnerships of North Carolina (May 1996}

This brief report summarizes the key findings from the 1994-95 data on child care quality.

Effects of Smart Start on Young Children with Disabilities and their Families (December 1996}

This report summarizes a study of the impact of Smart Start on children with disabilities.

The Effects of Smart Start on the Quality of Child Care (April 1997)

This report presents the resuits of a 2-year study of the quality of child care in the 12 pioneer

partnerships.

Child Care in the Pioneer Partnerships 1994 and 1996 (December 1997)

This report presents more detailed information about child care centers that were included in The Effects

of Smart Start on the Quality of Child Care (April 1997).

" Effect of a Smart Start Playground lmprovement Grant on Child Care Playground Hazards (August

1998)

This report presents results from a ‘comparison of the playground safety of child care playgrounds ina

county that used Smart Start funds for playground improvement compared to a non-Smart Start county.

Effects of a Community Initiative on the Quality of Child Care (1999). Bryant, D., & Maxwell, K. Early
Childhood Research Quarterl , 14, 449-464. Atticle published in a peer-reviewed |oumal Based on The

Effects of Smart Start on the Quality of Child Care (April 1997).

Quality of Early Childhood Programs in Inclusive and Noninclusive Seltings (1999). Buysse, V.,

Wesley, P. W., Bryant, D., & Gardner, D. Exceplional Childreri, 65, 301-314. Aticle published in a peer

review journal. Based on Effects of Smart Start on Young Children with Disabilities and the:r

Families (December 1996). .

Kindergartners’ Skills

“Kindergartners' Skills in Smart Start Counties in 1995: A Baseline From thch to Measure Change
(July 1997)

This report presents baseline findings of kindergartners' skills in Ihe 43 Smart Start counties.

_ The Effects of Smart Start Child Care on Kindergarten Entry Skills (June 1998)

This report presents results from a pilot study of kindergariners in one county who attended Smart Start
funded child care centers compared to a random group.of klnderganners who aitended a broad range of
child care or no child care.

A Six-County Study of the Effects of Smart Start Cfuld Care on Kindergarten Entry Sk:h‘s
(September 1999)
_This report presents resuits from kindergartners in six county who attended Smart Start-funded chtid care
centers compared to a random group of kmdergarlners who attended a broad range of child care.

Collaberation

Bringing the Community into the Process: lssues and Promising Practices for Involving Parenis
and Business in Local Smart Start Partnerships (April 1997)

This report describes findings from interviews and case studies about the mvolvement of parents and
business leaders in the Smart Start decision-making process. -

‘Smart Start and Local Inter-Organizational Collaboration (August 1 998)

This report presents data about the effectiveness of the Smart Start initiative on improving collaborative
relationships. Qualitative and guantitative data were obtained from 269 respondents in 10 local
Partnerships. :
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UNDERSTANDING THE SMART START PROCESS

Emerging Themes and Lessons Learned: The First Year of Smart Start (August 1994)

This report describes the first-year planning process of the pioneer partnerships and makes some
recommendations for improving the process.

Keeping the Vision in Front of You: Results from Smart Start Key Participant Interviews (May
1995)

This report documents the process as ploneer partnerships completed their planning year and moved into

implementation.

Reinventing Government? Perspect:ves on the Smart Start Implementation Process (November
1995)

This report documents pioneer partnership members' perspectives on 2 major process goals of Smart
Start: non-bureaucratic decision making and broad-based participation.

Annual Reports -

Smart Start Evaluation Pian (September 1994)

This report describes our comprehensive evaluation plan at the onset of the evaluation, deS|gned to
capture the breadth of programs implemented across the Smart Start partnerships and the extent of
possible changes that might result from Smart Start efforts.

North Carolina‘s Smart Start Initiative: 1994-95 Annual Evaluation Report (June 1995)

This report summarizes the evaluation findings to date from both quantltatave and qualitalive data

sources.
North Carolina's Smart Start Initiative: 1996-97 Annual Evaluation Report (April 1997)
This report summarizes evaluation findings refated to each of the four major Smart Start goals.
North Carolina's Smart Start Initiative: 1998 Annual Evaluation Report (January 1999)
This report summarizes evaluation findings related to each of the four major Smart Start goals.

Other

Families & the North Carolina Smart Start Initiative (December 1997)

- This report presents findings from family interviews of families who participated in Smart Start in the
pioneer counties. The interviews included questions about child care, health services, family actnnties
with children, and community services and involvement.

Smart Start Client Information System Feasibility Study (September 1998)

This report presents fi indings from a study of the feasibility of creatlng a system to count untque[y all
children and families served by Smart Start.

~ To obtain copies of these reports, please visit our webpage at

www.fgg.unc.edu/~smértstart '

or call Marie Butts at (919) 966-4295, or Email her at Marie Butts @ unc.edu
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