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History & Description of Multisystemic
Therapy (MST) in Connecticut
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Connecticut’s History

of EBP Development

Legislative Program Review: 1997

DSS/DCF Memorandum of Understanding: 1999

Report on Financing/Delivering Children’s Mental Health Services: 1999

DCF developed first Multisystemic Therapy team: 1999

Connecticut Community KidCare Legislation:  2000

Blue Ribbon Mental Health Commission Report: 2000

Development of the Connecticut Center for Effective Practice:  2001

Connecticut Policy and Economic Council (CPEC) Report: 2002

Statewide Implementation of MST and other EBPs: 2002 - present
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Multisystemic Therapy (MST)
Program Overview:
• Intensive family- and community-based treatment that addresses

the multiple determinants of serious anti-social behavior in
juvenile offenders.

• The multisystemic approach views individuals as being nested
within a complex network of interconnected systems that
encompass individual, family, and extrafamilial (peer, school,
neighborhood) factors.

• Intervention may be necessary in any one or a combination of
these systems.

Program Targets:
• MST targets chronic, violent, or substance abusing juvenile

offenders at high risk of out-of-home placement and their families.
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M u lt isystem ic Pe rspective
Community/Culture
Neighborhood
School
Peer
Family
Youth

M ST  w orks w ith  the  youth  and  fam ily  from  an  eco log ica l
pe rspective , in te rven ing  at m u lt ip le  leve ls  to  add ress facto rs  contributing
to  antisoc ia l and  re lated  behav io rs
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Implementation of Multisystemic Therapy:

WHY MST???

• Identified need to target “deep end” children who were accounting
for most of resources

• Acknowledgment that existing “business as usual” was not
working

• Much emphasis on juvenile justice population
• Policy focus on keeping children in their communities and

providing intensive in-home services through KidCare legislation
• Strong evidence-base
• Well-defined implementation and delivery system for MST
• Champions within the State
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MST Growth in CT

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

PILOTS

CSSD

DCF

11

Multisystemic Therapy (MST)

Current Number of MST programs in Connecticut:
10 (DCF)
15 (CSSD)

Current Number of MST Specialty Teams:
3 (DCF)

Current Capacity for Children Served:
350 (DCF)
625 (CSSD)

975 Total Capacity
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M ST  S ites in  Connecticut

 CSSD Teams
 DCF Teams
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Study Methodology & Results
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O verv iew  o f Fu ll Eva luat ion  Com ponents

Study  T im e Period : January  1 , 2003  to  June  30 , 2006

CSSD—15 Providers, N=993
DCF—9 Providers, N=857

QUALITATIVE
Interviews & Focus Groups

Key Stakeholders
Agency Staff

Probation Officers
Judges

Consultants
Supervisors
Therapists

QUANTITATIVE
Data Collected

Youth demographics
Therapist demographics*

MST ultimate outcomes (in school,
living at home, not arrested)
Therapist/supervisor fidelity

(TAM & SAM Scores)
Pre-treatment arrests

Juvenile & adult recidivism
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O verv iew  o f Q ua litat ive  M ethods
• Inte rv iew ers conducted  by  the  p rinc ipa l

invest igato r and  co -investigato r us ing  a
structu red  in te rv iew  p ro toco l w ith  open-ended
questions

• In te rv iew s and  focus g roups lasted  app rox im ate ly
1 -2  hours

• A ud io  reco rd ings w ere  transcribed  and  coded  by
tw o  o f the  co -investigato rs
– Identified  them es w ere  synthes ized  in to  h igher-o rder

catego ries  that a llow  fo r agg regation  o f them atic
catego ries  across in te rv iew s
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Part ic ipants in  Q ua litat ive  In te rv iew s and
Focus G roups

• Ind iv idua l In te rv iew s (N =17):
– Connecticut S takeho lde rs , state -leve l agency  leadersh ip  and

po licy  m akers instrum enta l in  the  adoption  o f M ST  (N =9)
– Juven ile  Court Judges (N =5)
– M ST  System  Superv iso rs  fo r M ST  contracted  p rov ide rs  (N =3)

• Focus G roup  In te rv iew s
(15  G roups; N =79):
– Juven ile  Just ice  system  staff, jud ic ia l agency  leadersh ip , and

p robation  o fficers  (P .O .’s)  (4  G roups; N =21)
– M ST  A dm in istrato rs  and  Superv iso rs  (4  G roups; N =15)
– M ST  Therap ists  (5  G roups; N =31)
– Fam ilies  w ho  rece ived  M ST  se rv ices du ring  the  study  t im e

period , January  2003  to  June  2006  (2  G roups; N =12)

17

Im p lem entation  Research  F ram ew ork :
F ixsen , N aoom , B lase , F riedm an  &  W a llace  (2005)

• F ixsen et a l. (2005) com p leted  a  synthes is  o f the  research
lite ratu re  on  im p lem entation  to  dete rm ine  w hat is  know n
about its  re levant com ponents and  cond it ions

• Research  synthes is  w as based  on  an  extens ive  lite ratu re
rev iew  o f a rt ic les , book chapte rs , and  repo rts  across a
b road  range  o f d isc ip lines

• Im p lem entation  w as defined  as “a  spec ified  set o f
act iv it ies  des igned  to  put in to  p ract ice  an  act iv ity  o r
p rog ram  o f know n d im ens ions.”

• Im p lem entation  is  g rounded  on  the  p rem ise  that the re
ex ists  a  gap  betw een  w hat is  know n to  be  e ffect ive
(theo ry  and  sc ience) and  w hat is  done  (po licy  and
p ractice)
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Im p lem entation  Research  F ram ew ork  (cont.)

• Stages o f Im p lem entation :
 Exp lo rat ion  and  A doption: A ssess the  “fi t,”  dec ide  to

p roceed  w ith  im p lem entation
 Prog ram  Insta lla t ion : Put in to  p lace  needed  resources

and  structu ra l suppo rts  (p rio r to  fi rst consum er
contact)

 In it ia l Im p lem entation : Enact changes to  cu rrent
p ractice  in  line  w ith  new ly  adopted  p rog ram

 Fu ll O perat ion : In teg rate  new  lea rn ing  at p ract it ioner,
o rgan izat ion , and  com m un ity  leve ls

 Innovation : O pportun it ies  fo r refinem ent and  expans ion
based  on  un ique  needs

 Susta inab ility : The  sh ift ing  eco logy  o f influence  facto rs
dete rm ine  the  long -te rm  su rv iva l o f a  new  p rog ram  in  a
chang ing  w orld
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Im p lem entation  Research  F ram ew ork  (cont.)
• Core  Com ponents o f Im p lem entation  (key  facto rs  that

d rive  adoption  o f ev idence-based  p ract ices)
 Staff se lect ion : Q ua lifications , recru itm ent, se lect ion . W ho  is

m ost like ly  to  do  th is  w e ll?
 Pre -se rv ice  and  in -se rv ice  tra in ing : P rov ide  know ledge  o f

backg round  in fo rm ation , theo ry , ph ilo sophy , va lues , and  key
p ractices . P rov ide  oppo rtun it ies  to  p ract ice  new  sk ills  and
rece ive  feedback

 O ngo ing  consu ltat ion  and  coach ing :  Conso lidate  tra in ing  and
learn ing  o n  the  job

 Staff and  p rog ram  eva luat ion: A ssess key  aspects o f the
perfo rm ance  o f sta ff m em bers and  the  perfo rm ance  o f the
o rgan izat ion  as a  w ho le

 Fac ilita t ive  adm in istrat ive  support : U se  o f data -d riven
dec is ion -m ak ing  by  leadersh ip  to  gu ide  the  overa ll p rocess

 System s in te rventions :  S trateg ies o f w ork ing  w ith  exte rna l
system s to  ensu re  ongo ing  ava ilab ility  o f resources to  do  the
w ork
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D eve lopm ent o f In te rv iew  P ro toco l
• F ixsen et a l.’s  fram ew ork  o f im p lem entation  w as used  as a

fram ew ork in  the  deve lopm ent o f the  in te rv iew  p ro toco l

• In  o rder to  operat iona lize  im p lem entation  fo r part ic ipants
w ith  a  w ide  range  o f pe rspectives in  im p lem enting  M ST ,
responses to  fi ve  b road  catego ries  o f questions w ith
deta iled  fo llow -up  p rom pts w ere  e lic ited :

1 ) M ST  adoption
2 ) T ra in ing
3 ) Serv ice  de live ry
4 ) Im p lem entation
5 ) P rog ram  outcom es

21

Q ua litat ive  Resu lts  fo r
M ST  Im p lem entation  in

Connecticut
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Them es from  Q ua litat ive  A na lys is

• Exp lo rat ion  and  A doption  o f M ST
– A  po licy  and  p ract ice  sh ift tow ard  ev idence-based

practice  began  to  em erge  in  the  state  just p rio r to  the
adoption  o f the  fi rst M ST  p ilo t p rog ram

– M ST  w as adopted  in  response  to  the  num ber o f youth  in
the  Juven ile  Just ice  system  in  need  o f behav io ra l hea lth
se rv ices

– Stakeho lde rs  repo rted  M ST  o ffe red  an  oppo rtun ity  to
im p lem ent an  ev idence-based  treatm ent statew ide  that
inc ludes a  rigo rous tra in ing  and  eva luat ion  com ponent

23

Them es from  Q ua litat ive  A na lys is

• Exp lo rat ion  and  A doption  o f M ST , cont.
– A  m a jo r statew ide  study  o f juven ile  just ice  p rog ram s

found  that de linquents w ho  rece ived  juven ile  just ice
se rv ices rec id ivated  m ore  o ften  than  those  w ho  d id  not
(Connecticut Po licy  and  Econom ic  Counc il “C PEC” ,
2002)

– Response  to  the  need  fo r e ffect ive  p rog ram s fo r
de linquent youth  in  part as  a  resu lt o f key  stud ies in  the
state  h igh light ing  p rev ious ly  ine ffect ive  p rog ram s

– M ST  o ffe red  a  “p re -packaged” im p lem entation  p lan  w ith
h igh ly  structu red  qua lity  assu rance , tra in ing , and
superv is ion  p ro toco ls
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Q uote  from  Q ua litat ive  A na lys is :
Exp lo rat ion  and  A doption

“T here  w as ev idence , and  that’s  w hat w e  w ere
look ing  fo r.  The  Feds loved  it .  O ther states
loved  it .  So , w e  w ere  conv inced  that the re  w as
som eth ing  out the re  that w e  cou ld  adopt.  W e
d idn ’t  need  to  go  out and  re invent the  w hee l.”   -
State  A gency  Leader
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Q uote  from  Q ua litat ive  A na lys is :
Exp lo rat ion  and  A doption

“ If w e  cou ld  use  M ST  as an  in road  to  beg in  to
change  the  cu ltu re  o f the  state  agenc ies…  then
it w as a  good  opportun ity .”
-  S tate  A gency  Leader
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Them es from  Q ua litat ive  A na lys is
• Prog ram  Insta lla t ion

– D CF adoption  o f M ST  w as g radua l and  inco rpo rated  a
m ore  d ive rse  re fe rra l popu lat ion , w hereas CSSD  adoption
w as rap id  a nd  ta rgeted  de linquent youth  based  on  JA G
sco res (System s In te rvention)

– H av ing  ind iv idua l “cham p ions”  t hat advocated  fo r
im p lem enting  M ST  w as c ited  by  m any  state  agency
leaders  as im perat ive  to  successfu l statew ide  adoption
and  insta lla t ion

– The  in it ia l p rom ises o f M ST  m ay have  overso ld  the
efficacy  o f the  p rog ram
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Q uote  from  Q ua litat ive  A na lys is :
P rog ram  Insta lla t ion

“P robab ly  w ithout the  po lit ica l w ill and  m om entum
that w as c reated  by  the  c ris is  o f the  CPEC  study ,
any  changes that w e  [CSSD ] m ade  w ou ld  have
been  s low er o r m ore  m oderate . But that c ris is
a llow ed  us the  oppo rtun ity  to  rea lly  m ake  som e
rad ica l changes qu ick ly .  A nd  as such  w e
cance lled  th ree  p rog ram  m ode ls  and  re invested  in
M u lt i-System ic  Therapy .”  - S tate  A gency  Leader
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Them es from  Q ua litat ive  A na lys is
• In it ia l Im p lem entation

– Prov ide r read iness
– There  w as som e in it ia l and  ongo ing  s keptic ism  and

res istance from  p rov ide rs , p robation , and  the
com m un ity  in  adopting  ev idence-based  p ract ices

• Concern  that M ST  w as be ing  overso ld
• Som e resentm ent re lated  to  CSSD  sh ift ing  resources

from  25  p rov ide r o rgan izat ions to  5  M ST  p rov ide rs
– P rov ide rs  w ho  show ed  read iness to  adopt M ST  w ere

a lready  im p lem enting  ev idence-based  p ract ices and
dem onstrated  a  w illingness to  engage in  the  qua lity
assu rance  com ponents o f M ST , such  as the rap ist fide lity
m easures and  superv is ion
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Q uote  from  Q ua litat ive  A na lys is : In it ia l
Im p lem entation

“ I had  the  e rroneous notion  that because  these  a re
so  exp licated  and  p rescribed  m ode ls  that it  w as
like  buy ing  a  can  o f soup  o ff the  she lf o r
som eth ing . I rea lly  thought that sett ing  up  the
serv ices w as go ing  to  be  as s im p le  as c reating  a
contract and  executing  it and  it tu rned  out that
it’s  a  lo t m ore  com p licated  than  that.”

 -  S tate  A gency  Leader
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Q uote  from  Q ua litat ive  A na lys is : In it ia l
Im p lem entation

“ I th ink  M ST  (w as p resented  as)… an actua l cu re .
W hen  it’s  p resented  that w ay… the  p rog ram
natu ra lly  lo ses it  c red ib ility . A nd  the re ’s  a
resentm ent that ex ists  th roughout the  system .
It’s  a  system ic  resentm ent, not just from
probation  o fficers .”  - P robation  O fficer
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Them es from  Q ua litat ive  A na lys is
• Fu ll O perat ion  - Re fe rra ls  and  P rog ram  F it

– M ST  re fe rra ls  sh ift ing  aw ay  from  pure  de linquency  to
cases w ith  m ore  m enta l hea lth  d ifficu lt ies

– Re lated  to  th is , b oth  youth  and  parents m ay  have
m enta l hea lth  and  substance  abuse  issues that the
p rog ram  is  not des igned  to  add ress

– Be lie f by  P .O .’s  and  p rov ide rs  that M ST  m ight w ork
bette r fo r m ed ium  to  low er risk  youth

– P rov ide rs  fee l that C SSD  is  m ore  stream lined  in  the ir
re fe rra l p rocess  than  D CF because  they  re ly  p rim arily  on
the  JA G  to  identify  re fe rra ls , but CSSD  m ay a lso  have
less fl ex ib ility  in  the  type  o f cases that a re  re fe rred  to
M ST  (P rog ram  Eva luat ion)
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Q uote  from  Q ua litat ive  A na lys is : Fu ll
Im p lem entation  - Re fe rra ls

“W e have  been  see ing  a  lo t m ore  cases… over the
past 6  m onths to  a  year that a re  ve ry  acute
psych iatrica lly . A nd  I th ink  that the  the rap ists  get
o ften  frustrated  w ith  that, because  it’s  not the
target popu lat ion  M ST  w as des igned  to  w ork
w ith… T hey  don ’t  techn ica lly  m eet ou r
exc lus ionary  c rite ria , but they’re  defin ite ly— fo r
exam p le  they ’re  not act ive ly  su ic ida l o r
hom ic ida l… H ow ever, w e ’ l l sta rt treatm ent, and
they ’ l l a ll o f a  sudden  go  o ff o f the ir m eds and
beg in  to  exh ib it… p sychotic  sym ptom ato logy .”

–  M ST  Therap ist
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Them es from  Q ua litat ive  A na lys is
• Fu ll O perat ion  - W orkfo rce  Issues

– T ra in ing , Superv is ion  &  Consu ltat ion
• The  5 -day  tra in ing w as both  a  pos it ive  experience  a nd  le ft the rap ists

fee ling  that they  d idn’t  com p lete ly  know  w hat to  do  w ith  the ir fi rst
case (P rese rv ice  and  Inse rv ice  T ra in ing)

• Therap ists  repo rted  b enefitt ing  from  m ore  in -v ivo  observation
experiences upon  retu rn ing  from  the  in it ia l tra in ing  (P rese rv ice  and
Inse rv ice  T ra in ing)

• Peer suppo rt w as repo rted  by  a ll p rov ide rs  in te rv iew ed  a s v ita l to
successfu l im p lem entation  o f M ST  by  the  team s (Consu ltat ion  and
Coach ing)

• Superv is ion  and  System s Consu ltants w ere  repo rted ly  m ore  e ffect ive
w hen  they  w ere  access ib le  and  respons ive  to  the  needs o f the
therap ist (Consu ltat ion  and  Coach ing ; Fac ilita t ive  A dm in istrat ive
Supports)

• Therap ists  repo rted  that superv iso rs  and  consu ltants w ere  m ore
access ib le  w hen  they  w ere  loca l ( in -state ; A BH ) ve rsus rem ote  (out-o f-
state ; M ST  Inst itu te)

• Incentives he lped  boost m ora le , lead  to  g reate r job  sat is fact ion  and
decrease  tu rnover
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Q uote  from  Q ua litat ive  A na lys is : Fu ll
Im p lem entation  - W orkfo rce

“ In  ou r fi rst year, w e  had  the rap ists  w ho  tu rned
over p retty  qu ick ly .  M aybe  they  stayed  fo r a
year o r less .  A nd  as everyone  w as lea rn ing  at the
sam e t im e , w e  got som e therap ists  p robab ly
d idn ’t  p ract ice  w ith  the  best fide lity  o r even  best
p ractice , o f c lin ica l w o rk .”                 –  M ST
Therap ist
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Them es from  Q ua litat ive  A na lys is
• Innovation

– D CF and  CSSD  p rov ide rs  occas iona lly  co llabo rate  if based  at
the  sam e location  (Consu ltat ion  and  Coach ing)

– JA G  sco res (m easure  o f youth  risk) w ere  repo rted  to
som etim es be  ad justed  if a  P .O . th inks youth  m ay/m ay not be
approp ria te  fo r M ST  ( System s In te rvention)

– P rov ide rs  repo rted  that they  m ay  a lso  accept cases that a re
not a  pe rfect fi t if they  have open  s lo ts  to  fi ll (System s
Inte rvention)

– Issues w ith  how  o utcom es a re  defined  and  m easured  (P rog ram
Eva luat ion)

– D iscourag ing  se rv ices o ther than  M ST  during  and  post
treatm ent m ade  it d ifficu lt at t im es fo r c lin ic ians to  he lp
fam ilies  w ith  com p lex  needs m eet the ir goa ls  (P rog ram
Eva luat ion)

– P rov ide rs  genera lly  w ork  w e ll w ith  the  court and  schoo l
system s, but it  m ay  be  m ore  d ifficu lt in  la rge r courts  and
schoo ls  and  if they  a re  requ ired  to  co llabo rate  w ith  d ifficu lt
ind iv idua l “ p e rsona lit ies”  in  each  system  ( System s
Inte rvention)
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Q uote  from  Q ua litat ive  A na lys is : Fu ll
Im p lem entation  - W orkfo rce

“B ut chances a re  the  P .O . has know n the  k id  fo r a
long  t im e , and  they  know  if it  w ill w o rk…
regard less o f the ir JA G  sco re .  So  if the  P .O . got
to  be  a  litt le  m ore  choosey ,  and  sa id , ‘E ven  if the
k id  has a  h igh  JA G  sco re , I just know  the  k id , I
know  the  m other and  father o r w hoever’s  in  the
house ; it’s  just not go ing  to  w ork  w ith  them .
Let’s  put h im  as ide  o r he r as ide  and  le t’s  take  th is
k id  instead .’”  –  M ST  Therap ist
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Q uote  from  Q ua litat ive  A na lys is :
Innovation

“ I’v e  dea lt w ith  fam ilies  w here  everybody  is  on  the
sam e page— the  P .O .’s  w ork ing  w ith  you , the
schoo l’s  w o rk ing  w ith  you , and  like  I sa id  it  can  be
the  best type  o f treatm ent out the re , but then  if
you  have  a  schoo l that’s  not rea lly  w ork ing  w ith
you , o r m aybe  a  P .O . doesn’t  rea lly  w ant to  do
som eth ing  you  th ink  m ight be  he lp fu l, then  I th ink
it m akes it ha rder.  But I m ean  w ork ing  w ith  the
k id  [a lone], it ’s  just…  rid icu lous …  It ’s  got to  be
w ith  the  parent and… the  adu lts  that a re  in  the ir
life .”

– M ST  Therap ist

38

Them es from  Q ua litat ive  A na lys is

• Susta inab ility  - Pa rt ic ipant Suggestions fo r
Im provem ent
– M u lt i-system ic  Co llabo rat ion                     (System s

Inte rvention)
• A  strong  partne rsh ip  betw een  p rov ide rs  and

p robation ,  espec ia lly  at in take , he lps to  engage
fam ilies  in  treatm ent

• Judges som etim es fee l under-in fo rm ed  on  a  case , but
they  d id  repo rt that M ST  therap ists  seem ed
organ ized  and  com petent fo r the  m ost part

• Judges a lso  have  no  w ay  o f gaug ing w hether o r not
M ST  is  w o rk ing  w e ll

39

Q uote  from  Q ua litat ive  A na lys is :
Susta inab ility

“Y es, you  do  see  som e [success sto ries].  A nd  if
you  dug  th rough  the  system  and  had  peop le
repo rt to  you , I suppose  you  cou ld  find  m ore , but
w e don ’t .”   –  Juven ile  Court Judge
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Them es from  Q ua litat ive  A na lys is

• Susta inab ility  - Pa rt ic ipant Suggestions fo r
Im provem ent
– W orkfo rce  Issues

• H iring , Tu rnover, Incentives to  Therap ists
– Turnover am ong  M ST  c lin ic ians has been  a

d ifficu lt p rob lem  (Fac ilita t ive  A dm in istrat ive
Supports)

– P rov ide rs  have  lea rned  to  h ire  the rap ists  w ho  a re
a  good  m atch  fo r M ST  (C lin ic ian  Se lect ion)
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Q uote  from  Q ua litat ive  A na lys is :
Susta inab ility  - W orkfo rce

“[The  in te rv iew  p rocess invo lves] not sugar-coating
anyth ing .  Because  w e’ve  done  that.  I rem em ber
be ing  in  an  in te rv iew , “Love  m y job , love  m y job .”
Bas ica lly  anybody  w ou ld  have  taken  the  job
because  you’re  se lling  the  job— it’s  so  g reat!  A nd
then  they  sta rt, and  they’re  like  “W ow !  Th is  is
not w hat I thought!”   They  [w ill be] influenced  by
our enthus iasm , and  so  even  though  you ’re  be ing
very  honest and  c lea r, w e ’v e  actua lly  taken  the
tactic  som etim es to  try  to  scare  peop le  aw ay  in  a
w ay  that is  in fo rm ative .”  – M ST  Superv iso r

42

Them es from  Q ua litat ive  A na lys is

• M ST  O utcom es
– Facto rs  be lieved  to  be  assoc iated  w ith          successfu l

outcom es inc lude :

• Parent/fam ily  invo lvem ent
• A pprop ria teness o f re fe rra ls
• F ide lity  to  m ode l
• Expectations o f p rog ram  success
• Youth  invo lvem ent in  com m un ity  act iv it ies
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Q uote  from  Q ua litat ive  A na lys is :
P rog ram  O utcom es

“T he  the rap ist w ho  cons istently  has pos it ive
outcom es, w hose  TA M s a re  in  range , and  w ho
(has) … rea lly  bought in to  the  m ode l......is  so
cruc ia l… in  te rm s o f he lp ing  to  m ake  that case  a
success .”  –  M ST  Therap ist
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Q uote  from  Q ua litat ive  A na lys is :
P rog ram  O utcom es

“ I th ink  the  good  th ing  about M ST…  is  that w e  look
at th ings m u lt i-system ica lly… a nd  w e do  a
com prehens ive  assessm ent…  and  rea lly  ana lyze
eco log ica l facto rs , system ic  facto rs , the rap ist
variab les… careg ive r variab les , c lient variab les ,
schoo l.  So  w e ’ ll rea lly  look  at in  a  sense
everyth ing , w h ich  is  ve ry  he lp fu l, then  w e’ll
p rio rit ize  m aybe  the  m a in  th ings that w e  thought
had  a ffected .”  – M ST  Therap ist

45

Lessons Learned  from  Im p lem entation
o f M ST  in  CT

• Statew ide  im p lem entation  o f M ST
• Prov ide r read iness is  key  to  e ffect iveness
• The  re fe rra l p rocess  m ay  need  to  vary  betw een  agenc ies
• The  ta rget popu lat ion  rece iv ing  M ST  has sh ifted  to  inc lude

youth  w ith  m ore  m enta l hea lth  and  substance  use  p rob lem s
• Som e co llabo rat ion  issues ex ist w ith in  the  se rv ice  system

• W orkfo rce  D eve lopm ent Issues
• Essentia l qua lit ies  fo r the rap ists  inc lude  w ork ing  independently

and  as a  team  and  hav ing  a  h igh  to le rance  fo r w ork ing  w ith
d ifficu lt popu lat ions

• H igh  t he rap ist tu rnover p rom pts the  need  fo r incentives
• T ra in ing , superv is ion  and  consu ltat ion  shou ld  be  ongo ing  and

respons ive  to  the rap ists ’  needs
• O ngo ing  need  fo r b ilingua l and  b icu ltu ra l the rap ists

46

Lessons Learned  from
Im p lem entation  o f M ST  in  CT  (cont.)

• Prog ram  O utcom es
• Key facto rs  that p red ict pos it ive  outcom es  acco rd ing  to

in te rv iew  part ic ipants
– Parent/Fam ily  Engagem ent
– A pprop ria teness o f Re fe rra ls
– F ide lity  to  the  P rog ram  M ode l
– Youth  Invo lvem ent in  Com m un ity  A ctiv it ies

• Key  facto rs  to  cons ide r w hen  eva luat ing  M ST  p rog ram
outcom es

– A n  em ergent skeptic ism  about M ST ’s  im pact
– Use  o f independent and  ob ject ive  outcom e m easures
– M easuring  outcom es over t im e

47

Recom m endations fo r Po licy  M akers  and
Practit ioners  from  F ixsen  et a l.

• G reate r attention  to  issues o f im p lem entation  can  lead  to
m ore  e ffect ive  se rv ice  de live ry

• D eve lop  “p rog ram - o r p ract ice -cente red” se rv ices rather
than  “p ract it ioner-cente red”  se rv ices

• A lign  po lic ies , p ract ices , and  p rocedures to  p rom ote
des ired  changes

• Governm ent investm ent in  the  deve lopm ent and  use  o f
e ffect ive  im p lem entation  strateg ies that a re  g rounded  in
research

• F inanc ia l suppo rt fo r system  transfo rm ation , w h ich
requ ires t im e  and  resources

• Partnersh ips betw een  p ract it ioner and  research
com m un it ies  that exam ine  issues o f e ffect ive
im p lem entation

• C reate  se lf-susta in ing  lea rn ing  com m un it ies

48

Q uantitat ive  Resu lts
re lated  to

M ST  Im p lem entation



21st Annual RTC Conference
Presented in Tampa, February 2008

9

49

Q uantitat ive  Resu lts  re la ted  to
M ST  Im p lem entation :

Therap ist Length  o f Em p loym ent (CSSD )
• A verage  length  o f em p loym ent w as 13 .1  m onths
• H ow ever, as  o f January  2007 , average  length  fo r cu rrent

em p loyees w as 16  m onths com pared  to  11  m onths fo r past
em p loyees

• O ne p rov ide r had  s ign ificantly  less  tu rnover w ith  an  average  o f
21  m onths fo r length  o f em p loym ent

• In te rv iew  part ic ipants from  th is  s ite  repo rted  a  g reat dea l
o f agency , superv iso r, and  peer suppo rt

Therapist Turnover A ll
S ites

S ite  1 S ite  2 S ite  3 S ite  4 S ite  5

Length of
employment
(months)

13.1
(sd=9.4)

12.8 21.4* 12.5 10.5 12.2

50

Q uantitat ive  Resu lts  re la ted  to
M ST  Im p lem entation  :

M easure  o f F ide lity  to  the  M ST  M ode l

• Therap ist A dherence  M easure  - TA M
– Fam ily  repo rt
– Therap ists  m et c rite ria  fo r each  o f the  5  adherence

sca les a lm ost 2/3  o f the  t im e
– M ean  to ta l TA M  sco re  w as 4 .2  o r an  endo rsem ent o f

“p retty  m uch”
– There  w as ve ry  litt le  variab ility  in  TA M  sco res , m ak ing  it

d ifficu lt to  p red ict youth  outcom es w ith  th is  m easure
– Sco res fo r A dherence  to  the  M ST  m ode l s ign ificantly

increased  in  Year 3  o f the  study  t im e  period  from  the
fi rst tw o  years  o f statew ide  im p lem entation

51

Q uantitat ive  Resu lts :
Youth  Rec id iv ism  O utcom es Post M ST  Charges

(CSSD  &  D CF)
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Q uantitat ive  Resu lts :
Youth  Rec id iv ism  O utcom es Post M ST  Conv ict ions

(CSSD  &  D CF)
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Q uantitat ive  Sum m ary

• Connecticut M ST  rec id iv ism  outcom es a re
com parab le  to  o ther M ST  outcom e stud ies
nationw ide
– Th is  is  encourag ing  cons ide ring  that M ST  w as

im p lem ented  statew ide  by  tw o  separate  state
agenc ies th rough  com m un ity -based  p rov ide rs
as opposed  to  the  m ore  contro lled
im p lem entation  p ract ices repo rted  in  p rev ious
stud ies

• D esp ite  d iffe rent im p lem entation  p rocesses fo r
each  state  agency , post-M ST  rates o f rec id iv ism
are  com parab le

54

D issem ination  o f Resu lts

• W ill p roduce  severa l stud ies to  be  pub lished  in
peer rev iew ed  jou rna ls

• W ill d issem inate  resu lts  at statew ide  and  nationa l
confe rences

• P lan  to  host a  statew ide  fo rum  fo r stakeho lde rs  in
Sp ring  o f 2008 , inc lud ing  leg is la to rs , agency
rep resentatives , state  p rov ide rs , and  fam ilies  to
d iscuss im p licat ions o f resu lts  fo r po licy , p ract ice ,
and  system s change
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Sum m ary
• Eva luat ion  o f a  statew ide  im p lem entation  o f and

ev idence-based  p ract ice  w as both  t im e  and  labo r-
in tens ive

• Both  qua litat ive  and  quantitat ive  app roaches
w ere  v ita l to  understand ing  im p lem entation  and
outcom e issues

• V ast am ount o f qua litat ive  data  is  d ifficu lt to
quantify  in  s im p le  te rm s

• Im p lem entation  facto rs  a re  com p lex , m u lt i-
dete rm ined  and  continua lly  evo lv ing

• Continuous ly  sharing  data  w ith  stakeho lde rs  is
v ita l to  long -te rm  p rog ram  success and
susta inab ility

56

D ISCUSS IO N

57

Contact In fo rm ation :

Robert P . F ranks , Ph .D .
P rinc ipa l Invest igato r, M ST  Statew ide  Eva luat ion

D irecto r, Connecticut Cente r fo r E ffect ive  P ract ice  (CCEP)
860 -679 -1536

rfranks@ uchc .edu

Jenn ife r A . Sch roeder, Ph .D .
Co -Investigato r, M ST  Statew ide  Eva luat ion

P rog ram  A ssoc iate  fo r M enta l H ea lth ,
Connecticut Cente r fo r E ffect ive  P ract ice  (CCEP)

860 -679 -1535
jsch roeder@ uchc .edu
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Evidence-Based Movement

The “evidence-based movement” is an
international experiment to make
better use of research findings in
typical service settings.

The purpose is to produce greater
benefits to consumers and society.

Copyright © Dean L. Fixsen and Karen A. Blase, 2008

Implementation
Context and "confounders" are not

extraneous to implementation, they
are an integral part of it.  The
multiple (and often unpredictable)
interactions that arise in particular
contexts and settings are precisely
what determine the success or
failure of an implementation
initiative.

Greenhalgh, Robert, MacFarlane, Bate, & Kyriakidou (2004)

Copyright © Dean L. Fixsen and Karen A. Blase, 2008

Stages of Implementation

Exploration

Installation

Initial Implementation

Full Implementation
Innovation

Sustainability

Implementation occurs in stages:

Fixsen, Naoom, Blase, Friedman, & Wallace, 2005

2 – 4 Years

Intervention
Outcomes

0%         100%

Implementation
Outcomes

Copyright © Dean L. Fixsen and Karen A. Blase, 2008

Implementation
Research designs (adaptive

technologies; multiple baseline)

Research methods (univariate
methods in a multivariate world)

Qualitative/ complexity
Quantitative/ simplicity

Research analyses (policy &
practice audiences, immediate uses)

Copyright © Dean L. Fixsen and Karen A. Blase, 2008

Implementation
Our colleagues from

Connecticut are on the
leading edge of the new
science of implementation

Thank you for showing us the
way!
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Thank You
We thank the following for their support

Annie E. Casey Foundation (EBPs and cultural
competence)
William T. Grant Foundation (implementation
literature review)
Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services
Administration (implementation strategies grants;
NREPP reviews; SOC analyses of implementation;
national implementation awards)
Centers for Disease Control & Prevention
(implementation research contract)
National Institute of Mental Health (research and
training grants)
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
(program development and evaluation grants
Office of Special Education Programs (Capacity
Development Center contract)
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For More Information
Dean L. Fixsen

813-974-4446

dfixsen@fmhi.usf.edu

Karen A. Blase
813-974-4463

kblase@fmhi.usf.edu

National Implementation Research Network
At the Louis de la Parte Florida Mental Health Institute

University of South Florida

http://nirn.fmhi.usf.edu
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For More Information
Fixsen, D. L., Naoom, S. F., Blase, K. A., Friedman,
R. M. & Wallace, F. (2005). Implementation
Research: A Synthesis of the Literature. Tampa, FL:
University of South Florida, Louis de la Parte Florida
Mental Health Institute, The National Implementation
Research Network (FMHI Publication #231).

Download all or part of the monograph at:

http://nirn.fmhi.usf.edu/resources/publications/Mono
graph/index.cfm


