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An Introduction from the Funders - Inclusion Plus Summary Report March 2016 
 

 
An overview 

The aim of Inclusion Plus was to develop a long term national model for a school focused 

intervention with additional family support which significantly reduces school exclusion whilst 

enhancing learning opportunities and improving the chance of moving onto positive 

destinations by the young people involved. The service started in October 2013 and three 

service providers – Apex, Skillforce and Includem – deliver a service across 4 schools in Dundee 

– Baldragon, Braeview, Craigie High and St. Paul’s.  

 

The service was developed as a Public Social Partnership (PSP) between the three Third Sector 

delivery agencies alongside investment and support from The Robertson Trust, the Big Lottery 

Fund and Dundee City Council. The PSP model is a strategic partnership arrangement which 

actively involves the Third Sector in the design and delivery of public sector services. The 

assumption is that the Third Sector is often best placed to work with and support targeted 

communities and groups to achieve positive outcomes. The model emphasises co-production 

and collaborative working as a way to more effectively take a “person-centred” approach that 

will better meet the needs of the individuals and communities with which the programme 

works. The Robertson Trust and the Big Lottery Fund were also particularly interested in 

developing a model which could ensure the on-going sustainability of services which could 

evidence that they have met the desired outcomes agreed by all parties at the beginning.  

  

Inclusion Plus aims to: 

 Provide an alternative to exclusion from mainstream education 

 Work in a proactive manner with young people and in some cases their families to 

reduce the likelihood of future exclusions. 

 Support young people with their curricular activities. 

 Help young people to see why their behaviour is unacceptable and the potential 

consequences of their behaviour on their futures 

 Address young people’s behaviour and reasons for their non-compliance with 

mainstream education 

 Provide opportunities to gain qualifications, awards and life skills 
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 Work with young people and their families to build confidence, self-esteem and help 

them to move forward in a positive way 

 

In addition there are a number of longer term outcomes that the project was established to 

achieve: 

 

 Evidence a reduction in school exclusions within four schools in Dundee and the cashable 

savings that result from this 

 Provide relevant statutory bodies, both local and national, with evidence of the benefits of a 

different approach to a long standing problem with the aim of influencing national policy for 

reducing school exclusions 

 Evaluate the Public Social Partnership approach and if appropriate recommend changes to 

this model to make it appropriate for sustaining successful projects beyond the pilot phase 

including the incorporation of a contractual commitment to sustainability 

 

The PSP was conceived as an action research programme and there was always an expectation 

from the funders that the model would be adapted in response to learning as the service 

delivery was rolled-out. 

 

Background 

Three strands of activity came together to inform the design and development of this PSP.  

 

Discussions between The Robertson Trust and other funders identified the issue of reducing the 

number of young people excluded from school as an area of mutual interest where the support 

of independent funding had the potential to evidence what works. The Trust was already 

supporting pioneering work through the development of Inclusion Units in 3 schools in Fife led 

by Apex Scotland but also involving Includem to support young people and their families 

outside school hours. The Entrepreneurial Exchange (an early investment partner who later 

disengaged from the process) was supporting the work of Skillforce in Scotland to develop their 

work to provide an alternative curriculum for part of the school day for S3 and S4 pupils who 

were identified as being at risk of leaving school with no qualifications. These three charities 

began work to develop a framework to support young people being excluded from school. 

 

Simultaneously the Scottish Funders Forum was investigating the potential of social investment 

models and specifically the Public Social Partnership. Independent funders are willing to take 

the risk of funding the pilot period providing an agreement can be reached at the beginning that 
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if the project is successful a commissioning process will take place to mainstream the work in 

the long term. The Forum agreed to adopt this project as a Case Study to trial the 

implementation of the PSP model from service design through to the procurement stage. 

Evidencing the value of preventative spend and demonstrating cashable savings will also need 

to be included as part of this model. Learning from this along with other PSPs being developed 

through the Change Fund will be used to ascertain whether or not this is a viable model to 

enable successful projects to attract mainstream funding to sustain their service. We also aim to 

develop our existing relations with the Scottish Government to inform and influence their 

policies around social investment and school exclusion.  

 

The third strand developed from the communication work undertaken by The Robertson Trust 

with Local Authorities. A copy of the 50th anniversary book was sent to each Local Authority in 

Scotland with an offer of a meeting to discuss areas of mutual interest. Meetings were held with 

8 Local Authorities and during the meeting with Dundee City Council it was clear that they 

shared an interest in reducing school exclusion rates and were also interested in working with 

the PSP model.  

 

The Edinburgh Study of Youth Transitions and Crime also stated in 2010 that their findings 

suggest that a chronic conviction trajectory may be aggravated by increased exclusion from 

school. They further go onto recommend that there is an urgent need to develop more 

imaginative ways of retaining challenging children within mainstream educational provision.  

 

 

The Service 

Staff members from the three organisations work alongside the four schools to equip pupils 

with the motivation and skills required to engage in a formal learning environment, reduce 

repeat and new exclusions, raise aspiration, tackle ingrained behaviour and attitudes and 

support increased attainment and attendance.  

 

The programmes and support packages were designed to meet the needs of young people, 

families and schools, and add value to mainstream provision going beyond the statutory 

obligation of the school, thus ensuring a sustainable progression route for each young person 

engaged with the programme.  
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Based on joint experience the PSP believed the most effective inclusion initiative required three 

different, but interlinked approaches. It was anticipated that the service would work in the 

following ways with Apex Scotland taking the overall lead: 

 

 Apex will operate an Inclusion Unit in each school, primarily with pupils in S1 and S2.  

 

 Skillforce works with groups of 16-18 pupils in S3 and S4, offering an alternative 

curriculum in place of one subject. 

 

 Includem provides an intensive service to a subset of these S1 – S4 pupils and their 

families outwith school hours, where additional support needs are identified to embed 

and sustain progress made within school. 

 

Statistics 

In the first two years of the service (October 2013 to June 2015) the three delivery agencies 

have worked with 1,250 young people as follows: 

 

Apex  864 

Skillforce 338 

Includem 48  

The service cost £840,000 to deliver over this 2 year period with funding received from The 

Robertson Trust, the Big Lottery Fund and Dundee City Council. The support cost per pupil is 

therefore £672. This unit costs varies significantly between agencies due to the intensity of 

intervention, particularly in the case of Includem where the unit cost is £5,000 per young 

person. 

 

The figures below show exclusion figures for the year prior to the commencement of Inclusion 

Plus alongside those for the second year of delivery with the % change. They show that in all 

four schools in which Inclusion Plus is delivered there has been a significant decrease in 

exclusion rates. However, this situation is not unique to the schools supported by Inclusion Plus 

with the majority of schools across Dundee showing a decrease.  
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School Exclusion  

Incidents 2012/13 

Exclusion Incidents 

2014/15 

% difference in 

Exclusion Incidents 

Baldragon 131 102 -22.1% 

Braeview 193 60 -68.9% 

Craigie 269 192 -28.6%  

St. Paul’s 251 211 -15.9% 

Grove 25 51 +104% 

Harris 107 64  -40.2%  

Menzieshill 60 58 - 3.3% 

Morgan 174 158  -9.2% 

St. John’s 90 61 - 32.2% 

The picture is very similar for unauthorised absences across the cohort of Dundee secondary 

schools.  

 

The proposed economic evaluation did not take place as planned.  The methodology was put in 

place using the skills of a volunteer obtained through Pro-Bono Economics. Unfortunately, due 

to pressures at work he was unable to see this through to produce any results. However, 

research from New Philanthropy Capital (2007) estimated the life-time cost of permanent 

exclusion from school to be £63,800 per pupil which includes the cost to the school, social 

services, criminal justice, NHS and the loss of future earnings. These high costs to society of 

young people being excluded from school shows the potential there is for achieving significant 

cost-savings for projects such as this aimed at reducing the numbers excluded from school. This 

is without accounting for the additional positive outcomes achieved by the interventions.  

 

Aims of the Evaluation 

The aims of the evaluation were three-fold: 

 

 To investigate the impact of Inclusion Plus and the individual delivery agencies on levels 

of school exclusion and to identify any evidence that the project provides an effective 

alternative to exclusion from mainstream education 

 To investigate whether Inclusion Plus has any beneficial impact on young people’s 

achievement, confidence, self-esteem and aspirations 

 To evaluate the process of taking a Public Social Partnership approach and its impact on 

the delivery of the service 
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Data collection for the evaluation was completed in August 2015 while the service itself has 

funding to continue until June 2016.  

 

The Funder’s View 

Inclusion Plus was conceived as a demonstration project with three individual but linked 

outcomes identified at the outset. We expected to learn as much from what didn’t work as what 

did and took a project management approach and commissioned an external evaluation to 

ensure we captured the learning. This section is a summary of some of the learning from the 

perspective of the funders and potential service commissioner.  

 

 Achievement of key delivery outcomes 

 

The reports from the delivery agencies and the evaluation by the Robert Owen Centre evidence 

that the three agencies delivering Inclusion Plus have had a positive impact on a significant 

number of pupils.  This includes lowering exclusion rates in addition to encouraging positive 

changes in their behaviour. Improvement in the emotional health of the pupils has been 

identified as a key reason for these improvements. A particular strength of Inclusion Plus has 

been the improved ability of pupils to deal with their problematic behaviour through addressing 

anger issues and low self-confidence.   

 Development of an alternative PSP model which takes into account the investment role 

that an independent funder can have 

 

The PSP was co-designed at the outset between the funders, the three delivery partners and 

senior Managers at Dundee City Council. In hindsight this led to flaws in the design of the 

intervention.  

 

One of these was that two of the third sector organisations came with a pre-set evidence-based 

delivery model for their element of the service. There was little room for negotiation on this and 

therefore opportunities for co-design across the three services were also limited. The delivery 

partnership was also artificially brought together by the funders which also led to difficulties 

designing and delivering an appropriate service. The Inclusion Plus model was not developed as 

a coherent partnership with a consistent service and so the schools, who were not involved in 

the early co-design conversations, were able to use their considerable influence.  This led to the 

development of 4 different Inclusion Plus models, particularly for the Apex run Inclusion Units.  
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Although Apex had an evidence-base of the approach that works best from existing work in 

other Council areas they were not able to implement this across the four schools. This means 

that a single Inclusion Plus model has not been developed making it very difficult to analyse the 

impact.  

 

The initial phase of Inclusion Plus involved a Co-ordinator post line-managed by Apex. At the 

end of the first year the three delivery agencies decided this post was not working as was hoped 

and the role was removed. The wish of schools to retain overall control of the referral process 

contributed to this. This affected the potential for Inclusion Plus to be recognised as a single 

service. The external evaluation also shows that very few pupils have benefitted from more than 

one aspect of the service, again confirming the view that Inclusion Plus has not operated as a 

distinct entity and limiting the opportunities to plan pathways through the intervention. 

 

The relationship which developed between the independent funders and the Local Authority as 

a result of the PSP approach was an extremely positive experience and led to a depth of 

partnership approach which is unusual. There was improved mutual understanding of the roles 

of the independent funders and the Council and the commitment by all to the programme was 

unprecedented. The Programme Board approach enabled hard conversations to be had in a safe 

environment with the additional involvement of Scottish Government and Education Scotland. 

The PSP paved the way for future working between independent funders and Dundee City 

Council to help facilitate change.  

 An opportunity to influence national policy with a “test of change” 

As described above it is not appropriate to influence national policy with this one 

demonstration project although there has been significant learning about approaches that do 

and don’t work and how to develop school-based interventions in the future.  

 

Inclusion Plus did provide a catalyst for Dundee City Council to re-examine its approach to 

managing school exclusions and truancy and also to reflect on how they work with third sector 

agencies. They are also considering how to provide support an earlier stage including the crucial 

transition year from P7 to S1. 

 

Next Steps 

 

Dundee City Council, The Robertson Trust and the Big Lottery have discussed the next steps for 

Inclusion Plus and agreed a course of action. The new strategy for Big Lottery means that any 
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further involvement from them is unlikely and a further barrier is that a decision would take at 

least 9 months. For these reasons it does not seem appropriate for them to remain as part of the 

partnership. Dundee City Council is keen to build on this learning and in partnership with 

Includem have designed an enhanced exclusion and attainment service across the whole of the 

Dundee City Council school estate. In summer 2015, Dundee City Council restructured and the 

Education Service merged with Children’s Services and Community Justice to form a single 

service. This change has allowed for a greater co-ordination of resources as well as the 

establishment of a clear vision for children and families in Dundee.  

 

Dundee City Council will provide the educational elements of this service. It has made a 

commitment to maintain all S1 and S2 pupils within their local school and reduce the overall full 

time off-site provision which is currently provided. Over time they plan to continue to transform 

off-site provision leading to more mainstream working and significant savings in a number of 

budgets which will be available to reinvest in this work taking a prevention and early 

intervention approach. As a result of the first stage of closing off-site provision to S1 and S2 

pupils and funding received through the Scottish Government’s Attainment Fund, Dundee City 

Council has committed to shift approximately £700k of resources to support this new approach 

as of August 2016. This resource will fund the employment of 12 transition teachers who will 

support young people from feeder primary schools who have been identified as being 

particularly likely to struggle with the transition. In addition they will employ additional Pupil 

Support Workers who will work alongside the existing Pupil Support Teams to support those 

young people on the verge of being excluded. These workers will have a base within the school 

where they can provide direct support to young people as required.  

 

Includem will complement this provision by continuing to focus on those young people and 

their families with the most complex needs including those where compulsory social work 

intervention is a likely scenario. Their work will explicitly aim to support the young person to 

live safely in the community and therefore prevent them being taken into costly alternative 

accommodation including secure care. Includem will employ a team of 11 Project Workers and a 

Team Manager to ensure full coverage across all 8 secondary schools in Dundee. This will give 

them an ability to work with a total of 100 young people a year at an annual cost of £470,000 

equating to £4,700 per young person.  

 

The Includem team’s key responsibilities will include:  
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• Providing intensive 1:1 structured support for the most vulnerable young people with 

availability through an on-call system 24/7  

• Developing support plans and ensuring they are delivered effectively  

• Liaising and building a relationship with families to ensure that they are supportive 

and reinforce the messages and behaviours required through confident parenting  

• Providing a rapid response to crisis referrals  

• Building and maintaining effective working relationships with school colleagues at all 

levels including referral processes, feedback to class-teachers, completion of monitoring 

data and attendance at Pupil Support Team meetings  

 

 

The service will be externally evaluated and early conversations have been held with Dartington 

Social Research Unit as they have previously undertaken a full analysis of the needs of children 

and young people in Dundee and have the economic analysis skills. It has been agreed with 

Dundee City Council and Includem that any evaluation will need to look at the overall approach 

of both organisations to decreasing school exclusion and increasing attainment as it will be 

meaningless to separate out the individual contribution made by Includem. Outcomes and 

targets will be agreed by all parties and these will form the basis of a contract with Dundee City 

Council to continue funding the Includem element of the intervention if they are met. These 

outcomes will include preventing young people from being taken into off-site provision and the 

need to be taken into care away from home, both of which are very expensive options for the 

Council.  

 

An important element of this work is that others including the Scottish Government, Education 

Scotland and other Local Authorities are interested in the progress of this model and potential 

replication. Conversations have been held with the first two who have indicated significant 

interest and confirmed that they will work alongside us to share the learning. The Scottish 

Government also felt that a number of Local Authorities will be interested in this model as 

additional Attainment Challenge money becomes available.  

 

This is the first time the Trust has had the opportunity to co-invest with a Local Authority to 

deliver a whole system change, in this case across the secondary school estate in Dundee.  
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Key Findings from the evaluation  
 

 The significance of agency-school partnerships. The first year report 

acknowledged the crucial role played by the schools as part of Inclusion Plus. It is 

evident in the second year that the school-agency partnership has become the key 

partnership form, with agencies continuing to embed themselves in the working 

practices of individual schools. These partnerships have taken precedence over the 

original Public Social Partnership (PSP) model, suggesting that attempting to 

develop both forms of partnership simultaneously has had knock-on effects on the 

viability of the PSP.   

    

 The design of Inclusion Plus: The way in which Inclusion Plus was designed has 

inhibited inter-agency working to some extent, with limited opportunity made 

available for the agencies to directly work together in relation to their clients. The 

second year has seen more sharing of information on an ad-hoc basis, but not 

enough to sustain any meaningful interaction.     

      

 Partnership working: Little progress has been made in Year 2 when it comes to 

partnership working between agencies. The finding of the first year report - that 

partnership working between the three agencies was somewhat piecemeal and ad 

hoc, with much of the effort and emphasis being placed on their relationship with 

individual schools – also applies in Year 2. There has been some progress as 

agencies have started to work with the same pupils (in small numbers), but this has 

not resulted in any meaningful inter-agency working.  

 

 Impact on pupil behaviour/attitudes: Inclusion Plus continues to have a positive 

impact on the pupils, in terms of encouraging positive changes in their behaviour. 

Interviews were carried out with both previous and current Inclusion Plus 

participants, in order to gauge progress levels and to identify any changes in the 

delivery of the initiative. In general, pupils who engaged with Inclusion Plus in some 

form reported behaviour/attitude change as a result of Inclusion Plus. This finding is 

also supported by interviews with school staff and parents who suggest that 

Inclusion Plus is having a beneficial aspect in this regard.  

 

 The therapeutic nature of Inclusion Plus: One key reason for this 

behaviour/attitude change is the impact of Inclusion Plus on pupil’s emotional 

health. This aspect was mentioned in the Year 1 report, and it has become more 

pronounced in the evidence base gathered in Year 2. In particular, dealing with 

problematic behaviour due to feelings of anger and/or low self-confidence/self-

esteem, are a forte of Inclusion Plus, with the agencies all playing a role in this 

regard. The different strategies employed by the agencies in relation to emotional 
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health act as a common ground in partnership terms and could potentially be a way 

in which the PSP could work more closely together in the future.   

  

 Communication: A common theme among school staff (apart from senior 

management) was their limited knowledge of the Inclusion Plus project as an entity. 

This level of understanding varied considerably, with principal guidance teachers 

having more understanding of the rationale and working practices of Inclusion Plus, 

compared to other front-line staff. School staff suggested that communication 

between Inclusion Plus and school staff could be improved, so that staff could be 

made more aware of the initiative, as well as the kinds of support on offer.   

    

 The benefits of Inclusion Plus to schools: There continues in Year 2 to be 

somewhat mixed or even contradictory opinions regarding the benefit of Inclusion 

Plus among school staff. Individual agencies are consistently praised by staff, from 

class teachers to members of senior management. Opinions are more divided when 

it comes to the value of the initiative as a whole to the school experience, with some 

staff suggesting that the schools themselves could and/or should manage the 

resource in-house. This is a theme that has stayed with Inclusion Plus into its second 

year, suggesting that issues exist regarding both the visibility of the initiative in 

school environments as well as its perceived value as a mechanism of delivery.  

                  

 Parents and Inclusion Plus: Parents reported a high level of satisfaction with Apex, 

Skillforce and Includem, believing that their child’s involvement in the initiative was 

beneficial to their progress in school. They reported some changes to their 

behaviour, although they found it a challenge to cite with any certainty a correlation 

between these changes and elements of Inclusion Plus. Parents were generally 

unaware of the existence of Inclusion Plus, viewing the initiative purely through the 

experiences of their children with specific agencies.                     
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________________________________________________________________________ 

Introduction 

 
This report summarises the evaluation findings of Inclusion Plus. This report is 

designed to cover 4 core areas: 

 

 Evidence of Behaviour/Atttiude Change 

 Impact of Individual Agencies 

 Knowledge and Impact of Inclusion Plus 

 Evidence of Partnership Working 

 

What follows is a summary of the key issues raised across the evaluation research, and 

offers indicators of progress where relevant. It focuses mainly on the findings from year 

two, while also including reflections on the year one report.  

 

Research on school exclusions and partnership-based approaches 
 

The research literature on school exclusions is large and ever growing, which is not 

surprising given the ramifications of exclusions for pupils, families and society 

generally. It is also not surprising that, when surveying the literature, the reasons for 

exclusion appear complex and multifaceted (see for examples, Barr & Kilpatrick, 1998; 

Daniels & Cole, 2010; Munn et al, 2001; Vulliamy, 2001), Briefly, the research indicates 

the following as the official causes of school exclusion (across the UK):  

 

 fighting or assault (figures large in the literature – in some cases nearly half of all 

exclusions) 

 disruptive behaviour 

 failure to obey rules 

 abuse or insolence 

 threatening behaviour 

 vandalism 

 bullying and intimidation  

 theft 

 drugs, drink, gambling 

 

The existence of school exclusions as a political and social imperative is problematic in 

Scotland and elsewhere, due to the fact that inclusion, equality and social justice are 

prioritised as key elements of public policy. It is also a major public policy issue because 

of the economics of school exclusion, with various research outputs pointing to the cost-

effective nature of preventive approaches to exclusion (see Hayden et al, 1996: 213; 

NEF, 2009). This is not surprising, given the impact of school exclusion, for example, on 

young people’s future employment opportunities (Finlay et al, 2010), and their 
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likelihood of ending up in prison (McAra & McVie, 2010). No wonder then that the 

Scottish Government is serious about combating social exclusion, putting forward 

policies that reflect a positive approach to managing school exclusions (Scottish 

Government, 2011). 

 

It is important to point out that, just like the reasons for exclusions themselves, any 

approach to preventing exclusion also needs to be multi-faceted (regardless of whether 

or not we call this a ‘partnership’ approach). This is borne out in the literature: 

According to research carried out by Hallam & Castle (2001:178), projects that were 

effective in reducing exclusions: 

 

 were implemented with the full commitment of school management  

 involved the whole school  

 included parents  

 and placed responsibility on pupils for managing their own behaviour  

 

No single intervention (e.g., anger management, peer support, counselling) appeared to 

be effective unless these criteria were satisfied. Where these conditions were satisfied 

the projects had cost benefits in the short and long term; promoted a more positive 

school ethos; and generated change that was likely to continue in the long term. The 

findings are consistent with research indicating that schools can make a difference 

(Sammons et al, 1997), with the school ethos and culture very much a context within 

which exclusions occur and are prevented (see Parsons, 2005; Hatton, 2013). There are 

a number of reasons cited for this, among them being the role schools play in 

developing the personal characteristics of children ‘through their explicit and implicit 

role in developing pupils’ sense of self-efficacy, self-worth and sense of belonging’ 

(Munn & Lloyd, 2005: 219). The disciplinary ethos is also a powerful influence, of 

course:  

 

 One fundamental factor in the decision to exclude is the ethos of the school, the 

 discipline policies of individual schools and the degree of tolerance maintained 

by  different head teachers ... Powerful gatekeepers like head teachers and 

chairs of  school governing bodies play a critical part in making the decision 

to exclude or  include - there is space here for social agency and a space to act 

‘differently’ (Macrae  et al, 2003:  95).  

 

Of more concern is the growing influence of broader political shifts associated with the 

education sector: some of the research suggests that the emphasis on school choice and 

competition has a negative effect on inclusion, with for example Vulliamy & Webb 

(2000, 129) arguing that the over fourfold increase in recorded permanent exclusions 

between 1991 and 1997 was best explained by the fact that schools were increasingly 

unwilling or unable to cope with children with challenging behaviour. According to 
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them, this, in turn, ‘is related to a changing culture of schooling engendered by recent 

government reforms’.   

 

Whether or not exclusions reflect broader political trends, it should not be forgotten 

that pupils themselves exist at the heart of this system of inclusion and exclusion, and it 

is wise to  

reflect on those corners of the research literature that emphasise the role of pupils 

themselves in reducing exclusions (e.g., Knipe et al, 2007). The value of pupil input in 

the study carried out by Jones & Smith (2004: 127), adds strong support to the view 

that consultation and participation of both pupils and staff ‘should be part of the overall 

school management strategy: in schools where this takes place, staff are likely to find 

their work made easier rather than more difficult’. 

 

Partnership working 

 

A growing presence in academic literature is research on partnerships, a large 

subsection of which is dedicated to research on the benefits or otherwise of local 

partnerships. This is not surprising, as partnerships and other forms of public 

participation in decision-making ‘have become central to policy-making’ (Boydell & 

Rugkåsa, 2007: 217). Not only that, partnership-based models of working have ‘become 

an increasingly popular way of delivering public services’ (Lamie & Ball, 2010: 109). 

This upward trend is not just confined to the UK: international research shows that 

‘there is a proliferation of social partnerships in public policy and service delivery’ 

(Seddon et al, 2004: 127). This is certainly the case in the broader European sphere, 

where partnerships have become an institutionalized part of the urban policy landscape 

(Munk, 2002: 241).  

 

But what do we mean by partnership working? This is an important question, not least 

because partnerships are by necessity heterogeneous in nature – ‘there are many 

models of partnership working, serving many and sometime overlapping purposes’ 

(Boydell and Rugkåsa, 2007: 225). According to Walsh et al (1998: 228), the most 

common ingredients of local partnerships are  

 

 multi-agency involvement  

 local (bottom-up) planning  

 integration of activities  

 innovation  

 capacity building   

 community participation.  

 

Another aspect is the promotion of social inclusion: the involvement of representatives 

of local groups ‘strengthens the social inclusion focus by giving these groups a unique 

input into decision making’. But for the purposes of this report, arguably their most 
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important function is the delivery of more effective services – in principle achieving this 

by:   

 

 Recognising the mutual strengths and maintaining the distinct role of agencies 

yet emphasising links between them. 

 Avoiding overlap and duplication between agencies. 

 Encouraging a multi-sectoral approach towards identifying and addressing 

needs of local communities. (Murphy & Fleming, 2003: 25) 

 

The delivery of better services, however is an ambitious remit and comes with its own 

set of challenges. The aim of this short review is to explore the research on the 

challenges of partnership working at the local level, with a view to informing the 

evaluation of the Inclusion Plus Initiative in Dundee, itself utilising a partnership-based 

approach to tackling school exclusions. The review is in two parts: 

 

1.1 Key issues in successful partnership working 

1.2 Partnerships and alternatives to exclusion 

 

Pleased note that this review has been selective, in that it has focused mainly on two 

core elements assigned to the two-year Evaluation – partnership working, and the role 

of partnership working in reducing exclusions. ‘Alternatives’ to exclusion covers a 

broader range of initiatives than partnership-based ones, although we have included a 

brief summary of these in the review.      

 

 

 

 

Key issues in successful partnership working 

 

What does the research say about the success or otherwise of partnership-based models 

at the local level? What are the kinds of factors that can facilitate or hinder progress? 

There are certain aspects of partnerships that can help or hinder the pursuit of 

integration, the research literature suggesting the following categories as worthy of 

attention: 

 

 principles and values  

 competence of professional staff  

 organisational and external constraints  

 

Principles and values: The value system, culture or ethos of the partnership is a 

significant element in helping or hindering the delivery of effective services. Having 

shared objectives and agreeing on methods by which to achieve these objectives are 

important in this regard. Also providing a locally available, client-centred service helps 
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facilitate agreement on issues affecting different players in the partnership. The key 

issue when it comes to principles and values is the culture that exists in the partnership, 

and the key cultural issue evidenced in the literature is the question of parity of esteem. 

The perceived lack of parity of esteem is cited in some studies as a major inhibitor of 

both partnership and an integrated approach to local issues (e.g., Chapman et al, 2010; 

Sinclair, 2011). 

 

According to the (Irish) National Economic and Social Forum (1997: 18), however, there 

are limits to consensus, and overstating it can lead in fact to its opposite.  

 

 The language of partnership can, if not carefully used, create a somewhat 

exaggerated  notion of consensus. This exaggerated notion of consensus is not 

helpful. It  encourages the idea that the process requires a very deep level of 

agreement [when]   no such consensus exists. 

 

Competence of professional staff: One of the more significant issues in partnership-based 

projects is the competence of the staff involved in the partnership. This competence 

includes:  

 

 areas of professional expertise  

 the ability to build positive relationships and trust  

 the ability to be comfortable with taking risks  

 and the effective use of strategic approaches  

 

In Kinge’s research looking at partnership development in the NHS (2013), it was ‘the 

commitment and enthusiasm of the key players and the perceived quality of 

relationships that developed and maintained partnership’ (Kinge, 2013: 1). Kinge 

recommended that such relationships be formalised in order to build on their success.    

 

In other research, the role of partnership managers were cited as especially vital to the 

success of initiatives: 

 

 Partnership managers and their teams were seen to play a critical role and were 

 described as ‘conduits’ and ‘linchpins’, connecting people to other partners and 

 networks. They spend much of their time ‘nurturing’ relationships between 

meetings.  ... A local councillor in one of the partnerships considered that by 

being able to put a  ‘human face’ to the various statutory agencies he was able 

to be more collaborative  and less confrontational towards them in dealing 

with constituents’ problems. Partners  found that the partnership enabled 

them to get to know people well enough so that if  they experienced difficulties 

with their organizations or services, they could now  telephone the relevant 

person rather than allowing problems to escalate (Boydell &  Rugkåsa, 2007: 

222). 
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Organisational issues: It would be difficult to overestimate the importance of personal 

friendships and professional competence as contributing factors in developing 

integrated multi-agency approaches. What should not be overlooked, however, when 

discussing organisational culture and staff competence, is that these are not just 

questions of personality and individual effectiveness, but also of the structure and 

organisation of the partnership itself. This is particularly significant when it comes to 

local partnerships, as much of the hype about local partnerships relates to their 

innovative organisational structure (Seddon et al, 2004; Sinclair, 2011; Willis & Jeffares, 

2012). In general, the literature suggests the following organisational factors are 

effective in facilitating partnership working: 

 

 Structures/fora in place 

 Relevant range of contacts within organisations 

 Planning and co-ordination 

 Flexible structures 

 Complementary rather than competitive agencies 

 Professionals who can make own contribution in their own area of expertise. 

 

In particular the research points to the importance of organisation and how it facilitates 

connections between the various layers of the partnership structure. In Lamie & Ball’s 

evaluation of partnership working within a community planning context (2010: 124), it 

was found that the lack of connection with those working in more strategic levels within 

the organisation ‘meant that the local community planning had only limited scope to 

influence the agenda of partnership at council level’ (Lamie & Ball, 201: 124). 

Organisational hierarchies are not easily transferred to initiatives that prize partnership 

as an ethos, and can easily hinder the development of collaborative and trusting 

relationships. As Seddon et al (2004: 130) put it,  

 

 [C]onscious or unconscious assertion of particular ways of working within 

 partnerships can be experienced as a kind of professional or institutional 

imperialism  which denies  other partners’ knowledge, routines, and voice, and 

creates patterns of  marginalization and exclusion.  

 

One issue that, according to recent research, has significant effects on partnerships at 

the organisational level, is time. All partnership projects, regardless of type, operate in a 

certain time frame or set of temporal boundaries dictated by the constraints of funding. 

All projects have a life, usually a short life of a few years or maybe shorter, which poses 

problems for developing partnerships. Good relationships take time to evolve and the 

time constraints impinge on this process. People in local communities do not operate in 

the same time frames and in any partnership process this ought to have some 

implications for funders. Time was a particular issue in Boydell & Rugkåsa’s research on 

partnerships in health action zones in Northern Ireland (2007: 224), in which the 
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evidence suggests that organisational effectiveness can be hindered by the temporal 

implications of partnership working:   

 

 Many partners referred to the time-consuming nature of partnership working 

and the  fact that long-term goals can lead to loss of focus and commitment. 

Interviewees  recognized that some actions are better undertaken without 

forming partnerships  because the time involved in getting everyone engaged may 

mean opportunities are  lost, particularly for accessing funding. One partner 

suggested that agencies may set  up partnerships to ‘provide a false sense of 

doing something of value’, where they do  not have the resources or commitment 

to deal with difficult issues” (Boydell &  Rugkåsa, 2007: 224). 

 

There are a number of case studies available in the literature that help to illuminate the 

kinds of challenges faced when developing partnership-based approaches, including the 

issues detailed above (see Potito et al, 2009).  

 

Partnership approaches to school exclusions: what is the evidence? 

 

The available literature on partnership approaches to school exclusion, while certainly 

more selective, echoes the broader literature base in viewing multi-agency approaches 

as the way forward. According to Macrae et al (2003: 95), the need for a ‘joined-up’ 

policy approach to reduce school exclusions is seen as essential ‘because, both 

nationally and locally, responsibility for dealing with the problem has been fragmented’. 

Again, as with most of the research in the field of partnerships, the available evidence 

suggests that a range of factors help or hinder effective partnership working in the field 

of school exclusions – with strong parallels between the general and specific cases of 

partnership working. Below is a summary of these factors.  

 

Organisational issues and school exclusions: Unsurprisingly organisational issues are 

very much to the fore when it comes to the success or otherwise of partnership-based 

approaches to school exclusion. In their research, Daniels & Cole (2010, 115) argued 

that more attention should be focussed on the organisational climate in which 

professionals in Children’s Services operate: this in turn would make it easier to ‘form 

meaningful relations and patterns of communication that join the services around the 

young people rather than be constrained by narrow targets that up until now have 

regulated professional action in the separate agencies that are now, supposedly unified, 

in Children’s Services’.  

 

Macrae et al (2003) also focus in on organisational issues, emphasising the need for the 

different partners involved to organise their work so that unnecessary duplication and 

role confusion are avoided:  
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 Tackling and reducing primary school exclusions in particular, may well depend 

on  the capacity of different organizations, with different historic projects, 

based on  different disciplines and training, to ensure that their differences 

are strengths, not  limits to collaboration. ‘Success’ in reducing school 

exclusions will depend on the  degree to which structures are in place to 

facilitate dialogue as well as the degree of  consensus about sound policies and 

practices for recognizing, targeting and tackling  school exclusion (Macrae et al, 

2003: 97).  

 

In their research, Webb & Vulliamy (2004: ix) focus in on the presence of conflicts 

caused by organisational issues, for example conflicts that arose with members of other 

agencies concerning role overlap and duplication of work. As a result they emphasised 

the importance of:  

 

 role clarity and negotiation  

 mechanisms for sharing information, and 

 strategies to enable the rhetoric of co-operation to be translated into practice 

 

Staff competence and school exclusions: As in other forms of partnerships, staff are found 

to be crucial in developing effective approaches to preventing exclusions, with for 

example Daniels & Cole (2010, 129) arguing that the competence of staff, particularly as 

regards their capacity to form strong relationships and networks, is essential to avoid 

what they call ‘deep exclusion’: 

 

 It would seem that the supports that help prevent young people who have been 

 excluded from school from slipping into a trajectory of long-term deep exclusion 

are  those where meaningful cross-agency sense can be made of the young 

person’s life  circumstances and a sustained pattern of responsive rather than 

rule-bounded  formulaic intervention can be offered. Establishing relationships of 

trust and respect  in such situations is as difficult to achieve with clients as it 

is across services (Daniels  & Cole, 2010, 129). 

 

There are of course a range of other factors (including time) that as a whole impact on 

the delivery of services re exclusions. (Lloyd et al, 2003: 85), however, offer a word of 

caution when it comes to the urge to develop models of best practice. In their Scotland-

based research on joined-up approaches to prevent school exclusion, they concluded 

that, while there were strategies considered to be effective by young people, parents 

and professionals in providing support and in preventing disciplinary exclusion, there 

was no single approach that was perceived to work best: 

 

 Support strategies for young people with the less complex difficulties were often 

not  that different from those provided for young people facing more complex 

problems,  but were more likely to have been a one-off intervention and were 
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more often  regarded as successful. Support appeared to be most effective 

when it was built on the  individual circumstances and views of the young 

people – the right help at the right  time (Lloyd et al, 2003: 85). 

 

Macrae et al (2003: 97) also make the point that partnership-based approaches should 

consider the importance of early intervention when it comes to exclusion, particularly 

at the primary school stage: ‘If exclusion is not tackled at this early stage, then a second 

level set of problems - such as extended learning difficulties - may well be harder to 

tackle when the child is older and the problem may have become entrenched’.  

 

Reflections on Year 1 report 
 

There were a number of organisational issues that were identified in the Year 1 report, 

which included the following: 

 

 Inception Issues: Inclusion Plus has moved on considerably from its inception, in 

which it experienced some challenges embedding itself in the schools. These 

challenges centred on its capacity to integrate itself in school environments 

which already provided forms of additional support for its pupils. These issues 

have now been successfully addressed as the activities of the three agencies have 

become more familiar to school staff.         

 Staffing issues: There were staffing concerns in two of the schools, with workers 

finding it difficult to adjust to the school environment. These concerns have been 

resolved. On reflection, it is evident that these adjustment challenges were 

themselves a by-product of introducing one set of professional practices onto 

another set of already existing professional practices.          

 Role duplication: One of the issues raised in the first year report related to the 

delivery of services alongside Inclusion Plus. The evidence suggests that the 

perceived ‘threat’ has lessened over time as staff have become familiar with each 

other and the services they provide. At the same time, while threat levels may 

have reduced, there is still a sense that more progress could be made in bringing 

the various forms of support together via the schools.       

 How schools use Inclusion Plus: Detailed in the Year 1 report was the fact that 

schools took a flexible approach to how they engaged with Inclusion Plus. This 

has continued to be the case into second year, with the evidence suggesting that 

this should be seen as more of a strength than a weakness of the School-Inclusion 

Plus partnership. 

 The use of ‘outside’ agencies: the concerns expressed by school staff in the Year 1 

report about using outside agencies to support pupils, have been lessened 

considerably (if not fully resolved) in the light of the continuing positive impact 

of the agencies on the schools. This reflects the importance of trust building as a 
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key component of partnership working, a key intersubjective element that itself 

can only be built via working together.      

 

A special mention should be made here regarding a change in organisation of Inclusion 

Plus during its first two years. Originally the organisation of Inclusion Plus included an 

interagency co-ordinator position that liaised across the four schools. This post was 

discontinued as Inclusion Plus developed. It is difficult to say with any agree of certainty 

whether this change impacted on the outcomes of Inclusion Plus, although one could 

assume that the lack of some form of inter-agency coordination ‘on the ground’ did not 

help the cause of inter-agency partnership working.  

 

A note on methodology: It should be noted that, among these interviews, there are a 

broad range of distinct groups, so a rigid and uniform approach to data gathering and 

analysis is not appropriate in these circumstances (i.e., the kinds of questions asked). 

Given the involvement of four distinct schools and three different agencies, the 

experiences and perceptions under observation are bound to be institution specific, and 

cross comparison is affected to some degree as a result. The summary looks to account 

for this by delivering as general an overview as possible. For this report, a total of 100 

interviews were conducted across the four schools and the three agencies. These are 

broken down as detailed in Table 1 (more detail by agency is provided in the Appendix). 

 

It should also be noted that, for some of the interviewees, particularly school staff, the 

terms ‘Inclusion Plus’ was ‘Apex’ were somewhat interchangeable. This is because of the 

relative visibility of the agency in the schools alongside the relative invisibility of the 

initiative as a whole.      

 

 

 

Table 1: Interviews conducted for final report, 2015 (n = 101)  

School Pupils  Staff  Parents  Total 

Craigie High 10 8 8 26 

Braeview Academy 11 5 4 20 

Baldragon 13 5 4 22 

St. Paul’s 17 2 6 25 

Inclusion Plus Staff  8  8 

Total 51 28 22 101 

 

Impact on Exclusion – Inclusion Plus 

The figures indicate that the number of incidents of exclusion in the four schools has 

been reduced during the first two years of Inclusion Plus, from 686 prior to the 

inception of Inclusion Plus to 546 two years into the project (as of  June 2015 - see Table 

2). The 2014 figures (available in the Year One Report) show a more significant 
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reduction in exclusion incidents, although the current data still evidences some success 

in reducing exclusions across the two years.      

   

Table 2: Changes in exclusion numbers, 2013-2015 

School 

 

2013 (n =)* 2015 (n =)* 

Baldragon Academy 113 102 

Braeview Academy 144 55 

Craigie High 220 184 

St Paul’s RC Academy 209 205 

Total 686 546 

 * The counts here refer to number of incidents of exclusion.   

 

1. Evidence of Behaviour/Attitude Change 
When it comes to evidence of behaviour change, the evidence gathered in Year 2 is 

broadly consistent with that presented in the first year report, in that the partnership of 

Inclusion Plus with the schools has resulted in behaviour and attitude change. This 

based on a number of sources – pupils, teachers and parents. In the second year we 

managed to interview more parents to provide us with a more balanced view of 

behaviour change among pupils. 

 

Evidence of behaviour change – pupils: Each agency continues to be of benefit to the 

pupils they cater for, in various ways. Many of the pupils interviewed for the Year 2 

report expressed the view that their behaviour and/or attitude to school has shown 

positive signs of change, for various reasons. These include: 

 

 Dealing with anger and associated emotions: A large number of pupils, 

particularly those on Apex (but not exclusively) emphasised the support given to 

them in dealing with their anger in school. They continually referred to the 

learning of anger management strategies such as: leaving the classroom when 

angry; leaving the scene of an argument to have space to cool down; learning to 

apologise to teachers quickly after misbehaving so they could avoid further 

consequences; becoming aware of the words that people say that make them 

angry. 

 Improved self-confidence: Pupils who interact with Skillforce and Includem tend 

to emphasise the impact of this engagement on their levels of self-confidence, 

reporting a difference before and after they got involved in Inclusion Plus. The 

work of these agencies, according to the pupils, enables them to gain new skills, 

meet new people and engage with different contexts (internally and externally).          

 Inclusion Plus staff: Another reason why pupils had a positive attitude towards 

Inclusion Plus is the difference between Inclusion Plus and school staff. Often the 

pupils cited the fact that Inclusion Plus staff are not teachers as one of the 
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reasons why they enjoy the experience. Inclusion Plus in its various guises has 

become something of a ‘safe place’ for them. They may not use this term 

especially but their attitude towards it suggests it is an appropriate phrase to 

use. This is not to say that pupils do not communicate with teachers; they do – 

but they view Inclusion Plus in a different light, not as part of the ‘official’ 

apparatus of the school, and therefore a more approachable entity. 

 

Below are some indicative comments from pupils regarding behaviour and attitude 

change:   

 

Apex 

 

 My attitude has changed - Since being with Apex I’ve not been excluded. It’s had 

an influence – I’m calmer now, more happy.  

 I used to have a bad attendance record, it’s better now, 95 per cent - I don’t walk 

out anymore.  

 I was misbehaving in class, arguing. Apex helped me with my anger. I’m a bit 

better now with anger – now I keep it to myself, I learnt strategies since first 

year. I do like school more 

 I like school more now and a lot of this is down to Apex.  

 

Skillforce 

 

 My confidence has improved I would still be in the school but wouldn’t be so 

confident. Skillforce helps with other subjects.  

 I enjoy school more now and about half of this is down to Skillforce.  

 Being on Skillforce helps with the rest of school, I learn new stuff, practical stuff. 

My behaviour is better now, I’ve calmed down.  

 My performance has improved since secondary – which has a lot to do with 

Skillforce.  

 Because of Skillforce you know there is going to be one part of the day you enjoy, 

at least. 

 

Includem: 

 

 Includem is really nice – it helped me get back into school (out of school for a year). 

It helped us have more confidence to come back into school 

 I’m getting on better with teachers now since I came back – I’ve come a long way 

since then  

 

Evidence of behaviour change – teachers: Teachers were asked whether or not they 

could see evidence of behaviour change among pupils who participate/have 
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participated in Inclusion Plus. The responses to this question were mixed, with twelve 

out of the 20 interviewed indicating they had seen some behavioural change in pupils. 

Out of those 12, the responses tended to be couched in cautious terms – the quotes 

below are a reflection of this perception (and a sample of attitudes across the four 

schools):       

 

 We’re starting to see things happening, slowly. There are kids who’ve been 

excluded with quite severe behavioural problems, who have, touch wood, settled 

down and wouldn’t be as excluded as often as we expected them to be excluded.  

 I’m beginning to see a change in kids that come back so that makes me feel that 

something is working – for instance with one pupil I’ve seen him literally refusing 

to come in (into language class) to coming in with a smile on his face.  

 Post-Apex they are slower to reoffend – there has been a behaviour change, there 

might be less resentment from pupils.  

 There is a bit more responsibility on the kids to reflect on whether what has 

happened was maybe a bad choice, and giving kids the opportunity to look at 

making a change, rather than just seeing the same actions over and over again 

by kids. And nothing was changing whereas now I’ve had a situation with a pupil 

when he was first here making inappropriate remarks – with some work by Apex 

he was much more aware of the fact that if he continues this behaviour there will 

be consequences.  

 For one or two pupils it is visible. ... but there has not been as much change as 

may have been expected. 

 

Evidence of behaviour change – parents: Parents connected to all four schools were 

interviewed for the evaluation. There was a positive perception of the impact of the 

initiative on their children generally – especially evident during a focus group 

conducted with the parents of Pupils on Skillforce at one of the schools. Parents 

appreciated the effect Skillforce had on their children’s level of self-confidence, 

believing that Skillforce was providing a welcome additional education alongside the 

more traditional offering of the school.  

 

The parents of pupils on Apex and Includem expressed similar levels of satisfaction, 

with one of the parents suggesting that involvement with Apex had knock–on effects on 

home life:  

 

Apex did stop him getting excluded. Outside agencies are good as it helps him 

become more balanced, helps him with his anger. He gets better report cards. Before 

he was excluded almost every week, now there are les anger outbursts and he is able 

to talk to me more. 
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One of the parents referred to Includem as a ‘godsend’, helping her child socially as well 

as improving her self-confidence. One set of parents said that involvement with 

Includem meant their daughter  

 

was not forgotten about or pushed aside. She could vent her opinions to them 

without judgement. Before Includem, she would not venture out of the house. 

 

Another parent indicated that Includem were adept at dealing with pupils with 

additional support needs, helping them with life skills:  

 

Our child is on the Autistic Spectrum. Before his involvement with Includem, he 

would not talk to people, he was not a good communicator. He did not like loud 

noises in the school environment and could not go into the city centre. His confidence 

has now increased, before Includem he sat in his room most of the time. He is better 

now at interacting with people. 

 

2. Impact of Individual Agencies 
The individual agencies continued in Year 2 to receive positive reviews from staff in all 

four schools. The evidence points to progress in terms of further embedding of agencies 

in their school contexts and the establishment of relations of trust between them and 

schools.  

 

Below is a representative sample of comments from staff in relation to Apex: 

 

 We were concerned it was a soft option, but they have changed my perception, 

and I’m all for it now.  

 Apex is a half way house – so we’re not ‘dumping’ them back in communities.  It’s 

a tool in our armoury to keep them in the school. 

 Staff appreciate the fact that there is somewhere pupils can go that is still in the 

school.  

 

Includem has further integrated itself into the culture of the schools, evidence by 

comments such as these: 

 

 We were slow to work with Includem but well established now – happy with 

service we are getting, have referred 8 pupils there.  

 One and a half years is a short time to get bedded in, and we’re dealing with 

damaged children and need time to build trust but would like to see Includem 

continue, I can see it improving.    

 Includem reach the parts that we can’t reach. 
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Staff from all schools report a high level of satisfaction with the continuing work of 

Skillforce also: 

  

 There is good dialogue between Skillforce and school. There are potentially good 

links 

 Is Skillforce making a difference? Without a doubt   

 Kids have a sense of self confidence because they’ve really achieved something 

[with Skillforce]  

 

3. Knowledge and Impact of Inclusion Plus 
Knowledge of Inclusion Plus as an initiative varies considerably depending on who is 

asked. Among both parents and pupils, little is known about the workings of the 

initiative, these cohorts tending to know more about specific agencies. When it comes to 

staff, apart from members of senior management and some guidance teachers, Inclusion 

Plus as a PSP is yet to make its presence felt as a visible entity in its own right. While the 

agencies have become more embedded in the schools and hence more visible, they are 

viewed as separate agencies in the main.   

 

Those who are more familiar with Inclusion Plus tend to view it as a positive addition to 

the schools. A number of staff welcome the fact that some of the inception issues arising 

in the first year have been sufficiently dealt with.       

 

It has improved since the first year (moving on from staffing and inception issues) 

which has been helped by more clear direction from SMT in the school. Now there’s 

less role duplication in the school, especially between pupil support workers and 

[Inclusion Plus] staff. 

 

Our awareness of it has grown over the two years. Things have become much more 

integrated in the school and they have a much bigger role to play when kids have 

been excluded and they are part of the resolution process. 

 

This was also the response from a focus group conducted in one of the schools, the 

general consensus being that Inclusion Plus was on balance a positive addition to the 

school. One of the reasons for this is that they view Inclusion Plus as a valuable 

additional resource to the school environment: 

 

The onus comes on the teacher to teach them everything – all life skills. Whereas first 

line guidance has to be done at school – so if you don’t know what happens at home 

its like you’re banging your head against a brick wall – so someone who has the 

knowledge ... the fact that someone is taking them and working with them has to 

have a positive effect because that is taking the onus from the teacher with these one 
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or two individuals. I mean, some classes have 30 in them and it’s not one lesson for 

one and another for the other 29. ... So it makes it a lot easier.  

 

Staff in the other schools also point to improvements regarding Inclusion Plus, having 

moved on from a somewhat shaky start in some cases:   

 

 It is still developing. Those responsible for implementing Inclusion Plus did not 

look at what was already in place in the school. First member of Inclusion Plus 

staff was not competent in doing the job. The school had no control over who was 

hired at that point. The school was involved in selecting [new Inclusion Plus 

worker], this means that we now have someone who is better suited to our needs. 

 It’s improved, with more clear direction from SMT, there is still some overlap of 

service but [demarcations] are becoming clearer, and job loss is less of a concern.   

 Inclusion Plus is more structured now. There is a clearer role. In its first year, I 

could not see the added value of Inclusion plus. There is now a partnership 

between the school and [Inclusion Plus worker]. The pupils know why they are in 

the inclusion room now. There should have been more collaboration between 

Inclusion Plus and existing teaching and support staff when the initiative was 

introduced.  

 

Working with outside agencies: An important caveat needs to be included alongside 

the above description. There is still some scepticism, particularly in two of the schools, 

about the value of working with outside agencies such as those in Inclusion Plus. Some 

staff suggest that the schools themselves could and/or should manage the resource in-

house:  

 

 Having a member of our school staff doing the kind of job of [Inclusion Plus staff] 

would have been just as effective and would have meant less interference and 

interagency involvement. 

 We don’t need another agency, we could get far more out of what we have 

already. 

 

This scepticism towards Inclusion Plus should be put in the context of the already 

existing interagency working taking place in the schools. In one school for example, a 

member of SMT believed there were 47 outside agencies working with the school at one 

time. One of the teachers explained that this makes for a dynamic working experience, 

especially around the question of inclusion: 

 

The school works hard and there are so many agencies, not just these three, there’s 

other ones, and there’s youth workers. So there’s always groups somewhere trying to 

include these pupils as much as possible within the normal everyday life of the 

school.    
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4. Evidence of Partnership Working  
Overall, the evidence of partnership working between the three agencies is minimal. 

There has been some movement at the macro level in Year 2, with some meetings 

between agencies occurring, alongside the establishment of a joint training session for 

agency staff. On the ground, however, inter-agency partnership working is still, as per 

last year, piecemeal and ad hoc. This is the experience of all 8 agency staff interviewed 

in Year 2, all of whom have little if any regular contact with staff from the other 

agencies. In some cases they refer to contact between agencies regarding specific pupils, 

although this tends to be the extent to which contact occurs:     

I do information sharing, and can find out particular kids information from 

Skillforce (also from pupil support workers). But we have very different activities – 

and there is only so much information sharing you can do. It was an odd partnership 

to begin with.   

In terms of the pupils, I’m not sure if [Inclusion Plus] is working - if we worked 

together we could provide a good service kids could benefit from more services. 

From the school’s perspective (including both staff and SMT), there is little evidence of 

partnership working on the ground. As one guidance teacher put it, ‘it doesn’t feel like 

much of a partnership, there’s different sets of needs and they don’t really work 

together much’.  

 

This is an opinion shared by staff across the four schools:    

 

 They don’t work as a partnership. 

 There hasn't been much partnership working there - they don't see enough of 

each other. 

 I don’t see it [partnership working] in this school.  

 The partnership working doesn't seem to have been very effective or visible. 

 Some of the agencies work together, but overall the partnership working is scant. 

 

There have been some isolated examples of partnership working, especially around the 

crossover of pupils between agencies:   

 

I think it’s starting to develop [partnership working] because what’s happening is 

that the Apex kids, when they go through to being in Skillforce, as some of them do in 

third year – then there is a chance for discussion about what they’ve done with [staff 

member] before they go to Skillforce where their strengths and weaknesses are.  

 

Elsewhere there is evidence of some partnership working where pupils are on Apex and 

Includem, less so when it comes to Skillforce:  
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 Skillforce does not have the same interaction with the other agencies. Apex works 

in the lower school, Includem sits in the middle. 

 I don’t see them feeding into each other – more so with Apex and Includem. 

 

More interaction between Apex and Includem makes sense for two reasons: First, 

Skillforce were present in three of the schools prior to Inclusion Plus and had already 

developed relationships between them and the school. Second, they cater, in general, to 

different pupil cohorts: Apex pupils are usually from S1/S2 while Skillforce are mainly 

S3/S4, with Includem as a wrap-around service. Skillforce pupils are also different in 

the sense that they have quite different support needs to the Apex and Includem 

cohorts. As one member of senior management put it, pupils on Skillforce are ‘less about 

exclusion and more about social and personal skills’. Or as one of the guidance teachers 

categorised them, ‘not as high tariff’.  

 

Partnership between agencies and schools: When it comes to partnership working, 

there is more evidence of this occurring between individual agencies and schools. As 

one of the teachers put it, ‘each agency is a partnership with the school’. There is 

evidence that these sets of partnership are starting to embed themselves in the schools 

more generally, becoming part of the fabric of daily school life: 

 

The school was having weekly meetings with senior management of the school in order to 

look at her workload (APEX) to see how she could manage that, the different things she 

could try, and how we could help in developing within the school, so that she felt supported 

every week. 

 

The school-agency partnership has started to become an effective site for information 

sharing and mutual support, for example:   

 

They [Apex] are beginning to organise group work with small groups of pupils – 

these are received very well by ourselves as guidance teachers and by the wider 

aspect of the school as well.  

 

I’ve tried to adopt [Apex] work planning in my own work, which is quite in-depth, 

and that is emailed to us.  

 

Communication between Inclusion Plus and schools: A common concern among 

school staff relates to the need for more communication between them and Inclusion 

Plus, particularly around the kinds of work undertaken by agencies with the pupils. 

Some teachers indicated that such knowledge would be most beneficial and would help 

them in their daily activities: 
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 Maybe as staff we could be made aware of Inclusion Plus – SMT could maybe 

brief us more on this?  

 It would be nice to get feedback as to how that pupil has done and how the 

agency has helped them – what happened during the process and were there any 

agreements that took place.  

 We need a bit more information about what they do and when.          

 We get little feedback from Includem on how the kids are doing. 

 

Another issue raised related to the knowledge that Inclusion Plus staff have of teachers 

work – with some suggesting that an increase in such knowledge would also benefit the 

teachers; 

 

 Just a bit of mindfulness about the effects of kids coming in and out of the class, not 

just on them but also on the organisation of the teachers. 

 

On this note, while Inclusion Plus has positive effects on the pupils, there is some 

evidence of unintended and unwelcome consequences when it comes to the impact on 

teacher’s work:    

 

It does seem to have some affect on them [behaviour change] in the Skillforce group 

when they are working with their peers. But when they come to work with the rest of 

class, they’re very reluctant to get involved. It’s like they’ve set up a separate group 

themselves. So they are getting physical exercise with Skillforce but it doesn’t 

necessarily translate into normal classes.  

 

Inclusion Plus and the role of the School: The first year report acknowledged the 

crucial role played by the schools as part of Inclusion Plus. This has continued to be the 

case into the second year of operation, which has laid the ground for the partnership 

working detailed above. The four schools involved have managed to tailor the resources 

on offer to suit their own needs and those of their pupils – this is particularly the case 

with Apex which has been used as an alternative to exclusion and/or a mechanism for 

delivering flexible learning packages, depending on their requirements. Craigie High 

School sometimes use Apex as a way to integrate excluded pupils back into the school, 

as opposed to viewing Apex as an alternative to exclusion. St. Pauls are adapting Apex in 

different ways, for example encouraging Apex to work with other school staff and 

outside agencies.  

 

It should be acknowledged that the development of these partnerships between schools 

and agencies are to some extent a consequence of the findings from the Year 1 

evaluation, which emphasised the crucial role of the school in the success or otherwise 

of the PSP model. The evidence in Year 2 suggests that the agencies have taken these 

findings to heart in their dealings with Inclusion Plus. It could be argued that in focusing 

on the partnership with schools, some of the focus on the inter-agency partnership has 
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had to take something of a back seat. This is understandable, especially given the 

inception issues in Year 1 alongside the lack of (in the main) established relationships 

between schools and agencies prior to Inclusion Plus. The findings of this report should 

be understood in the context of this inter-sectoral learning curve.                  

 
A final point should be made about the power dynamics at work in this inter-sectoral 

context. While it was never the intention of the evaluation to focus on such an issue, it 

was apparent over the two years that a set of power relationships existed between the 

schools and the agencies, relationships that arguably had some influence on the 

development and impact of Inclusion Plus. The extent of this impact is difficult to 

measure, as it was not the subject of measurement; however the capacity of schools to 

tailor the initiative to their own needs indicates that judgements around effectiveness 

and success should also take this aspect of inter-sectoral working into account.  

__________________________________________________________ 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

Much of the experience of Inclusion Plus in its first two years reflects broader trends in 

partnership working and exclusion initiatives delivered at the local level. When 

reviewing the literature from this vantage point, it is evident that some degree of 

consensus exists about what could be considered best practice and also what could be 

considered common pitfalls to be avoided if possible. To summarise, getting the right 

balance between organisational and inter-personal effectiveness, aligned with a shared 

set of core values and principles, is a useful benchmark in developing effective 

initiatives for service delivery in the field of school exclusions. At the same time, the 

local and dynamic nature of such initiatives means that so much depends on what takes 

place at the ‘ground-level’ of service delivery.  

 

The evaluation findings from both Years One and Two suggest that there are certain 

factors in successful partnership working that are more important than others, but this 

should not be used to ignore the complex and multi-faceted nature of school exclusions 

at the local level. And the complexities attached to the Inclusion Plus initiative should 

not be underestimated. This is an initiative that has brought together three distinct 

agencies with their own ways of working and introduced them into four very different 

school settings that each bring with them a set of challenging strategic and operational 

issues.  

 

The main conclusions to be drawn from the second year of Inclusion Plus are: 

 Individually, the three agencies have proved a successful addition to the 4 

schools 

 Collectively, as ‘Inclusion Plus’, they have not delivered an effective working 

partnership   
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 Partnerships between agencies and four schools have been more effective and 

productive that the public social partnership 

Two years in, it can be stated that the agencies who comprise Inclusion Plus have been a 

valuable and effective addition to the four schools. They provide a complementary 

service to the schools which in the main is appreciated by school professionals, pupils 

and their parents. However, it is rarely the case that initiatives like Inclusion Plus are 

fortunate enough to start with a blank slate, and this was certainly not the case here. 

There were already existing professional relationships and sets of working practices 

that had been established over time. The agencies of Inclusion Plus have found that it 

takes time to build their own sets of relationships on top of these, a factor that impacts 

on their ability to work as an effective partnership. This was further complicated by the 

fact that one of the agencies had already been working with three of the schools prior to 

Inclusion Plus. It is no surprise, then, that effort in the last two years has been 

concentrated on developing school-agency partnerships, as opposed to building shared 

working practices across the three agencies.       

This is the situation as Inclusion Pus enters its third year – the following set of 

recommendations takes this reality into account, while also assuming the possibility of 

further integration of services in year 3.     

 Focus on emotional health: A shared concern across the three agencies relates 

to the emotional health of pupils, whether this be dealing with emotions such as 

anger or helping pupils work on their self-esteem. This focus has been shown to 

be a key reason for behaviour and attitude change and is a strength of all three 

agencies in Inclusion Plus. Any future attempts to construct a collective identity 

for the initiative should consider this shared expertise as a useful platform for 

further inter-agency working.            

 Focus on third sector professionalism: Another key strength of Inclusion Plus 

is that they provide a different kind of professional worker in traditional school 

contexts, provision that has been shown to impact on pupil behaviour and 

attitudes. This distinct character and identity is also shared by the three 

agencies, and could potentially offer a base from which staff across the three 

agencies can further develop a shared community of practice.    

 Visibility of Inclusion Plus: Further steps needs to be taken in order to increase 

the visibility of Inclusion Plus in the schools, for example, through the delivery of 

special partnership events, seminars and cross-school activities. Inclusion Plus 

should reflect on their role in bringing the four schools together to discuss how 

to take the initiative forward, even considering acting as the key broker in inter-

school activity around issues of inclusion.  

 Outside agencies and schools: Inclusion Plus staff should give further thought 

to how already existing agencies working within the school have developed 

partnership arrangements, especially those that have developed inter-agency 

arrangements in relation to school pupils. This might offer considerable learning 
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potential for agencies involved in Inclusion Plus, the experiences of other 

initiatives highlighting the benefits and drawbacks of such partnership 

arrangements. It is recommended that schools provide more detail about their 

work with other agencies, so that the Inclusion Plus agencies have a better 

understanding of the existing profile of inter-agency work.                   

 Improving communication: Inclusion Plus staff should consider their impact on 

the work of school staff, including teachers who engage with pupils after their 

return from Inclusion Plus. They should explore the potential of establishing 

sources of feedback between them and school staff, which should help to further 

enhance their status and effectiveness as partner agencies in the school. 
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Appendix: Breakdown of interviews with parents and pupils, Interim 

report, 2015 

 

 

Table 3: Interviews conducted with pupils, by agency (2015) (N = 51)  
School Apex Skillforce  Includem  Total 

Craigie High 

 

3 7 0 10 

Braeview 

Academy 

6 3 2 11 

 

Baldragon 

9 3 1 13 

St. Paul’s 

 

9 7 1 17 

Total 

 

27 20 4 51 

 

Table 4: Interviews conducted with parents, by agency (2015) (N = 

22)  
School Apex Skillforce  Includem  Total 

Craigie High 

 

0 8 0 8 

Braeview 

Academy 

2 0 2 4 

 

Baldragon 

2 2 0 4 

St. Paul’s 

 

2 2 2 6 

Total 

 

6 12 4 22 
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