
INTELLECTUAL AND DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITIES VOLUME 45, NUMBER 3: 182–198 JUNE 2007

182 �American Association on Intellectual and Developmental Disabilities

Pushing the Employment Agenda: Case Study Research of High
Performing States in Integrated Employment

Allison Cohen Hall, John Butterworth, Jean Winsor, Dana Gilmore, and Deborah Metzel

Abstract
Organizational variables, including policies, practices, collaborations, and funding mechanisms re-
sulting in high performance in integrated employment, were described through case study research
in 3 states. Findings address how contextual factors, system-level strategies, and goals of the system
are related as well as how they sustain systems change. Strategies such as flexibility in funding and
practices; communication of values through data, rewards, and funding incentives; and innovation
diffusion through relationships and training were most successful when they were embedded within
the context of a solid values base, a network of dedicated stakeholders, and clarity about systemic
goals. Implications are presented with respect to state systems, community rehabilitation providers
as partners in planning, and future leadership in the field.

Enabling people with disabilities to enter the
labor market is a ‘‘priority concern’’ for federal and
state policymakers (Silverstein, Julnes, & Nolan,
2005). President George W. Bush’s New Freedom
Initiative articulates the commitment of lawmakers
to increase access and achieve better employment
outcomes. Policy shifts over 2 decades establish an
increasing emphasis on integrated employment, and
the federal government has set the tone for broad-
based systems change (Rogan, Novak, Mank, &
Martin, 2002). From the model of supported em-
ployment in the Developmental Disabilities Act
Amendments of 1984, the Rehabilitation Act
Amendments of 1986, and the Americans With
Disabilities Act, to more recent legislation, such as
the Workforce Investment Act and the Ticket to
Work and Work Incentives Improvement Act of
policies and initiatives have been legislated to try
to eliminate the barriers traditionally precluding in-
dividuals with disabilities from working.

Even with these numerous pieces of legislation,
there is a significant gap when comparing employ-
ment rates of people with and without disabilities.
The 2004 American Community Survey estimates
that 37% of working-age adults with disabilities are
employed compared with 74% of people without
disabilities (Weathers, 2005). For people with in-
tellectual and developmental disabilities specifically,

the disparity widens. In Fiscal Year (FY) 2003, only
26% of individuals supported by community reha-
bilitation providers worked (Metzel, Boeltzig, But-
terworth, Sulewski, & Gilmore, 2007), and data
suggest that those who are employed often work
limited hours with low wages (Mank, 2003). Recent
data from the Institute for Community Inclusion
(n.d.) indicate that the majority of services provid-
ed by state agencies that support individuals with
intellectual and developmental disabilities are fa-
cility-based (59%) and that the expansion of inte-
grated employment has slowed. Although the num-
ber in integrated employment increased from
98,315 in 1996 to over 108,000 in 2001, states re-
ported the same percentage (23%) in integrated
employment in FYs 1996 and 2001. At the same
time, participation in sheltered employment and
nonwork services grew steadily, suggesting that em-
ployment services continue to be viewed as an add-
on service rather than a systemic change (Mank,
2003).

Although as a nation resources and priorities
have not realigned to expand employment, individ-
ual states have progressed. In FY 2001, Connecti-
cut, New Hampshire, and Washington reported
that 50% of individuals receive day and employ-
ment services in integrated employment. Six other
states reported more than 40% in integrated em-
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ployment (Institute for Community Inclusion,
n.d.). Fourteen states reported less than 20% in
sheltered employment in FY 2001.

The variation in outcomes illustrates the im-
portance of state-level factors regarding integrated
employment (McGaughey & Mank, 2001). State
agencies can prioritize integrated employment by
establishing policies and practices that firmly sup-
port it. Institute for Community Inclusion research-
ers have found that characteristics common among
high-performing states include clearly defined goals
and data collection, strong agency leadership, in-
teragency collaboration, ongoing training and out-
reach, communication through relationships, local
control and flexibility, and respect for innovation
(Cohen, Butterworth, Metzel, & Gilmore, 2003).
Washington’s County Guidelines (Washington
State Department, 1992) provided a clearly defined
vision, a foundation for planning, and strategies for
using funds to achieve state priorities. Goals related
to employment were specific and explicit. Similarly,
Tennessee recently introduced an Employment
First! initiative, and Florida established a state plan
to increase employment participation by 25%. Be-
cause states differed in both their approaches and
commitment to integrated employment, it is im-
portant to understand how change occurs and to
identify strategies and factors that facilitate success.

Our purpose in this study was to understand
how factors work together to produce successful em-
ployment outcomes. In this paper we describe the
organizational factors that can lead to high perfor-
mance among states; explain how contextual fac-
tors, system-level strategies, and system goals con-
tribute to systems change; and provide policymakers
and advocates with practical strategies for maximiz-
ing employment outcomes.

Method
A multiple case study approach was chosen to

study 3 states. Case studies provided an understand-
ing of the complex issues facing stakeholders as they
worked to provide high quality day and employ-
ment supports. We chose this methodology because
it enabled us to analyze multiple sources of data,
including secondary data, state policy and planning
documents, and key informant interviews. Case
studies can be used on different analytic levels and
can be focused on specific and factual descriptions
of each site or produce cross-comparisons between
sites (Stake, 2000). A cross-comparative analysis al-

lowed us to focus on themes that emerged across
several sites, suggesting patterns and trends in ser-
vice delivery. In addition, case study research has
been successfully employed in other studies in
which investigators have specifically studied how
organizations are able to transition from facility-
based supports to community employment for in-
dividuals with intellectual and developmental dis-
abilities (Butterworth, Fesko, & Ma, 2000; Murphy
& Rogan, 1995) as well as how organizations can
innovatively and effectively support individuals in
the community (Taylor, Bogdan, & Racino, 1991).
Although the present case studies are focused at a
state level, their goals are similar and we can con-
tribute to theory building by comparing case studies
of different systems and organizations over time
(this is addressed in more detail in the Discussion
section).

Sample Selection
All states were ranked based on performance

criteria. A high performing state was defined as hav-
ing a high rate (i.e., number of people in integrated
employment per state population) of individuals
with intellectual and developmental disabilities in
integrated employment, and/or rapid growth in in-
tegrated employment over time. (Percentage is
based on the total number of individuals enrolled
in day and employment services throughout the
state.) In this study integrated employment was de-
fined as participation in competitive employment or
supported employment. Consistent with the Reha-
bilitation Act of 1973 (as amended), competitive em-
ployment as used here means work in the competi-
tive labor market that is performed on a full- or
parttime basis in an integrated setting and for which
an individual is compensated at or above the min-
imum wage, but not less than the customary or usu-
al wage [34 CFR 361.5(b)(11)]. Competitive em-
ployment services include time-limited job-related
supports or job placement services. Supported em-
ployment refers to ongoing job-related supports pro-
vided to workers with a disability in order to main-
tain employment and includes individual jobs and
group-supported employment, including enclaves or
mobile work crews (Butterworth, Gilmore, Kiernan,
& Schalock, 1999).

Using these definitions, we evaluated states
based on outcome data from Institute for Commu-
nity Inclusion’s national data collection for day and
employment services. We selected 13 states for ini-
tial screening interviews (see Table 1). These states
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Table 1 Criteria Used to Determine High Performance in Integrated Employment (IE)

State

IE rate

FY 90a FY 99a
% change in IE
rate FY 90–99

% in
IE FY 90

% in
IE FY 99

% change in IE
FY 90–99

CO 54.43 66.42 13 44 42 �5
CT 73.71 99.66 35 39 59 51
DE 17.12 56 227 17 35 106
FL 14.62 22.92 36 21 30 43
MI 9.8 89.9 817 7 38 443
MN 47.02 117.47 150 33 52 58
NH 66.73 74.93 12 55 50 �9
OH 16.73 58.96 252 9 23 156
OK 10.46 38.77 271 12 37 208
SD 41.81 166.82 299 9 61 578
UT 23.62 39.16 66 30 40 33
VT 39.79 97.18 144 29 35 21
WA 40.87 69.75 71 48 58 21
National

mean 25.47 46.69 133 21 30 43

aFY � fiscal year. Integrated employment cases per 100,000 state population.

rose to the top when we ranked all states according
to rate of integrated employment, percentage in in-
tegrated employment, and rate of change in inte-
grated employment over time. (For findings related
to this preliminary study, see Cohen et al., 2003.)

We chose Colorado, New Hampshire, and
Washington for further study after considering state
size, demographic characteristics, geographic loca-
tion, and preliminary findings from a thematic anal-
ysis of the data collected through this screening pro-
cess. In addition, the team came to a consensus on
the states that would yield the most valuable data
for policymakers, administrators, and community
rehabilitation providers as they work to improve in-
tegrated employment outcomes.

Data Collection
We conducted semi-structured telephone inter-

views with two to three respondents in each state
as part of the screening process in 2001–2002.
These respondents were administrators within state
agencies that serve individuals with intellectual and
developmental disabilities, community rehabilita-
tion providers, leaders, and/or advocates. A snow-
ball sample was used for recruitment. A researcher
telephoned potential respondents, explained the
study, and invited the respondent to participate. We
compiled written field notes from the phone inter-

views, yielding data that demonstrated some key
components of the states’ success.

Between 2002 and 2004, two researchers con-
ducted in-person individual and group interviews in
each state, with follow-up interviews conducted by
telephone. Principal data collection occurred during
a 3- to 4-consecutive day period in Washington and
Colorado, and in most cases two researchers partic-
ipated in each interview. In New Hampshire inter-
views were spread out over several day trips to the
state because of its proximity to the researchers.
Throughout this time period, we focused on one
site at a time. Thus, once data were collected in
New Hampshire, we developed a descriptive case
analysis (Yin, 1994). Once preliminary analysis was
completed at this site, we moved on to the next
state, and so on. Once all site visits and initial de-
scriptive case analyses were completed, we con-
ducted a comprehensive cross site analysis. In ini-
tially choosing the sites, the team used the most
current employment outcomes available and fo-
cused subsequent case study research on respon-
dents’ views about the factors that had led to their
state’s progress in integrated employment in recent
years. As such, we do not believe that the difference
in the reporting period for the employment out-
comes and data-collection period compromised the
quality or validity of the data.
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Table 2 Respondents by State and Affiliation

State/No. of
respondents Affiliation

Colorado

1 Division for Developmental Disabilities
2 Community rehabilitation provider
2 Advocate
1 Parent
1 Trainer/Consultant
2 Vocational rehabilitation
Total: 9a

New Hampshire

2 Bureau of Developmental Services
5 Community rehabilitation provider
3 Vocational rehabilitation
1 Parent
2 Regional area agency staff
1 Community rehabilitation providers/Training and technical assistance provider
1 Advocate
Total: 15

Washington

4 Division of Developmental Disabilities
4 Training providers
6 Community rehabilitation provider
3 County coordinators
2 Vocational rehabilitation
1 City of Seattle staff
1 Parent
1 Advocate
Total: 22b

aMany individuals played more than one role, such as community rehabilitation provider, Association for
Persons in Supported Employment chair, and member of the state’s ad hoc committee on employment. bln
Washington, several of the interviews were focus groups as opposed to individual interviews in New Hampshire
and Colorado.

Interview participants included administrators
from agencies that serve individuals with intellec-
tual and developmental disabilities, vocational re-
habilitation administrators, community rehabilita-
tion providers, advocacy group members, such as
Arc personnel and members of the Association for
Persons in Supported Employment, state develop-
mental disabilities councils, parents, and training
providers. In total across the sites, 46 individuals
were interviewed. For a more detailed description
of sample members, see Table 2.

Data Analysis
In this study we used a qualitative research de-

sign with a case study methodology to gather the
richest possible data. The case study method is most
useful when conducting a ‘‘holistic investigation of
some space- and time-rooted phenomenon’’ (Lof-
land & Lofland, 1995, p. 21). Four features of nat-
uralistic inquiry aided in designing the study and
provided methodological rigor: credibility, depend-
ability, confirmability, and transferability (Lincoln
& Guba, 1985). Credibility of the data addresses
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how accurately findings reflect what is being stud-
ied. Prolonged and persistent engagement and tri-
angulation (through multiple sources and multiple
investigators) ensured that the data were credible
(Lincoln & Guba, 1985). We also used peer de-
briefing and member checks (having participants re-
view and confirm findings). Dependability of the
data was provided through a written record, includ-
ing transcripts and memos. Field notes where re-
searchers’ observations were recorded provided a
comprehensive audit trail.

Bogdan and Biklen (1992) described qualita-
tive analysis as ‘‘the process of systematically search-
ing and arranging the interview transcripts, field
notes, and other materials that you accumulate to
increase your own understanding’’ (p. 153). We
used QSR NUDIST 4.0 for the Macintosh (1997),
designed specifically for qualitative analysis, to sort
data and conceptualize themes. The techniques
used to analyze the data included coding (using la-
bels to assign meaning to data) and memo-writing
(i.e., conceptual write-ups of ideas about the data
and relationships within it that tie together bits of
information to show a general concept—Miles &
Huberman, 1994). Researchers developed a prelim-
inary list of codes during the initial stages of data
collection based on their existing knowledge and
the protocol that guided the interviews. This list
was continually revised based on emergent data.
Operational definitions for codes were developed to
ensure a shared meaning. Consensus was reached
through the researchers’ independently coding the
same transcript and then meeting for reconciliation.
The authors met regularly to discuss the emerging
data. Memo-writing was also a communication
mechanism among researchers throughout analysis.

Findings
Participating Case Study States

As a backdrop for the study’s major findings, it
is useful to provide some contextual information
about each state’s employment system before com-
parisons are made. Participating states vary in their
geographic location (New England, Southwest, Pa-
cific Northwest) and administrative structure. The
total number of individuals enrolled in employment
and day services in 2004 varied from 2,100 in New
Hampshire to 8,043 in Washington (Institute for
Community Inclusion, 2006). The extent to which
employment is an explicitly stated goal of the sys-
tem also differs among states. Policy documents in

Washington are the most clear in identifying out-
comes, while system goals are less clearly specified
in Colorado and New Hampshire.

The three states share a decentralized structure
for contracting and management of services, al-
though the mechanisms vary. In New Hampshire
services are managed and in some cases provided by
10 area agencies that are autonomous nonprofit cor-
porations. The state Bureau of Developmental Ser-
vices contracts service delivery functions to the area
agencies. In Washington employment and day ser-
vices are managed by county personnel under the
policy directives provided by the County Guide-
lines. Finally, in Colorado, community-centered
boards are private nonprofits that act as the single
entry point into the long-term supports; the state
contracts with these boards for community-based
services (see Table 3).

Findings as They Relate to the Conceptual
Model

The Findings section is reflected in the concep-
tual model. The model was developed to explain
how factors in the data contribute to successful in-
tegrated employment outcomes.

The model demonstrates the multidirectional
relationships among elements. In the model, the
catalysts and context identified as critical were val-
ues, key players, and clarity of goal. Variability in
these contextual factors was also observed when a
state experienced a shift in employment outcomes,
lending more evidence to the importance of these
factors in sustaining change efforts. These inputs
enabled the success of systemic level strategies that
were observed, such as flexibility in funding mech-
anisms and policy directives; a system of funding
incentives; communication of goals through data;
and innovation diffusion through training. Rela-
tionships and local control were observed as facili-
tators of these strategies. Because the inputs and
catalysts lay the foundation for the strategies, they
are set in motion by facilitators, moving the system
forward in achieving its goals. Figure 1 depicts the
relationship between all of these factors, as well as
the synergy and movement necessary for sustaining
long-term systems change.

Catalysts and Context
Catalysts and context provide the foundation

for the model and serve to frame system-level strat-
egies. The circular placement of the values, key
players, and clarity of goals suggest a fluid relation-
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Table 3 Description of States’ Integrated Employment Systems

System

State agency

Colorado

Division for Developmental
Disabilities

New Hampshire

Bureau of
Developmental Services

Washington

Division of
Developmental

Disabilities

System
composition

Community Centered Boards are local
private, nonprofit organizations
responsible for authorizing
services. Some Community
Centered Boards are service
providers; others contract their
services out. They serve as a
single point of entry for a
geographic area for eligibility
determination, service delivery,
and ongoing case management.

Services are provided by
or contracted through
10 area agencies that
serve specific
geographic regions of
the state. Area
agencies are nonprofit
organizations that
contract with Bureau of
Developmental Services.

Washington’s
Division of
Developmental
Disabilities
contracts with
county
government for
management of
employment and
day services.

Stated goals ‘‘The consensus of the committee is
that community employment must
become a major focus of effort by
the State developmental
disabilities system in Colorado.’’a

Clear commitment to
community inclusion,
with employment as a
principal vehicle for
achieving that goal.
‘‘Certainly employment
is an important
part···but it hasn’t
been the primary
mission of the various
area agencies as much
as making somebody’s
life meaningful.’’b

‘‘Supports to pursue
and maintain
gainful
employment in
integrated
settings in the
community shall
be the primary
service option for
working age
adults’’c

Total served in
employment
and day
servicesd 7,163 2,100 8,043

Training resources Colorado Association for Persons in
Supported Employment, C-TATe

Northern and Southern
Training Collaboratives
UCEDDf, extensive
history of training on
social role valorization

Annual Ellensburg
employment
conference

State and county
contracts with
two training
providers

Supports training,
consultation,
demonstration,
and broad use of
national trainers

aExcerpted from ‘‘Final Report on Employment and Community Participation: Recommendations’’ June, 2005,
accessed at: ttp://stateboard.cdhs.state.co.us/ohr/dds/EmploymentAndCommunity/FinalReportEmplo
ymentpdf. bQuotation from interview with New Hampshire Bureau of Developmental Services administrator.
cExcerpted from Washington’s ‘‘Work First’’ Policy. dInstitute for Community Inclusion (2006). National survey
of day and employment programs for people with developmental disabilities. Boston. eAssociation for Persons
in Supported Employment, Center for Technical Assistance and Training. fUniversity Center For Excellence In
Developmental Disabilities.
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Figure 1 Conceptual model for high performance
variables.

ship of factors that continually interact in these
high-performing systems.

Values
‘‘Mostly I believe that the only safeguard for

people with developmental disabilities is how peo-
ple think about them. . . . if we don’t have impact
on values you put people at risk,’’ said one study
respondent. Respondents believed that early and
explicit system-wide values were responsible for
their state’s employment outcomes. Values were a
blueprint for the service delivery model, transmitted
through an early period of widespread training.
States used their values system to redirect and con-
tinually refine the foundation for service delivery.
Community inclusion was cited as the driving value
for the service system, with work as one way for
inclusion to occur.

Early values change efforts, particularly in New
Hampshire and Washington, sprang from the co-
inciding forces of deinstitutionalization and the
principles of normalization in the 1970s. These val-
ues were instilled through intensive values training
and the integration of people with intellectual and
developmental disabilities into their communities.
Informants related how early training, specifically
Wolfensberger’s teachings on normalization, led to
a shared understanding of the importance of com-
munity involvement.

Program Analysis of Service Systems, or PASS
training (Wolfensberger & Thomas, 1983), was
noted by respondents as a building block for un-
derlying values in Washington and New Hampshire
specifically. Workshops focused on the importance

of community inclusion and were widely attended
over several years. Many current leaders in Wash-
ington participated as facilitators in early PASS
training. An administrator from Washington’s Di-
vision of Developmental Disabilities noted, ‘‘We
wanted people singing off the same sheet of music.
And you needed to go through PASS training in
order to have that real solid basis.’’ This evolving
environment continually refined its focus on sup-
porting individuals in inclusive communities. It was
a time of change, growth, and greater expectations
about the types of supports that should be made
available.

Key Players and Their Relationship to a
Shared Value System

Values were sustained and transmitted through
key stakeholders who were committed to the sys-
tem. This was evidenced in part by their longevity
and strong working relationships, specifically in
Washington and New Hampshire. A group of lead-
ers gelled; they were connected to the values and,
consequently, to one another. Individually and col-
lectively, they held steadfast to the ideals of com-
munity integration and meaningful contributions.
One informant commented that ‘‘the way things
develop[ed] can be based on a handful of people
and a handful of personalities that share the same
values.’’ Important state and local staff have stayed
through the development of the community system
and have worked to continue its progress. A long-
standing network of stakeholders in state and coun-
ty government, community rehabilitation providers,
and the advocacy community emerged as a result of
values-based training. In Washington, many leaders
began their careers concurrent with the introduc-
tion of integrated employment and experienced
similar indoctrinations to the field. This created a
community of long-term change agents. A respon-
dent said of this formative time, ‘‘It was new and
different and we had a charge and a mission.’’

Clarity of Goals
Goals emerged through the values base that

each state established. The clearer the goal, the
more likely the system seemed to achieve it. In New
Hampshire, driven by the Laconia State School
class action lawsuit in 1978, the state invested
heavily in values-based training as the transforma-
tion to a community-based service system began.
This remained the principle focus of service deliv-
ery. Since 1984, New Hampshire has not provided
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funding to open new sheltered employment pro-
grams, and in 1985, a systems change grant with
the state vocational rehabilitation system helped to
spur the closure of sheltered workshops.

In Washington, the consistency of stakeholder
commitment to employment as the primary goal of
day supports was striking. The county system, which
manages day and employment supports, did not sup-
port traditional facility-based nonwork day pro-
grams. Currently, less than 40 individuals statewide
receive Adult Day Health services. Moreover, some
counties in Washington, such as Clark County, had
explicit goals to reduce or eliminate sheltered em-
ployment.

Also apparent was that when goal clarity was
absent, there was an observable negative effect on
outcomes. Through the mid 1990s, Colorado was a
national leader in integrated employment. In 1997,
momentum began to wane. Several factors contrib-
uted to this decline, including the elimination of a
state staff person dedicated to promoting integrated
employment, an abandoned moratorium on new
funding for sheltered work, and a decline in funding
for training and technical assistance. In addition, a
statewide systems change effort altered the funding
structure significantly, eliminating a previous finan-
cial incentive for employment. The systems change
initiative was also part of the impetus for the
growth of a new service option, community partic-
ipation, which was conceived as community con-
nection programs but became what most agreed was
‘‘van therapy.’’ In many cases, community partici-
pation was an outings program valued for its per-
ception by families as a safer and more stable alter-
native to employment.

Following a 2002 statewide tour of the system,
the director of Colorado’s Division for Develop-
mental Disabilities developed a strategic plan to ad-
dress concerns related to service provision. One re-
sult was a committee focused on employment. The
group’s goals centered on raising the priority for in-
tegrated employment, ensuring equality of oppor-
tunity for all individuals to participate in paid em-
ployment, and promoting the use of natural sup-
ports in the workplace. The group developed a con-
sensus definition of integrated employment, an
important step in moving towards a clarified vision.

System Level Strategies
States used a variety of strategies to further the

goal of integrated employment, including flexible
policies, flexible funding, funding incentives, com-

munication of goals through data, and innovation
development and diffusion through training.

Flexible policy guided service expectations. Both
Washington and New Hampshire had minimally
perceived regulations for employment. They took a
flexible approach guided by the state’s overall values
in creating expectations for services. Washington’s
integrated employment system follows their County
Guidelines. This document details the requirements
for how Washington’s Division of Developmental
Disabilities contracts with employment service pro-
viders. The guidelines have a clear focus on em-
ployment as the preferred outcome but function as
a flexible policy framework and not a contractual
obligation: ‘‘The County Guidelines are used to set
policy and direction—there [are] not a lot of other
mandates [from the state].’’

Washington’s Division of Developmental Dis-
abilities recently issued a new policy that took effect
July 1, 2006. The Working Age Adult Policy:

designates employment supports as the primary method of fur-
nishing state-financed day services to adult participants . . . ser-
vices for persons under the age of 62 that do not emphasize the
pursuit or maintenance of employment in integrated settings can
be authorized only by exception to policy (Washington: De-
partment of Social and Health Services, Division of Develop-
mental Disabilities, ‘‘County Services for Working Age Adults’’
Policy 4.11).

Representing an evolution of the policy framework
established in the County Guidelines, the Working
Age Adult Policy represents a clear commitment of
state resources.

Informants also characterized New Hampshire’s
Bureau of Developmental Services as operating un-
der minimal state regulations. Respondents per-
ceived New Hampshire as a state based on small
towns and local control, and Bureau of Develop-
mental Services tried to operate accordingly. Said
one Bureau of Developmental Services official, ‘‘We
have a couple of general regulations which . . . set
out the parameters for how the system should be
run. But we really delegate all the decision-making
to the local area agencies.’’

Flexible policy-supported innovation. Due to the
flexibility of the states’ systems, providers felt free
to manage employment supports to best meet in-
dividual needs. One New Hampshire provider com-
mented, ‘‘The state doesn’t really tell us. They ask
us. Honest to God, they sometimes ask us. . . . the
state doesn’t dictate what we do.’’ New Hampshire’s
and Washington’s providers felt that the state sup-
ported innovative or nontraditional approaches.
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Both states created an environment where the fear
of doing something wrong was replaced by a visible
support for creativity and risk-taking in service de-
livery.

Flexible funding. The Washington Division of
Developmental Disabilities functions as a bifurcated
system. State level staff are responsible for residen-
tial and case management services, while county
staff focus on employment services. Each county has
the authority to designate its own funding structure.
Several counties in Washington provide funding for
integrated employment through block contracts.
Stakeholders felt that the structure of these con-
tracts allows providers the flexibility to allocate
agency resources based on the changing needs of
individuals without having to convene formal
meetings with case managers to request a change in
a person’s funds. The ability to be adaptable with
funding allocations has permitted agencies to sup-
port a variety of people in integrated employment,
including those with more intense needs. Mirroring
Washington’s outcomes, Colorado’s funding system
prior to the state’s systems change initiative was de-
signed to allow providers flexibility in meeting in-
dividual needs. Although the formal dollar amount
per person allotted to the agency was determined
by the state, at the local level providers could pool
their financial resources and support each person
individually.

In Washington, respondents spoke of some
counties that used block funding, and some that
were moving towards individualized funding, where
each person controls his or her own budget. Some
interviewees expressed concerns about individual-
ized funding actually limiting agencies’ flexibility to
support all individuals well. Respondents felt that
individualized budgeting did not allow for organi-
zational costs, such as marketing, which is critical
to building relationships with employers. The var-
iability in approaches suggest that both funding
mechanisms have the potential for success as long
as they are accompanied by clear outcome measures
and a willingness to hold providers to that standard.

Funding across service categories. Counties in
Washington that used block contracts emphasized
the flexibility that this structure provided in shifting
resources to meet individual needs and to simulta-
neously fund multiple services, including job devel-
opment and sheltered employment. This funding
was important in encouraging providers who were
hesitant to accept payment only for employment
services while concurrently providing job develop-

ment and sheltered employment services, in tran-
sitioning individuals from sheltered to integrated
work.

Similarly, New Hampshire’s flexible approach
to funding has permitted access to multiple funding
sources. At a contract level, residential and day ser-
vice funds can be combined to integrate resources
across major life areas. The integration of funding
streams allows the state to overcome the typical
barriers that arise when services need cross-categor-
ical funding.

Multiple funding sources. Cross-agency funding
was another strategy that New Hampshire used to
ensure flexibility in its funding structure. The di-
rectors of the Department of Vocational Rehabili-
tation, the Division of Developmental Disabilities,
the Department of Mental Health, the Job Training
Council, and the Developmental Disabilities Coun-
cil collectively developed a policy to allow their or-
ganizations to work together at the local level to
fund integrated employment. One respondent com-
mented that this ‘‘created a ‘synergy’ of money that
was more effective at meeting individuals’ needs
than if each agency had tried to solely fund sup-
ported employment services.’’ The ability to easily
integrate multiple funding sources signals both
states’ commitment to providing and supporting
comprehensive services. In Colorado, from 1988
until 1997, a program connected Community Cen-
tered Boards (local agencies responsible for autho-
rizing services for individuals with intellectual and
developmental disabilities) with their vocational re-
habilitation offices for jointly supported individuals.
This included blending or braiding the agencies’
funding to share the cost of employment services.
Despite the end of this formal agreement, some
Community Centered Boards and local vocational
rehabilitation agencies have continued this collab-
oration.

Funding Incentives
Data showed that states were willing to differ-

entially support providers who were successful in
helping people find and maintain employment. This
was accomplished through informal rewards and up-
front funding for services.

Informal rewards. Washington counties that
used the block contract funding structure informally
awarded providers who had high rates of quality
outcomes with larger blocks of funding. This pres-
tige and financial flexibility further increased their
desire for innovative employment programs. Similar
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to Washington, New Hampshire had an informal
understanding that the state allocated additional re-
sources to providers that were more effective at
meeting the broad goals of community inclusion
and employment.

Up-front funding of services. In Colorado, the
system used financial incentives to encourage em-
ployment growth. Prior to changes in Colorado’s
funding structure in 1997, providers that enrolled
individuals in integrated employment supports re-
ceived a 25% higher rate of funding from the state
than they received for sheltered workshop services.
Colorado’s traditional funding guidelines were out-
come-based, and providers did not receive payment
for employment services until after an individual
obtained a job. Under these guidelines providers
were expected to simultaneously fund job develop-
ment and day supports without additional payment,
leaving many financially hesitant to pursue inte-
grated employment. In response to this, the 25%
funding incentive was provided up-front to offset
the cost of job development and initial employment
supports. As one respondent noted, ‘‘As a provider,
the more people I could get successful jobs, the
more money I would have to maneuver.’’ More re-
cently, Colorado instituted a bonus system of $1500
to providers for each individual whom they sup-
ported in a job of his or her choice, for 20 hours or
more per week, that paid at least minimum wage
and lasted for 6 months. This incentive was not
perceived to be as effective as the previous up-front
reimbursement because agencies had to allocate
funds for the costs associated with job development
with no guaranteed return on their investment.

Communication of Goals Through Data
The use of individual and provider level out-

come data is one way in which high performing
states have communicated the importance of em-
ployment. A respondent in Colorado noted that the
state’s decline in integrated employment has in part
been caused by minimal data collection and an in-
adequate system for tracking progress and creating
measurable goals. Another respondent reported that
advocacy agencies were particularly interested in
the data from Colorado’s Division of Developmen-
tal Disabilities in order to understand their recent
decline in employment and increase in community
participation services. The importance of data col-
lection was two-fold:

The main benefit is to hold people accountable. . . . The other
is to market our efforts to people, to Vocational Rehabilitation,

to the legislature. If there’s one way we could get more money
out of them [it would be if we said] ‘‘This is a system that’s
working. This is a system that’s putting people to work. They’re
becoming tax-paying citizens.’’

New Hampshire used individual outcome data
as the basis for discussion with providers. Since the
mid-1990s in New Hampshire, the data collection
system has tracked individual earnings, hours of em-
ployment, benefits, level of workplace integration,
and satisfaction every 6 months. Multiple stake-
holders, including several local providers and all 12
area agencies, helped develop the extensive em-
ployment data system. This joint effort created a
sense of ownership for the provider community.
Data are used routinely as the basis for discussion
about how to improve outcomes. Provider infor-
mants consistently spoke positively about data col-
lection and genuinely appreciated the state’s com-
munication through the data: ‘‘[It] certainly had an
impact on us because . . . without the data, we
would not have been able to say whether [we were
improving].’’

Innovation Diffusion Through Training
Formal training supported by state agency ad-

ministrations helped to diffuse innovative employ-
ment techniques throughout state systems. Colora-
do’s Rocky Mountain Resource and Training Insti-
tute was developed in the 1980s to provide state-
wide technical assistance and training in
employment. Although this group is no longer op-
erating, the Center for Technical Assistance and
Training located in Denver has provided training
through the Region VIII Community Rehabilita-
tion-Continuing Education Program since 1995.
The Center for Technical Assistance and Training
focuses upon the employment of people with dis-
abilities and organizational development and man-
agement in agencies that provide services to people
with disabilities. The Colorado chapter of the As-
sociation for Persons in Supported Employment, an
advocacy organization, also conducts training on in-
tegrated employment and holds conferences to ed-
ucate stakeholders on the benefits of and strategies
in successful integrated employment. Specialized
training is designed for vocational rehabilitation
counselors, Community Centered Boards, caseman-
agers, families, school systems, and employers.

Similarly, in Washington several groups have
been active in shaping training and technical assis-
tance. The Washington Initiative for Supported
Employment was created in 1985 as part of the Re-
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habilitation Services Administration-Funded Sup-
ported Employment Systems Change grant. This
group receives funding from the counties and the
state to provide training and individualized tech-
nical assistance. O’Neill and Associates is an addi-
tional training resource funded by the state and
counties to encourage innovative employment
techniques. At the time of these interviews, O’Neil
and Associates was receiving funds to provide val-
ues-based and integrated-employment training, and
they served as a broker for external expert resources.
This group has held state and county training con-
tracts for over 20 years. The concentration of train-
ing and technical assistance funds has allowed
Washington to import nationally known trainers
and coordinate employment forums. For many years
the state has hosted the Ellensburg Employment
Conference as a chance for all levels of staff mem-
bers to learn about innovations in the field. Typi-
cally attracting from 600 to 800 attendees per year,
this conference has provided an opportunity for
people across the state to share new techniques,
ideas, and strategies.

New Hampshire’s 1986 award of a 5-year sys-
tems change grant through Rehabilitation Services
Administration also provided funding exclusively
for training and conferences at the national, state,
and regional levels for area agency and state ad-
ministration staff members and providers. Atten-
dance at national conferences by local case man-
agers and vocational rehabilitation counselors ex-
posed these groups to innovative employment strat-
egies and allowed staff to identify new types of
training they wanted to bring to New Hampshire.
One respondent described meeting an advocate
from Montana with extensive experience in devel-
oping employment opportunities in rural areas. New
Hampshire used systems change funding to arrange
for this individual to train providers in remote re-
gions of the state.

In 1998, New Hampshire’s structure for for-
malized training was cemented in the Northern and
Southern Training Collaborative. Previous training
had been conducted through the Bureau of Devel-
opmental Service’s central office, and although suc-
cessful, the structure made it difficult to address the
specific strengths and weaknesses of all communi-
ties. Through the Collaborative, 6 southern and 6
northern regions met periodically to identify their
training needs for the fiscal year and determine re-
gional priorities. Funding from the Bureau of De-
velopmental Services enabled area agencies to bring

in national trainers that they would otherwise be
unable to afford.

Goals
The goal of the system is the model’s most fun-

damental aspect. Washington State as a whole is
noted for its emphasis on the importance of work
as the preferred service outcome. Officials in the
state made the assumption that everyone could
work and contribute to their communities. All work
is highly valued in Washington, and even sheltered
work is preferred over community-based nonwork
activities. The combination of the values of work
and inclusion sets the standard that integrated work
is the priority service option for people with intel-
lectual disabilities. Respondents noted that the
‘‘state culture supports the idea of being individually
productive’’ and together with the idea of inclusion,
‘‘the argument becomes about where a person works
and not if he works.’’

In New Hampshire although the goal was
broader, employment was seen as a key element.
According to the New Hampshire Bureau of De-
velopmental Services’ director, ‘‘Certainly employ-
ment is an important part of that, but it hasn’t been
the primary mission of the various area agencies as
much as making somebody’s life meaningful.’’ An-
other respondent said:

The goal isn’t to get people jobs. A job is an objective. The real
goal is to help people become more interdependent and valued
members of their communities. A job is perhaps the most pow-
erful vehicles [sic] for doing that, but it’s only a vehicle. . . . I
think the state recognizes the difference between the goal and
the objective.

Colorado did not have as clear a distinction in
its primary goals of work compared to community
inclusion but, as stated earlier, was working to ar-
ticulate its goal and mission for day and employ-
ment supports. What was apparent through the data
in Colorado, however, was an emphasis on self-de-
termination, both as a service paradigm and overall
goal for all agency-provided supports, including day
and employment.

Facilitators
Several elements were identified that enabled

the strategies to be successful. These factors were
thought of as ‘‘facilitators’’ of the process; they pro-
vided a context and environment that was hospi-
table to increasing employment. These factors were
local control and relationships.

Local control. Although a state-level commit-
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ment to integrated employment is critical, practical
implementation of employment supports happens at
the local level. In Washington, the bifurcated sys-
tem allowed one level of government to concen-
trate on integrated employment. Day supports are
managed at the county level, while case manage-
ment and living supports are managed at the state
level. This has helped County Coordinators focus
their efforts on supporting local, community-based
employment opportunities. The county structure
has also provided a source of funding for innova-
tion. County property tax dollars, representing a
small percentage of the county Division of Devel-
opmental Disabilities office budget, provide a flex-
ible resource that has been used for demonstration
projects and technical assistance activities.

County tax dollars have been a boon to inte-
grated employment in Colorado as well. At the
time of the site visit, Denver received $7 million
through this funding stream, which was under local
discretion and not monitored by the state.

In addition, pilot programs were established by
counties to increase the knowledge base in Wash-
ington. These programs were an opportunity to try
new and creative ideas and because of their inher-
ently preliminary nature, were allowed the time to
evolve before their outcomes were evaluated. When
pilots were evaluated positively, these initiatives
spread to other counties. One example of this is
King County’s program to employ people with dis-
abilities in county jobs. Lobbying by Provider 2020,
a Washington provider advocacy group, created leg-
islation that ensured these workers did not count
against the county’s fulltime employee allotment,
meaning that departments could hire an employee
with a disability despite not having an official po-
sition vacancy. The county also hired a full-time job
developer who could train county employees to sup-
port coworkers with disabilities. Similar initiatives
are active now in other counties and within state
government positions.

In New Hampshire, an emphasis on local con-
trol has contributed to opportunities for innovation
in the design of its service system. Services are man-
aged by 12 area agencies that are independent non-
profit corporations. Area agencies and local provid-
ers are important sources of creativity and commit-
ment to integrated employment. The state encour-
ages these ideals but assumes that services are best
organized at the local level.

Colorado’s system is comprised of 20 local level
Community Centered Boards, some of which are

actually providers of services, while others contract
their services to other local organizations. Com-
munity Centered Boards serve as a single point of
entry for a geographic area where persons with in-
tellectual and developmental disabilities can re-
ceive services, eligibility determination, and ongo-
ing case management. The autonomy of Commu-
nity Centered Boards is indicative of a larger service
philosophy rooted in local control. As one respon-
dent from Colorado said, ‘‘Every Community Cen-
tered Board does it differently and decides how
they’re going to contract with providers and provide
quality assurance and oversight.’’ For instance in
Denver, providers receive a higher rate for support-
ed employment services than any other service. An-
other respondent noted, ‘‘Local Community Cen-
tered Boards set their funding rates, decide how
they’re going to pay . . . really decide how much of
their resource is going to go to which program.’’

Relationships
One innovative aspect of New Hampshire’s ser-

vice system is its use of personal relationships to
facilitate employment. Informants indicated that
the state structure and its size (approximately 22
state personnel worked for Bureau of Developmen-
tal Services) made state leaders very accessible. Be-
cause program specialists spent so much time with
the area agencies, the state was able to personally
help area agencies and providers identify strategies
for employment innovations. One informant de-
scribed the program specialists as being ‘‘very, very
good that way. . . . they really push [providers] to
excel. They get people to think the hard questions.’’

The development of strong working relation-
ships between program specialists and providers has
been a key element in New Hampshire’s ability to
improve the quality of its employment outcomes.
One provider commented on the capacity of pro-
gram specialists to praise providers for their pro-
gress, yet continually challenge them to do more.
A Bureau of Developmental Services staff member
said:

You guys [providers] have come a long way in the last 5 years.
Things have really been improving. There is a lot more that can
be done and this is a way we think we can help you in this
process. . . . And I don’t think when they present it that way,
there’s no way providers can say, ‘‘We really don’t want to do
more.’’

In Washington, the longevity of both the
county coordinators and the providers, as well as
the development of mutually supportive relation-
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ships between the two, have each influenced
growth in employment outcomes. People have not-
ed that early growth in employment was related to
trust within the system. Pilot programs were funded
by counties to meet specific local needs, with the
independence to try new and creative ideas. It ap-
pears that the exploration of nontraditional strate-
gies through these pilots is the result of the state’s
trust of the providers to produce good outcomes.
This trusting relationship has grown over time so
that providers who consistently produce quality
outcomes are given more freedom for creativity.

In 2000, realizing that growth in integrated em-
ployment in New Hampshire had stalled, the Bu-
reau of Developmental Services aggressively invest-
ed in the use of personal relationships by recruiting
an external stakeholder to become a consultant re-
source. John Vance, the director of ACCESS, a
small individualized support organization in New
Hampshire, was hired on a half-time basis to con-
duct individualized technical assistance to providers
across the state. Vance’s role at Bureau of Devel-
opmental Services was to establish working rela-
tionships with providers to expand the rate and
quality of employment services, in part through
demonstrating how job development was done on
a person-by-person basis. Vance emphasized real-life
demonstrations, one Bureau of Developmental Ser-
vices staff person said:

John just does it [employment] and people see. He will go in
and work with one individual–and this is often the most chal-
lenging person for the agency to find employment for—and he
does it and the providers see it and so then he will work with
another person. He doesn’t have to work with too many before
they get the idea. So it’s leadership of a different kind, it’s mod-
eling. Getting the message out. I think it’s far more powerful
than us just lecturing to people or all the trainings that have
been provided.

Vance was noted for working with organiza-
tions over an extended period of time, addressing
both values and strategic change. He defined his
role as building excitement and commitment.
Speaking about his experience with one provider
he commented, ‘‘She was reluctant at the first meet-
ing—but—I think because I would leave her with
more ideas than she had when I came, she saw it
as a net gain.’’

Discussion

Within the framework of federal legislation
that promotes the inclusion of individuals with dis-

abilities into the workforce system, states vary wide-
ly in their commitment to integrated employment.
Despite the clarity of the Developmental Disabili-
ties Act, there is not a well-defined mandate for
employment in federal or most state funding sources
that support persons with intellectual and devel-
opmental disabilities (Wehman, Inge, Revell, But-
terworth, & Gilmore, 2005). Research findings sug-
gest the factors that influence whether states com-
ply with federal mandates include leadership, the
alliance between agency mission and federal prior-
ities, communication, resource allocation and lim-
itations, and competing priorities (Rogan et al.,
2002). Underlying these factors is the context of
values within which each system operates; it is
these values that move agencies toward systemic
goals.

What is clear from the current data is that
these 3 states have begun to prioritize integrated
employment over sheltered work or other segregat-
ed day supports for individuals with intellectual and
developmental disabilities. Findings presented
throughout this paper and in the conceptual model
highlight concrete strategies that state systems have
used to increase the commitment of stakeholders to
expanding work. This is in light of the fact that the
federal government spends four times more money
on segregated adult day programs (day habilitation
and sheltered work) as compared to supported em-
ployment ($488 million vs. $108 million, respec-
tively) (Rusch & Braddock, 2004). Strategies used
by these 3 states proved to be the most successful
when they were embedded within the context of a
solid values base, a network of dedicated stakehold-
ers, and clarity about the system’s goal. These strat-
egies were facilitated by relationships, and a struc-
ture of local control.

The themes discerned from this research are
comparable to case study work conducted within
the field of intellectual and developmental disabil-
ities more generally. Case studies conducted in the
early 1990s of organizations supporting people with
disabilities did not focus on service approaches or
models; rather, they described organizations that
were responsive to the people they served (Bogdan,
Taylor, & Racino, 1991). Bogdan et al. spoke of an
organization’s ‘‘world view’’ that guided its service
delivery, including a vision of greater community
inclusion. The organizations were also learning en-
vironments that carefully examined and continually
evaluated their services and embraced a sense of
creativity, uniqueness, and innovation. These
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themes are mirrored in the importance of local con-
trol and clarity of goals to fostering innovation and
effective employment supports. Responsive organi-
zations also fostered a sense of communication and
personal relationship building among staff, individ-
uals they supported, and community members.

In Murphy and Rogan’s (1995) case studies of
organizational change, they found that agencies
successfully transitioning their services from facility-
to community-based had clearly defined values that
drove their mission; strong, consistent leadership;
and ongoing staff training. Hulgin’s (2004) case
study work of organizations that had implemented
person-centered services found that successful agen-
cies demonstrated adherence to clear ideology and
values and that connective relationships among
stakeholders were key as were connections with in-
novators in the field. Moreover, these agencies had
positive relationships with policymakers and had
‘‘openness in interpreting the limits of the policies’’
(Hulgin, 2004, p. 173) suggesting that flexible in-
terpretation of policies was a factor in creating more
person-centered supports. Butterworth et al. (2000)
had similar findings pertaining to the importance of
organizational values and openness to risk-taking
and innovation. However, Butterworth and col-
leagues found that catalysts for change were largely
internal, and funders and state policy were rarely
reported to be significant factors in decision-mak-
ing. One respondent was even quoted as saying: ‘‘I
think we changed in spite of the system, not be-
cause of the system’’ (Butterworth et al., 2000, p.
26). In the present study we document states that
engage in activities and initiatives that move their
systems beyond that of barrier, or even witness to,
the growth of community employment. Rather, in
tandem with community rehabilitation providers,
these states seek the role of facilitator as they push
the integrated employment agenda forward. As a
larger organizational system, state agencies also
thrive in an environment that is based on values,
clear goals, and innovation. As at the provider lev-
el, a state’s decision to pursue integrated employ-
ment and the larger goal of community participa-
tion have been driven internally by a values clari-
fication process. There was little evidence of federal
policy as a catalyst for state decisions.

Considering these findings that build upon re-
sults of past case study research, we can extrapolate
implications for state systems, community rehabili-
tation providers, and future leadership in the field.

Implications for Systems: Clarifying the Goal
Rogan and colleagues (2002) called for states

to articulate their values and use these to develop
and evaluate their policies and practices. There is
an explicit challenge for state systems to seek cre-
ative approaches to policy formation, organizational
change, and service provision that directly influ-
ence the development of employment opportuni-
ties. Past research has shown that an infrastructure
of supports including training, technical assistance,
and policy and funding initiatives have helped to
drive the expansion of state-supported employment
(Novak, Rogan, Mank, & DiLeo, 2003). Although
in the current research we found such mechanisms
to be important, the most critical component
seemed to be the clarity in which the state system
identified, transmitted, and maintained commit-
ment to the goal of community inclusion and in-
tegrated employment. In their study of the charac-
teristics of community rehabilitation providers,
Metzel et al. (2007) called for recognition of the
need for private and public funding resources to set
integrated employment as the goal. In a study of
local state agency service areas, Connolly (1999)
found that a clear statement that integrated em-
ployment is the preferred outcome for individuals,
combined with clear outcome standards for inte-
grated employment in contracts predicted higher
rates of employment. Indeed, findings from the pres-
ent study reinforce what has been found previously
in the literature and emphasize the importance of
an unambiguous goal statement that drives service
delivery.

We found that these 3 states developed struc-
tures through training, collecting data, and report-
ing outcomes back to community rehabilitation
providers and limiting or eliminating funding for
sheltered work, which allowed for explicit trans-
mission of their goals of including people with dis-
abilities in the workforce. One state in particular,
Colorado, offered evidence of the implications of
losing focus, which was demonstrated by a decrease
in integrated employment outcomes. The state’s re-
newed clarity about its mission resulted in a core
group of stakeholders that were dedicated to rein-
vigorating the system. Whether the states’ explicit
goals were the expansion of work (which was the
case in Washington) or greater community inclu-
sion in part through integrated employment (New
Hampshire), states unequivocally sent the message
of preferred outcomes for individuals with intellec-
tual and developmental disabilities.
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Implications for Community Rehabilitation
Providers: Partners in Planning

Review of the literature suggests that a large
number of individuals in sheltered employment
could successfully transition to integrated employ-
ment through aggressive change efforts at the local
and state level. However, the continued reliance on
facility-based settings for the majority of day and
employment supports shows that community reha-
bilitation providers have yet to reach the goal of
community membership (Metzel et al., 2007). It is
clear that the commitment and buy-in of commu-
nity rehabilitation providers towards increasing in-
tegrated employment remains a formidable current
and future challenge.

In the states involved in this case study re-
search, as in all states, there were community re-
habilitation providers who supported integrated em-
ployment as well as a significant number who val-
ued the status quo. Recognizing the difference in
the values needed to provide sheltered as opposed
to integrated employment, advocates and system
partners made a conscious decision to focus their
efforts on those who supported change. This was
very clear both in Washington and New Hamp-
shire, where strategies that were initially focused on
the entire provider community, eventually became
narrowly focused on those who demonstrated com-
mitment to change and dedication to moving the
system forward.

Findings show the influence of providers’ ac-
tions. In Colorado, community rehabilitation pro-
viders were an impetus in ensuring that the state
published its data that detailed the state’s decline
in the number of people becoming employed. Con-
sequently, these providers played an active role on
the committee that was focused on expanding em-
ployment. In Washington, a provider group con-
sisting primarily of community rehabilitation pro-
viders’ executive directors effectively lobbied the
state legislature in order to increase access to state
jobs for people with developmental disabilities. Re-
spondents noted that action-oriented agendas, as
opposed to ‘‘gripe sessions’’ helped to ensure that
missions of the groups were within reach. Through
collaborating with multiple stakeholders, including
local and state administrators and the state legisla-
ture, community rehabilitation providers were able
to help shape the agenda and influence real change.
At a federal level, policymakers could support lead-
ership networks of providers at multiple levels to

partner with funding agencies with the goal of the
expansion of integrated employment.

Implications for Future Leadership:
Sustaining the Momentum

As documented throughout this article, one
state struggled with sustaining the momentum of
forward movement in community supports. Inter-
view data showed that respondents from other sites
were concerned about this as well, although out-
come data did not yet reveal a real decline in in-
tegrated employment. Most commonly cited were
concerns about leadership. A network of leaders
and key players in the system were pivotal in mov-
ing systems towards their goals. Respondents ex-
pressed widespread concern that experienced and
knowledgeable leaders, those who had undergone
intensive values training and experienced deinsti-
tutionalization, were beginning to retire:

People who have always cared about this issue are in their 50s.
Where would new and passionate leaders come from? It’s differ-
ent for the new professionals. They are not having the great
collective experience that occurred in the 1970s and 80s. They
don’t know the leaders of those times.

There was the sense that younger leaders had
not developed the sense of moral outrage and com-
mitment that could support radical change.

The work involving developing core compe-
tencies and performance indicators for staff contrib-
utes to a systemic approach in preparing staff to
fulfill their roles, remain in the disability field, and
obtain the experience and knowledge to move into
future leadership roles (Hewitt et al., 2004). Local
and state agencies could provide support for certi-
fication programs, such as the PATHS program in
Ohio funded by the Developmental Disabilities
Council (M. Taylor, 2002) that are available for di-
rect support staff. These initiatives could increase
retention and provide opportunities for career lad-
ders and longevity in the field (Cohen, 2000). Fi-
nally, investment of professional organizations, such
as the American Association on Intellectual and
Developmental Disabilities, which currently has a
working group dedicated to the needs of new pro-
fessionals in the organization, could do important
work in supporting young professionals in the field
to develop into future leaders. The intellectual and
developmental disabilities field needs to come to-
gether to harness the history, experience, and ded-
ication of current leaders and transfer this energy
to the next generation:
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Future leaders, like their predecessors, must have a deep sense
of mission and passion guided by strong moral, ethical, and spir-
itual values. . . . They must not only be able to create and ar-
ticulate a compelling, community-inspired vision of a desired
future, but must also know how to engage people in the process
so they feel invested in and trust that shared vision. (Foster,
2000, p. 89)

Only a widespread and cross-generational com-
mitment to more inclusive communities will sustain
the momentum and further the progress and vision
that can lead to full membership for all. The charge
for all leaders—past, present, and future—is to find
a common medium through which to channel the
deep passion and history of experience with the cre-
ativity and energy of tomorrow.

Conclusion
Findings from this study are not intended to be

a blueprint for states as they work towards expand-
ing integrated employment for individuals with dis-
abilities. Our findings showed that states operate
within unique contextual frameworks that shape
culture, service delivery, and priorities. However,
the respondents from the 3 states highlighted in this
article (Colorado, Washington, and New Hamp-
shire) suggest that clarity of goal, an unwavering
commitment to training and technical assistance
activities that support the goal, flexible and indi-
vidualized supports, and a long-standing values base
are key elements in a system with successful em-
ployment outcomes.
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