
Social Inclusion (ISSN: 2183–2803)
2018, Volume 6, Issue 3, Pages 282–288

DOI: 10.17645/si.v6i3.1525

Article

Sustainable Collaboration to Support Vulnerable Youth: Mental Health
Support Teams in Upper Secondary School

Cecilie Anvik * and Ragnhild Holmen Waldahl

Nordland Research Institute, 8049 Bodø, Norway, E-Mails: cecilie.h.anvik@nord.no (C.A.), rhw@nforsk.no (R.H.W.)

* Corresponding author

Submitted: 5 April 2018 | Accepted: 6 August 2018 | Published: 28 September 2018

Abstract
Schools play a central role in preventingmental health problems from affecting the development and educational opportu-
nities of youth.While school health and social pedagogical support services have expanded inmany countries, they are still
not considered sufficient in meeting the needs of vulnerable youth. We find particular challenges in the development of
sustainable collaboration to support the target group. In this article, we present and analyze empirical data from ongoing
trailing research on an interprofessional team focusing on the health and psychosocial conditions of students in various
upper secondary schools in Norway. In the article, we discuss what conditions need to be in place for inter-professional
collaboration to succeed in the efforts to support students at risk of dropping out of upper secondary school. The article is
theoretically influenced by boundary literature and analyzes challenges and opportunities in boundary crossing between
different professions and service areas. In the article, we argue for the need to spend time on establishing a reflecting
understanding of which qualities the various actors possess and what they should contribute with to create a collabora-
tion that constitutes more than the coordination of what already exists, thereby creating intersecting practices; so-called
third spaces.
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1. Introduction

The Nordic welfare states are characterized as being ser-
vice intensive, with comprehensive public initiatives that
are meant to ensure the welfare of the general pop-
ulation and, more specifically, vulnerable groups. This
makes these welfare states both robust and complicated
at the same time. In such complex societies, knowledge
and expertise is becoming increasingly specialized (Ed-
wards, 2011; Hjörne & Säljö, 2014) and divided into dif-
ferent political and bureaucratic sectors of responsibility.
At the same time, these societies experience that some
of the challenges they face are too complex for individ-
ual actors to solve on their own (Lagreid & Rykkja, 2015).

Such kinds of problems are referred to as wicked prob-
lems and described as being complex and difficult to de-
fine and resolve (Bjørgo, Sandvin, & Hutchinson, 2015;
Morris &Miller-Stevens, 2015; Rittel &Webber, 1973). A
wicked problem may be viewed as a problem with many
“owners”, whereby each “owner” has his/her own under-
standing of the problem, while no single actor’s solution
is adequate in resolving the issue. When tasks and ser-
vice areas become as complex as a wicked problem, the
need for collaboration arises (Lagreid & Rykkja, 2015),
also in the form of multidisciplinary team work (Fay, Bor-
rill, Amir, Haward, & West, 2006).

In the Nordic countries, as in the rest of the OECD
countries, there are increasing concerns for the growing
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number of young people who are neither employed nor
attending school while simultaneously struggling with
mental health issues (OECD, 2012, 2016). Early inter-
vention is highlighted as being important to help this
group of children and youth (OECD, 2012). Schools are
a central arena in succeeding with early intervention.
However, despite the fact that school health and social-
pedagogical support services have expanded in many
countries, this is not considered sufficient in meeting the
complexity of the needs of children and youth. Research
onmultidisciplinary teams find that placing professionals
from different sectors together in teams, such as public
health teams, does not necessarily guarantee new and
improved services (Fay et al., 2006; Hjörne & Säljö, 2014).
Insufficient cooperation between stakeholders and ser-
vices, within and outside of school, constitute partic-
ular challenges (Anvik & Waldahl, 2017; OECD, 2012;
Stephan, Weist, Kataoka, Adelsheim, & Mills., 2007).

Many studies, including our own, point out the need
to place greater focus on interaction as the solution to
the complexity of such problems; nonetheless, little at-
tention has yet been given to how this may take place.
This article seeks to draw attention to new ways of in-
terprofessional collaboration to expand on the under-
standing of this. In the article, we ask what conditions
need to be in place for inter-professional collaboration
to succeed in the efforts to support students at risk of
dropping out of upper secondary school. In an ongo-
ing study, “Complete”, we conduct trailing research on
an intervention in various upper secondary schools in
Norway.1 The intervention is a so-called Mental Health
Support Team (MHST), an interprofessional team focus-
ing on health and psychosocial conditions. The interven-
tion represents one link in strengthening the collabora-
tion to support students who struggle within the frame-
work of the upper secondary school system. Through sys-
tematic, goal-oriented and early efforts, the purpose of
the intervention is to prevent youth fromdropping out of
school and ending up on the outskirts of the labor mar-
ket. The establishment of MHSTs may be viewed as an at-
tempt to coordinate and collaborate across both sectoral
and professional boundaries. It is theoretically framed
by some central concepts taken from boundary litera-
ture,wherein the focus is directed at crossing boundaries
between different fields or social realms (Akkerman &
Bakker, 2011). The literature describes, in various ways,
the dynamics of and conditions for different actors to
cross a variety of social realms.

2. More on Student Services in Upper Secondary
School

According to the Norwegian Education Act (Norwegian
Ministry of Education, 1998), schools should make “ac-

tive and systematic efforts to promote a good psychoso-
cial environment, where individual pupils can experience
security and social belonging” (§9A-3). To safeguard the
requirements of this law resources are set aside—both
in and outside of schools—to address the students’ so-
cial, emotional and academic challenges, in addition to
supporting them in questions of future careers. The re-
sources included in student services vary somewhat from
school to school, but the functions that are constant
throughout are, first and foremost: counselors, peda-
gogical psychological services and nurses. Furthermore,
there is a follow-up service in all provinces that is respon-
sible for supporting youth under the age of 21 who have
the right to training but are not employed or under train-
ing (§3-6). Whether the follow-up service is located in
or outside the schools varies. The intervention, MHST,
is organized as its own team under the student services
of each school, with particular focus on youth who are
on the brink of dropping out of upper secondary train-
ing. The teams are particularly meant to help deal with
the students’ social and emotional challenges. The teams
consist of counselors, nurses, and follow-up services. All
the follow-up services that are part of the MHST are lo-
cated in the school. The teams are supposed to work
closely with individual students as well as being system-
atically directed at the school and its surroundings. The
teams have a particular focus on systematic follow-up
work in addition to being available to andworking closely
with the youth. MHST is built on resources that already
exist in or around the school.

3. Theoretical Framework

While MHSTs are a trial to test interaction between
professions and services, we theoretically approach the
topic by referencing boundary literature. As a means of
perspective, boundary literature places focus on what
happens during boundary crossings between situated
practices (Akkerman & Bakker, 2011; Engeström, En-
geström, & Kärkkäinen, 1995; Star, 2010; Star & Griese-
mer, 1989; Suchman, 1994; Wenger, 2000). A boundary
makes up a space, a marker between different areas that
both divides and connects them. As an analytical term,
“boundary” clarifies the state of belonging to one and
several sites at the same time. As a point of departure,
boundaries are not viewed as barriers. Interaction across
different sites (boundary crossing) and lasting collabora-
tion between actors from different sites (boundary prac-
tices) also encompass the potential for dialogue between
diverse perspectives and understandings; and, therefore,
the establishment of spaces for transfer, change and de-
velopment (Akkerman & Bakker, 2011; Suchman, 1994).

Boundary crossing creates a discontinuity in estab-
lished practices and actions, which makes it possible to

1 Complete is an ongoing school-based research project in upper secondary schools of four counties in Norway, led by the University of Bergen, with
Nordland Research Institute as a partner. The trial period is August 2016–June 2019. The project consists of two interventions, where theMental Health
Support Team (MHST) is one of them, aimed at following up specific students at risk of dropping out. Complete is one of four national research projects
aimed at reducing drop out, financed by the Norwegian Ministry of Education and Research.
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identify and negotiate around both challenges and solu-
tions that may be useful in new settings (Akkerman &
Bakker, 2011; Star & Griesemer, 1989). As a means of
perspective, we find boundary crossing particularly ben-
eficial in analyzing collaboration across professions and
sectors because it:

Allows a more fine-grained understanding of the re-
quired new relationships and cultural perceptions,
as it is specifically targeted at analyzing challenges
and learning opportunities of situations in which di-
verse stakeholders (e.g., different disciplines or insti-
tutions) need to collaborate. (Akkerman & Bruining,
2016, p. 248)

In an extensive literature review, Akkerman and Bakker
(2011) identify four mechanisms that may occur in situa-
tions of boundary crossing: identification, coordination,
reflection and transformation. Identification is a process
that occurs in situations where previous boundaries be-
tween practices become uncertain or destabilized. Iden-
tification deals with redefining the diverse practices by
asking questions about the core operations of the var-
ious practices and becoming aware of and directing fo-
cus towards how the different intersecting practices ex-
ist in relation to one another. “This questioning leads to
renewed insight into what the diverse practices concern”
(Akkerman & Bakker, 2011, p. 142) and how they may le-
gitimately coexist. The next central element in boundary
crossing interaction is coordination. Coordination makes
it possible for “diverse practices to cooperate efficiently
in distributed work” (Akkerman & Bakker, 2011, p. 143).
Coordination may be viewed as a communicative dis-
tribution of work and duties, in which the dialogue is
nonetheless “established only as far as is necessary to
maintain the flow of work” (Akkerman & Bruining, 2016,
p. 245). This may happen through routinization, among
other things, whereby coordination becomes automated.
Through reflection, the actors may become aware of and
make explicit distinctions between their own and oth-
ers’ practices, thereby learning about and understand-
ing their own and others’ practices in new ways (Akker-
man & Bakker, 2011). As an alternative to coordination,
Akkerman and Bakker bring up transformation to char-
acterize what happens when the actors are confronted
with their own practices and continually strive to initiate
joint works.With transformation, the practice is changed
and a “new, in-between practice” (Akkerman & Bakker,
2011, p. 146) is created. When different practices inter-
sect, and elements from diverse contexts are negotiated
and combined in new ways, what is referred to in liter-
ature as “third spaces…that allow negotiation of mean-
ing” are created (Akkerman & Bakker, 2011, p. 135; En-
geströmet al., 1995). Thismust be embedded in the exist-
ing practices to achieve “real consequences” (Akkerman
& Bakker, 2011, p. 148).

4. Method

The authors of this article are part of a research team
that conducts trailing research (2016–2019) on the im-
plementation of MHSTs. The trailing research may be di-
vided into two parallel tracks: 1) observation of the in-
tervention’s implementation process, and 2) school inter-
views towards the end of the first year of the interven-
tion. As part of point 1, the researchers participated in
the introduction of the intervention; joined the interven-
tion team for information rounds in all of the six schools
prior to initiation of the service (early spring 2016); par-
ticipated in a new visit to all of the schools to follow the
training eachMHST received from the intervention team
(late spring 2016), in which the researchers’ role was to
observe how the service respond to the schools’ and
student services’ needs for interaction to support stu-
dents struggling to finish upper secondary schooling; and
observed two experience exchange meetings (fall 2016,
spring 2017), in which the intervention team gathered all
MHSTs from the six schools for a joint full-day meeting.
The purpose of the meeting was to give the MHSTs the
opportunity to share experiences and discuss challenges
and opportunities associated with the implementation
of the intervention. Additionally, the intervention and re-
search teams have had monthly meetings in which the
research team was updated on the status of the imple-
mentation (fall 2016–spring 2017). Furthermore, as part
of point 2, the researchers have carried out fieldwork
(spring 2017) in the six schools (2–4 days per school). One
of the purposes of the fieldworkwas to discern the status
of the MHST intervention as far into the trial period as
possible. In the overall project we conducted 119 inter-
views with administrators, lead teachers, students and
those professional actors who make up the MHST (coun-
selors, nurses and provincial follow-up coordinators), 83
transcripts provided relevant data for answering our re-
search question. The findings presented here are based
on data from the observations of the MHST implementa-
tion and interviews with members of the MHSTs, teach-
ers and administrators. We analyze boundary crossing
on an interpersonal level (Akkerman & Bruining, 2016),
with focus on relations and interaction between specific
actors from different practices. For the analytical work
we have employed what Tjora (2012) calls a stepwise-
deductive-inductivemethod, wherebywework stepwise
with the analyses, both inductively and deductively. In
so doing, we have continually moved between raw data
and concepts in the development of the analytical cat-
egories. The theory and concepts from boundary litera-
ture have been of significant help during thematic text
analysis (Berg & Lune, 2012). In the analytical work, we
have found inspiration in the four mechanisms of bound-
ary crossing described in the theory section, defined by
Akkerman and Bakker (2011) as identification, coordina-
tion, reflection and transformation.
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5. Findings and Discussion

Among the various actors in and around the schools, we
find an overall interest in and willingness to get started
with MHSTs. Administrators, teachers and student ser-
vice staff alike felt that a growing number of students
were struggling with personal issues, particularly related
to mental health, and that the support students receive
comes too late and is not well coordinated. The infor-
mants further express a reasonable degree of support
for the intervention and its understanding of problems
(e.g., many students who struggle while falling through
the cracks, lack of routines and systematic collaboration),
means (e.g., MHST teams, collaboration and routines)
and objectives (e.g., to get involved more quickly, pre-
vent drop out among students and more effectively use
resources now, while working together rather than par-
allel). During data collection, we have not registered that
staff directly opposed or worked against the implemen-
tation of the team. According to Akkerman and Bakker
(2011) a shared problem space is a central prerequisite
for boundary practices.

At the same time, we found some confusion and am-
biguity at several of the schools as towhat theMHSTwas,
and what roles and tasks they had, both in relation to
student services in general, and for the pedagogical staff.
Upon initiation of the MHST one counselor asked, “How
do we define the MHST so that it’s distinguished from
school nursing services, student services, etc.?” At sev-
eral of the schools, a lot of time was used to clarify and
distinguish the roles and responsibilities of theMHST ver-
sus the other student services and the MHST versus the
teachers. Although the introduction of the service has
brought with it some “clutter” and initial difficulties, this
has more to do with role clarification at the schools than
with the general attitude towards the intervention.

While MHSTs challenge the boundaries between the
team and the rest of the school, they also represent new
roles for teammembers. This is most clearly expressed in
relation to the position of follow-up services on the team
and at the school. This particularly applies to schools
where provincial follow-up services have not previously
been involved. At such schools, follow-up services have
only gotten involved with the school when a student is
already on the brink of dropping out. Although the in-
tention of MHSTs was that follow-up services would be
an equal partner in the team and a natural part of the
school, several of the follow-up service representatives
nonetheless feel they are behind the scenes: “I wish I
were a more visible part of the work at the school but,
instead, I feel that a lot of what I do today is, in a way, a
bit too connected to behind-the-scenes work”.

Although the will exists to make the teams work, we
see that they have had challenges in identifying both the
boundaries between MHSTs and the rest of the school
and the roles within the team, particularly that of the
follow-up services.We find that such challenges primarily
had to do with a lack of identification of the boundaries

between the diverse professional fields and their respon-
sibilities and duties from the start. The subject of what
the new roles and tasks of the follow-up services meant
for the collaboration between actors was not discussed
within the teams or at the schools. It seems as though
the consensus that MHSTs represented something posi-
tive has led to a lack of awareness and identification of
one’s own and others’ academic and professional bound-
aries. During the identification process, the boundaries
between practices are “encountered and reconstructed,
without necessarily overcoming discontinuities” (Akker-
man & Bakker, 2011, p. 12). Star and Griesemer (1989)
point out that cooperation across boundaries does not
require consensus. In fact, a lack of consensusmay be ad-
vantageous as the actors when confronted by the bound-
aries between professional fields are forced to become
more aware of their own position, such that they negoti-
ate to a greater degree for the intersection of practices.

The focus at the schools and in the MHSTs has rather
been to establish a structure for the follow-up work to
prevent “things slipping through the cracks”, as one coun-
selor expressed it. To a considerable degree, this has
meant coordinating and distributing work duties and
coming up with joint routines. One administrator said
that, before the initiation of MHSTs, “we had some rou-
tines, but didn’t follow up on them”. This is a common
feature at several of the schools, that they had routines
before the start of MHSTs, but that they were not well
known or followed. For these actors, the implementa-
tion of MHSTs represented an opportunity to put things
into a system. OneMHST counselor said: “We’ve perhaps
gotten things more in order, worked with the students.
We’ve gotten some set routines”. When asked specifi-
cally what the MHST does, one counselor responded:

A bit more formalization of, “Ok, who does what now
and who can help now?”, and clarifying things. When
we get a referral to the MHST, we now work on a
bit more formalization of the tasks ahead: what are
the student’s tasks, what will the lead teacher do,
what will the counselor do? In other words, we ar-
range agreements.

A common feature of the schools and the MHST teams
has been to spend a lot of time the first year on devel-
oping routines. Although many of the schools have suc-
ceeded with this, some schools continually experience
setbacks in that routines are not followed. It can thus
seem that, even though the teams and schools acknowl-
edge that routines contribute to “maintaining the flow of
work” (Akkerman & Bakker, 2011, p. 143), they have not
yet reached the point where the work flows “smoothly
without costs” (Akkerman & Bakker, 2011, p. 144). This
may be due to the fact that the teams have not ade-
quately achieved a dialogue with the organization. There
is a tendency for the teams to be introverted in their
focus and this may have diminished the dialogue with
the organization.
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According to Star (2010) coordination means that di-
verse practices collaborate more effectively in distributed
work. These are featureswe find at the schools,where the
teams are characterized bymemberswho still work some-
what parallel to one another on their own case/duties.
At the same time, both team members and other school
staff at some other schools point out that the establish-
ment of MHSTs has led to newworking methods in which
professionals such as counselors, nurses and follow-up co-
ordinators work more closely in sync together. Common
to all of these is the common idea, though expressed
differently, that they are working together in new ways,
which makes them see the youth and their own and oth-
ers’ practices in a new and other light. One administrator
underscored that, with the initiation of MHSTs, interpro-
fessional work is lifted up and has more transparency: “I
believe the work with MHSTs makes the practice of coun-
seling services less private, you eventually establish a
professional environment and some mutual ground”. An-
other administrator welcomed new professions in school,
bringing in other perspectives: “There is another way of
doing things, another way of receiving students, another
way of acting with students, in various situations. So, I see
that this is something for the future”.

In addition to seeing the value of interprofessional
work, one MHST member claimed that:

We have become clearer about the competence
we have. Many have competence, [and through the
MHST collaboration] we get to better use the entirety
of it. Has the team messed up or cleaned up? Some
roles give of themselves, but we have had to discuss
how we are going to do it.

The above is an example of how certain actors reflect on
their own and others’ practices.

Questions may be asked about whether the chal-
lenges that arose underway during implementation of
the MHSTs and the daily interactive practice could have
been avoided or addressedmuch earlier on, and if the im-
plications of boundary crossing had been acknowledged
from the start. Akkerman and Bakker describe bound-
ary crossing as the “enactment of multivoiceness” (2011,
p. 142). For the individual interactive actor, this involves
an awareness of and reflection onwhat their role was be-
fore they entered into the collaboration, as well as what
they will contribute to the team to create a joint basis
for cooperation. Reflection, according to Akkerman and
Bakker (2011), means a “process that emphasizes the
role of boundary crossing in coming to realize and ex-
plicate differences between practices and thus to learn
something new about their own and others’ practices”
(2011, p. 144). Reflection not only leads to consensus
but also to the formulation of a distinctive perspective,
“making explicit one’s understanding and knowledge of
a particular issue” (Akkerman & Bakker, 2011, p. 145).

Through reflection and shift in perspective, actors
may identify, define and learn something new about dif-

ferences between their own and others’ practices. “Tak-
ing another perspective is a way to begin to see things in
a different light” (2011, p. 145). Difficulties in the interac-
tion in and around the MHSTs have occurred when they
have stumbled onto and felt the boundaries between
the different practices. As one follow-up coordinator de-
scribed the first year in the team: “It became a difficult
time forme, I simply didn’t feel welcome. I felt shewould
come with her babble…just because we have different
ways of doing our job”. Feeling the boundaries lead to
frustration and insecurity, through which teammembers
risk getting stuck in their own perspective rather than
managing to view things from another’s.

Transformation takes collaboration one step further.
While coordination may be viewed as distribution and
division of duties and roles (Akkerman & Bakker, 2011),
such as the various MHSTs have achieved to varying de-
grees, transformation adds something more. Transfor-
mation directs the focus towards the idea that bound-
ary crossing is precisely what happens in intersecting
practices. In boundary crossing, one moves away from
one´s own standpoint, gaining access to the other actors’
perspectives and understandings. Wenger calls this “a
chance to explore the edge of your competence, learn
something entirely new, revisit your little truths, and per-
haps, expand your horizon” (2000, p. 233). For bound-
ary crossing to occur with MHSTs, the individual follow-
up coordinators, school nurses and counselors must pos-
sess a boundary crossing competence, “the ability to
manage and integratemultiple, divergent discourses and
practices across social boundaries” (Akkerman & Bakker,
2011, p. 140). Based on what each one brings to the in-
teraction, they must be armed with the ability to trans-
form it together and create something new, called the
“third space” (Akkerman & Bakker, 2011, p. 140). As
one administrator said, “establish a professional environ-
ment and somemutual ground”. According to Akkerman
and Bakker:

Transformation leads to profound changes in prac-
tices, potentially even the creation of a new, in-
between practice: The studies that describe transfor-
mation processes consistently start with describing
the confrontation with some lack or problem that
forces the intersecting worlds to seriously reconsider
their current practices and the interrelations. If such a
confrontation is not occurring, transformation cannot
be expected. (2011, p. 146)

During the interviews after almost one year’s operation
of MHST, few show examples of transformation. There
are attempts. For example, when a team member de-
scribes the inception of the team as a transition frompre-
viously “sending students” to each other to now stopping
up and finding out what specific help the student needs.
At the same time, based on the interviews, it is difficult to
identify concrete examples of transformation that have
occurred in the MHSTs.
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6. Conclusion

The study ofMHSTs shows that it is demanding to achieve
good interprofessional collaboration. This is despite the
fact that the teams aremade up of existing actors who al-
ready know each other and are located in or around the
school. The consensus, in both the teams and schools,
about the benefit and need for closer interprofessional
collaboration to support youth who are neither attend-
ing school nor employedwhile simultaneously struggling
with mental issues, characterized the establishment of
the teams. However, absence of confrontation from the
start led to the teams spending a lot of time the first
year on identifyingwhat the roleswithin the team should
be and how the teams should relate to the rest of the
school. In particular, it seems that the teams’ introverted
focus has been somewhat at the expense of a dialogue
with the rest of the school. The consequence has been
that the teams have also spent a lot of time achieving
good coordination.

Particularly in the teams that have achieved identifi-
cation and coordination, we see attempts at reflection
on their own and others’ practices. After one year’s trial
of MHST, however, we see few concrete examples of
transformation. Thus, time seems to be an important
factor in achieving good interprofessional collaboration.
Less than one year is likely too little time to see concrete
examples of transformation.

At the same time, we would like to specify that iden-
tification and coordination are likely not enough to solve
wicked problems. If a solution to a wicked problem with
many owners is to be found there is a need for collabo-
ration in which the actors/owners reflect on their own
practices and, together, transform existing welfare ser-
vices into new intersecting practices. Another aspect of
identification and coordination is that these are not suf-
ficient in helping to tear the different actors away from
their own bureaucratic contexts. This can be explained
with an increasing focus on goals and resultmanagement
within the different sectors of responsibility. This helps to
create so-called vertical loyalties, which make horizontal
interactions between sectors and service providers diffi-
cult (Vike, 2013).

In a previous study, we have shown examples of
so-called welfare navigators; i.e., individual actors who
possess the ability and competence to cross their own
boundaries in the work of comprehensive follow-up of
youth with complex problems (Anvik & Waldahl, 2017).
What characterizes these individuals is that they are lo-
cal service providers who operate beyond and across
their sectors or mandates and create room for horizontal
interactions. These individuals often have skills, compe-
tence and experience that transcend their sectors, along
with good knowledge of the responsibilities of other sec-
tors and work methods. They are able to see and han-
dle youth’s complex needs and work closely around the
youth. These welfare navigators help in closing the gap
between youth’s complicated challenges and needs in ev-

eryday life and the fragmented sector responsibilities of
the welfare state (Anvik & Waldahl, 2017). MHSTs may
be seen as an attempt to better systematize this and cre-
ate intersecting practices around youth who struggle to
complete school.

Based on our own and others’ research in the field,
we believe there is a need for increased interprofessional
work and efforts to support students, both in primary
and secondary school, who struggle in their daily rou-
tines at school (Anvik &Waldahl, 2017; Olsen, Gustavsen,
& Anvik, 2017). The need for more collaboration is raised
in various contexts within welfare policy, administration
and research alike. In this article, we have argued for
the significance of having a greater focus on the work of
providing comprehensive services to youthwith complex
needs. We have pointed to the necessity of taking time
to establish a mutual understanding of what the work
should constitute and the various roles the individual ac-
tors should contribute with, in addition to a focus on the
idea that this collaboration should bemore than a coordi-
nating unit that distributes tasks among themselves but
rather creates inter-sectional, multi-professional teams
that become something more than the sum of the in-
dividual actors’ sector mandates—so-called third spaces.
Therefore, in our opinion, boundary literature’s concepts
and perspectives are well suited to broadening the un-
derstanding of processes in which different practices and
perceptions transcend boundaries and meet to try and
create comprehensive efforts to address wicked prob-
lems. This will benefit schools when it comes to the need
for increased interprofessional work and school efforts
to support children and youth who have complex chal-
lenges, also in primary schools. Such a focus, we believe,
may also constitute a model for more sustainable col-
laboration within the public service sector as well as be-
tween the public and volunteer/private sectors.
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