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1.0 Introduction
This literature review was undertaken to support the joint public sector/School of Government Emerging Issues Programme research project on better connected services for Kiwis through joined-up government. There are many specific instances of joined-up and integrated services from a number of jurisdictions and rather than focusing on these individually, the public policy and public management literature has been used to look for more generalized insights which might be valid across jurisdictions.

The move to joined-up arrangements comes from the increasing reality that the nature of commonly encountered public issues means that no one organisation has sufficient knowledge or resources to address the issue alone, and effectively. The literature on integrated/joined-up services focuses on the nature of the problems for which joining up might be a necessary part of the approach to their solution, when and how joining up might be done, and the implications for how we think about public policy and public management institutions and their ways of working. Policy processes include all parts of the process from issue identification, through design, to implementation. 
The public management literature uses the term governance to refer to the processes of governing which includes all public management and can involve different levels of government organisations and non-government organisations. The literature is clear that effective governance in a democracy, which includes the delivery of public services, needs to allow for voice and participation of the people to be governed. The more difficult the problem to be addressed the more likely it is that no one individual or organisation has sufficient knowledge or resources to bring about an effective solution. In such circumstances, linear and prescriptive policy processes are unlikely to produce workable or enduring results.
The literature provides some insights into processes to help identify issues/problems that might require a different approach, and about ways in which government agencies might work with each other, and with non-government bodies, to provide more effective policies and services, and a user friendly interface with citizens. A theme in the literature of the last decade is one of public management through horizontal relationships, between different types and levels of public bodies, and private bodies, which collectively are able to bring perspectives, knowledge and experience to inform effective governance. The literature informs us about when, how and what sort of relationships might be formed and how they might be effective. These horizontal processes are not instead of, but as well as, vertical organizational ways of working. The strengths of each need to be understood and recognized and they need to be able to interface and interact effectively. 

1.1 Scope of this Literature Review

The idea of joined-up (or collaborative or integrated) government has been experimented and practiced with in a number of international jurisdictions including the UK, Netherlands, USA, Australia and Canada. These experiences and the knowledge gained from them have been captured in a number of practical and helpful publications 긁

(Australian Public Service Commission, 2007a, 2007b; Hopkins, Couture, & Moore, 2001; Ling, 2002; State Government of Victoria State Services Authority, 2007) ADDIN EN.CITE . There are not a lot of New Zealand examples in the literature, the exception being the ‘Strengthening Communities Through Local Partnerships Project’ funded by the Foundation for Research Science and Technology and undertaken by Auckland University in collaboration with Waitakere City Council (Courtney, 2005; Local Partnerships and Governance Research Group, 2005).
This review focuses on the public policy/public management literature which provides insights to inform thinking and actions by people who are considering, or are in a position to consider, if and when some form of inter-organisational delivery of government services might be appropriate and how they might approach such collaborations to bring about more affective outcomes. It covers the range of arrangements for joint delivery and also draws on the literature on complex social problems and the operation of complex loosely coupled organisations. It does not cover the literature of social isolation, disconnection and alienation. 

Literature from a number of existing theories is seen by scholars as relevant to the theory and practice of collaborative service delivery. Specifically: inter-organisational relationships and network theory; policy subsystems, communities and issues networks; game theory; and resource dependency theory. The former is seen by Mandell and Steelman, 2003 as the most useful. Useful concepts from these theories and case studies are elaborated below. Some classic works on implementation and policy failure by Pressman and Wildavsky (1973), and Lipsky (1980) are still relevant and provide a rich insight into why policy planning should involve those intended to deliver, and be the recipients and users of public policies.

The review does not repeat ground covered in other related literature reviews such as those undertaken in a New Zealand context by Alison Gray in 2002 (Gray, 2002) on Integrated Service Delivery and Regional Co-ordination to inform the Review of the Centre Regional Co-ordination Work stream and (Majumdar, 2006). Another literature review on interagency collaboration has been undertaken by the High and Complex Needs Unit (Atkinson, 2007) and they have also published advice on good practice, and principles and a self assessment tool for collaboration (High and Complex Needs Unit, 2007a, 2007b).
The State Services Commission has produced a concise paper providing guidance on interagency collaboration for outcomes which can be found on their website (State Services Commission, 2003). The advice provided therein is supported and expanded on by what follows in this paper. 

Section 2 of the review provides some definitions of what is meant by integrated and or joined-up services and examines the extent to which this is a new concept and the conditions that might be creating more demand for more joined-up approaches. 
Section 3 answers the questions why and when should joined-up services be considered. It examines the nature of the problems that demand more joined-up approaches and the nature of the socially complex systems in which theses problems exist and must be solved and what the literature has to say about public management in these circumstances. 
Section 4 goes into more detail about how we join up, including decisions about the degree of joining-up, and the processes required to make such arrangements successful. 
Section 5 examines learning and knowledge management, trust, public value and democratization as cross-cutting and important themes touched on in other sections in more detail. 
Finally section 6 contains a list of all the references used in the preparation of this review.
2.0 What is meant by integrated/joined-up services

There is no lingua franca for the variegated multi party arrangements that have become common in the last decade (Mandell & Steelman, 2003, p. 20). Perri 6 distinguishes between co-ordination (the development of ideas about joint and holistic working, joint information systems, dialogue between agencies, processes of planning and making decisions) and integration (actual execution or implementation of the productions of co-ordination). He also distinguishes between merely joined-up (consistency between organisational arrangements) and holistic (clear and mutually reinforcing sets of objectives framed in terms of outcomes and working back from there to instruments). Co-ordination and integration are horizontal processes - co-operation between government agencies vs. co-production of public goods (6, 2004).
According to O’Leary and Blomgren Bingham the notion of collaborative public management resonates with many in the field of public policy and administration, but the concept ‘lacks a common lens or definition and is often studied without the benefit of examining parallel literatures in sister fields’. They go on to define collaborative public management as “a concept that describes the process of facilitating and operating in multi-organisational arrangements to solve problems that cannot be solved or easily solved by single organisations. Collaborative means to co-labour, to co-operate to achieve common goals, working across boundaries in multisector relationships. Cooperation is based on the value of reciprocity” (O'Leary & Blomgren Bingham, 2007, p. 7).
The literature uses the term governance to refer to the processes of public management and governing, and therefore is a much broader concept than what is usually referred to as governance within New Zealand. Kickert et al. make the distinction that ‘public management is governance but not all governance is public management’. “Government (not its agencies) is not able to steer society as a deus ex machina from a position above and detached from society; government itself is part of the social system and is only one of the many social actors influential in public policy processes” (Kickert, Klijn, & Koppenjan, 1997, p. 5).
Collaborative governance is a wider concept about the process of engaging citizens in making decisions in more inclusive ways. This movement actively engages citizens through the tools of dialogue and deliberation, community problem solving, and multi-stakeholder dispute resolution to inform and shape public decisions and policy. Collaborative governance combines the concepts of:

· Collaboration: To co-labor, to co-operate to achieve common goals working across boundaries in multi-sector relationships. Co-operation is based on the value of reciprocity.

· Governance: To steer the process that influences decisions and actions within the private, public, and civic sectors. Although government plays a role in governance, it is not the only player.

Mandell and Steelman (2003) identify five theoretical archetypes of arrangements for joint delivery of public services: 

· Intermittent co-ordination – the policies and procedures of two or more organisations are mutually adjusted to accomplish some objective. At this end of the spectrum it is possible for individuals and organisations involved, to have their own conceptualization of the problem(s) being addressed jointly.
· Temporary task force – similar to above but very specific in scope and duration.
· Permanent or regular co-ordination – generally relates to an agreement to work together for a particular purpose and involves setting of common goals
· Coalition – interdependent and strategic actions of relatively narrow scope are planned and executed jointly over an indeterminate timeframe involving joint resource commitments.
· Network structure – a broad mission pursued through joint, strategic and interdependent processes, involving shared knowledge and commitment of resources.
These archetypes vary across a number of dimensions: according to the orientation of the parties to the problem; the degree of commitment to common goals; the breadth of the areas of joint commitment; the complexity of purpose; and the scope of effort. There is no right form of collaboration and the form will vary according to the context, the nature of the problem and the tasks required. 
2.1 Is the concept new and where is the pressure for new approaches coming from?
McGuire (2006) identifies the oft cited pressures for new collaborative approaches as: 
1) changes in information availability giving rise to more permeable structures allowing people to more easily work across organisational boundaries; 
2) the “wicked” nature of problems, e.g. environment, poverty, health care, disasters, which cannot be addressed effectively through traditional bureaucracies; 
3) citizen expectations of more choice – areas where the public simultaneously prefers more government action and less government involvement. We live in a shared power world in which many groups and organisations are involved in, affected by, or have some partial responsibility to act on public challenges. 
Thomson and Perry (2006, p. 20) add devolution, rapid technological change, scarce resources and increasing organizational interdependencies.

Ling (2002) reviewed a range of activities branded as ‘joined up government in the UK and concluded it was best viewed as a group of responses to the perception that services had become fragmented and that this fragmentation was preventing the achievement of important goals of public policy – “an umbrella term describing various ways of aligning formally distinct organisations in pursuit of the objectives of the government of the day”(p616).
3.0 When and Why joined up/integrated/ collaborative services?

Perri 6 (2004) notes the need to be clear about the perceived problem to which horizontal co-ordination and integration are seen as solutions. He sees the challenge is not in the specialization of each agency. The challenge is more likely to be in the fragmentation of how each organisation sees the issue and responds to it, lack of good conflict management, or inadequately structured relationships between specialties. The rhetoric of “overcoming barriers” or “breaking down boundaries” is often about attempts to put boundaries in different places and to create border crossings suitable for particular vehicles. He concludes that there are no simple tradeoffs between specialization and co-ordination. He concludes on the basis of his inter-country comparison that preference for a particular style of inter-organisational action might be purely one of political preference.

Some also note that collaboration is difficult and typically follows failure of other approaches (Bryson, Crosby, & Middleton Stone, 2006). If collaboration is difficult and success not assured then what guidance can be found on when and why a collaborative approach should be considered? Three interrelated concepts are considered important: the nature of the problem; the interconnectedness and interdependency of the social systems the policies are attempting to influence; and openness and arbitrariness of system boundaries. These concepts are discussed in turn in sections 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3 below. Much public sector management takes place in and between organizations which themselves can be understood as complex systems. The implications of a complex systems view of public sector organizations and their conduct of public management is considered in section 3.4. Understanding complex systems requires sense-making processes and this concept is described in section 3.5. Section 3.6 provides the arguments for viewing public management as a complex system given the complexity of the social systems with which public management works and the social complexity of the problems encountered.
3.1 Nature of the Problem

Ritter and Webber (1973) coined the term wicked problem
 in the context of explaining the failure of attempts by governments to take a more planned approach to the more complex problems facing governments and communities, and called into question the adequacy of professional expertise alone to solve such problems through rational processes of top down planning. They relate the failure of planned interventions to the openness of the social systems in which these planned interventions are deployed where waves of repercussions are generated by a problem solving action. They see one of the most intractable problems of all is that of defining problems, i.e. knowing what distinguishes an observed condition from a desired condition, and of locating where, in the complex of causal networks, the trouble really lies. Equally intractable is the problem of identifying the actions that might effectively narrow the gap between what-is and what-ought-to-be. 

Ritter and Webber conclude that improving the effectiveness of actions in pursuit of valued outcomes cannot be done through the usual linear processes of planning. Inadequate forecasting and intelligence, plurality of objectives and plurality of politics make it impossible to pursue unitary aims. They elaborate what they see as ten challenges for anyone seeking to address so called wicked problems.
1. There is no definitive formulation of a wicked problem.
The formulation of a wicked problem is the problem. The problem can only be understood in terms of one’s ideas for solving it. Thus a linear approach which consists of first understand the problem, then gather information from which to analyse options and then formulate solution(s) will not work.
2. Wicked problems have no stopping rule.
Because wicked problems occur in open social systems there will be no logical end point because there will always be more causal links and more that could be done.

3. Solutions to wicked problems are not true or false but good or bad.
Many affected parties will be available to pass judgment on solutions to wicked problems and their assessments are more likely to be that the solution is either good, or bad, or at best, good enough.
4. There is no immediate and no ultimate test of a solution to a wicked problem.
The solution to a tame problem is likely to be in the hands of a few people and the solution easily judged. A wicked problem on the other hand will generate waves of consequences over time and it will often be difficult to link any particular consequence to a particular action undertaken to solve the problem.

5. Every solution to a wicked problem is a “one-shot operation”; because there is no opportunity to experiment, every attempt counts significantly.
There is no test tube or laboratory in which to test solutions to wicked problems. As the solutions must be implemented in the real world, every implemented solution is consequential and leave “traces” that cannot be undone.
6. Wicked problems do not have a definitive set of potential solution nor is there a well-described set of permissible operations that must be incorporated into the plan.
Wicked problems give rise to a host of interpretations about their cause and solution. Judgment, not rules, are involved in deciding that the information available on possible approaches is sufficient and in selection of a particular approach. There is an element of trust in that judgment involved for those who go along with the selected approach.
7. Every wicked problem is essentially unique.
Despite long lists of similarities of the properties wicked problems share in common, there are factors unique to each which are significant and of over-riding importance to the solution of the problem. There are no classes of wicked problems in the sense that principles of solution can be developed to fit all members of a class. Every situation is one of a kind.

8. Every wicked problem can be considered the symptom of another problem.
The search for causal explanations of the discrepancies between the actual and desired state is likely to lead to the discovery of further problems of which the original problem is only a symptom. There is a paradox in that on one hand, the higher the level the articulation of the problem, the more general it becomes and the more difficult to articulate actions that might have any effect. On the other, a problem attacked at too low a level, risks being too small and incremental an approach to have any overall effect. An organizational response is often to see the problem and its solution lying at another (lower) level.
9. The existence of discrepancy in representing a wicked problem can be explained in numerous ways. The choice of explanation determines the nature of the problem solution.
“Crime in the streets” can be explained in many ways: e.g. too few police; inadequate laws; cultural deprivation. The evidence will be conflicting and the choice of explanation arbitrary depending on the world view of the explainer.
10. Scientific method is not considered an adequate excuse for being wrong given the consequences for human beings and communities.
When natural scientists formulate a hypothesis and test it, there is no harm, blame or shame associated with being wrong. This is not the case with wicked problems where the consequences are felt and live on in the community.

When the issues or problems being dealt with are wicked problems then a less linear and more collaborative process of planning and solution is required.
3.2 Interacting, Interdependent, and Complex Social Systems

A concept that goes hand in hand with the notion of wicked problems is that of human social systems and public policy service systems as complex, adaptive, interdependent, open and non-linear systems. 

Complex is used to describe situations where the sum of the parts does not equal the whole i.e. being able to name and describe the working of the parts does not lead to an understanding of the working of the whole. Adaptive is used to mean changing in response to external changes. Open refers to the difficulty of establishing a boundary because of the constant interaction between different components, which are interdependent in that a change in one place is likely to cause further change elsewhere and there is non-linear and unpredictable relationship between the two.
Rhodes and MacKechnie (2003) explore the usefulness of complex adaptive systems theory to understanding public service systems which they define as consisting of “multiple organisations engaged in the provision of a specific set of goods and services that are of value to the majority of consumer-citizens”. Rhodes and MacKechnie describe the core elements of a complex system framework:

· description of the array of agents that make up the system where agents can be both individuals and organisations or organising initiatives;

· schemata for different types of agents (inputs to decision making, filtering rules, processes of mutation and adaptation of schemata)

· fitness functions described for each agent which govern how the agents will choose among alternative actions

· nature and level of the connections among agents. Connections can take the form of exchanging information, giving and receiving instructions;

· a set of dimensions which describe the state of the system.

They identify education policy and public services along with other social services as being the most likely areas of public policy to benefit from a complex systems approach because the relationship between cause and effect is unclear and there is often an unclear definition of the goals to be achieved. A number of writers have found complex systems useful for understanding the behaviour of social systems (Byrne, 1998; Eve, Horsfall, & Lee, 1997). Wallace et al. (2007) provide all education and health examples to explore the complexities of managing change in public services.
Cilliers (1998) takes a postmodern view of human social systems and society and describes it in terms of the characteristics of complex systems:

1. Number of elements large = the number of humans

2. Elements interact dynamically = constant exchange of information between individuals. The pattern of interconnections between the individuals being the important aspect of this characteristic.

3. Level of interaction fairly rich = humans interact in a vast array of different capacities.

4. Interactions are nonlinear = Social systems nonlinear and asymmetrical. Power and exploitation can skew interactions.

5. Interactions have a short range = Primary interaction is dominated by proximity but does not preclude a wider influence.

6. There are loops in the interconnections. Feedback is essential = an element can directly or indirectly influence itself.

7. Systems are open = local discourses are not closed off but influence each other.

8. Complex systems operate under conditions far from equilibrium = need constant flow of energy to change, evolve and survive as complex entities. Society can only survive as a process i.e. it is not defined by its origins or goals but by what it is doing.

9. Complex systems have histories = history is a collection of traces and is always open to multiple interpretations.

10. Individual elements are ignorant of the behaviour of the whole system in which they are embedded = single element can neither control the whole nor fully understand it.

3.3 Complex Systems Boundaries are Arbitrary
Churchman in the 1970s advanced a concept of social systems in which the boundaries are not givens but are social constructs which define the limits of knowledge considered pertinent (to the system) and the human agent that generates that knowledge. Learning takes place in social interactions (Kurtz & Snowden, 2003; Midgley, 2000). Evolution occurs as a result of micro-diversity between individuals and groups within the system, where amplification or suppression of particular types occurs as a result of interactions within the social system and between the system and its environment (Midgley, 2000, p. 114). In human social systems, people act in ways that simplify and remove complexity by defining boundaries and creating assumptions (rules) which classify experiences according to previously experienced patterns. The concept of sense-making is used to talk about the process of interpreting and classifying information and other inputs according to previously experienced patterns. 

People gain new insights and generate new thinking in the processes of interaction and conversation with others where the stimulus of new information and diversity of people are key ingredients. Stacey 礁 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(2003, p. 352)
 explores the insights that complexity theory brings to creative, responsive processes in human relationships. “…the dynamics of a complex network of interacting agents is determined by the nature of the relationships across the network. In general, as information/energy flows increase, the dynamics of the network shifts from repetitive, predictable stability towards the dynamics of randomness and disintegration. At some critical range in information/energy flow, connectivity and diversity, the dynamics of bounded instability appears, that is the simultaneous presence of stability and instability, order and disorder. It is in this dynamic at the edge of disintegration, that novel forms of relationship may emerge”. 

Definition and understanding of human social systems requires processes which can assist in understanding their social construction. According to Midgley (2000), the community operational research field has built on the literature of operational research and general systems theory which has its origins in systematic approaches to the design and management of industrial and management processes and has incorporated thinking on human social systems from Churchman and others. Systems thinking continues to inform branches of research and practice in the operation of organisations and the design and implementation of social change in communities. 

Midgley argues that intervention
 in complex social systems requires a pluralistic perspective based on process philosophy. Process philosophy identifies subject and objects through the process of making boundary judgments. Defining subject boundaries requires definition of the relevant sentient beings involved and also definition of the knowledge generating system, which is also bounded, created by the interaction between individuals within the system. There is a complex interaction between knowledge, power and identity, and the exercise of power is the end result of a process of knowledge formation in which certain social processes are legitimated. 

Actions in complex systems are ascribed to a variety of possible agents: e.g. an individual person; a group; a team; a family; an organisation; a community; a nation. The action of an agent is taken on the basis of knowledge (defined widely to include perceptions, implicit understandings, unconscious motivations, behavioural habits, etc) so action can be said to be undertaken by an agent under the influence of the knowledge generating system in which s/he is embedded 搁 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Midgley, 2000; Morgan, 2006; Stacey, 2003)
.

Midgley (2000) offers twelve questions (drawn from Ulrich, 1986) to help reflect on and critique system boundaries. The notion of critical boundary critique is relevant to public policy and public management processes because it focuses on both is and ought through such questions as: 
· who owns and benefits from the system in question and who ought to; 
· what is the actual purpose of the system and what ought that purpose to be; 
· what is judged to be success and what ought the system’s success be judged by; 
· what conditions of successful planning and implementation are really controlled by the decision taker? 
· What decisions cannot be controlled by the decision maker (and as a consequence are defined as “external environment”)? 
· What resources and conditions ought to be controlled by the decision maker? 
· What world view is actually underlying the design of the system? 
· And what has been excluded?

These questions have relevance to groups of individuals working on problems of a wicked nature in complex social systems.
3.4 Organisations as Complex Systems
Most public management and the design of public service delivery is carried out in public sector organisations. Organisations are a particular example of complex, open human social systems. A number of people have begun to theorise about the behaviour of organisations as artificial constructs, socially constructed around a particular purpose 甁 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Morgan, 2006; Stacey, 2003; Weick, 1995, 2001)
. In many ways organisations are simply particular instances of human social systems focused on a particular purpose. Sense-making is an important process through which individuals and organizations interpret what is happening in the world of which they are part. 
To some the word complex might convey only a generalized concept of lots of parts and difficult to explain but it has a more specific meaning. A complex system cannot be adequately understood simply by understanding its parts. The complex view takes cognisance of the human and social basis of organizations and the non-linear interdependent interactions between the parts such that it is impossible to disaggregate the whole in any way that aids understanding of the functioning of the whole. It is this notion of ‘organisations as complex systems’ which is relevant to public policy and public management because of the overlaps with organisation theory and the role of organisational agents in public policy processes. Organisations understood as complex systems are open to a flow of energy, actors, information, and ideas, and cannot be easily understood or disaggregated 氁 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Boisot & Child, 1999; Morgan, 1997, 2006; Stacey, 2003)
.

Some theorists use the term ‘complex adaptive systems’ as a way of highlighting the interaction between the system and its environment. Organisations are treated as adaptive systems that in a non trivial way, according to Ashby (1957), have to match the complexity of their environment. Organisations are made up of individuals whose collective action brings about some external change. Individuals in the organization are coupled i.e. tied together by rules, agreement on the operation and sanctions for the rules and attention to the rules and feedback to the individual. The greater the number of rules, variability in agreement about them and what they mean, the more episodic, variable and confusing the feedback then the more loosely coupled the organization. Most public sector organisations are loosely coupled. Loose coupling adds to the complexity of the organisation itself but it also adds to its flexibility, adaptability and creativity (Weick, 2001). Boisot and Child (1999) think that social systems are more loosely coupled than natural systems and therefore more complex. The number of different combinations of the elements that make up the system adds further to the complexity.
Stacey (2003) portrays organisations neither as things nor as organisms but as processes for joint action. He quotes Elias (2000, p.336), “It is simple enough: plans and actions, the emotional and rational impulses of individual people, constantly interweave in a friendly or hostile way. This basic tissue resulting from many single plans and actions of men (sic) can give rise to changes and patterns that no individual person has planned or created.  From this interdependence of people arise an order sui generis, an order more compelling and stronger than the will and the reasons of the individual people composing it.  It is the order of interweaving human impulses and strivings, the social order, which determines the course of historical change; it underlies the civilizing process”. These are phenomena complexity theorists call self-organisation and emergence. While individuals can plan their own actions they cannot plan the actions of others and so cannot plan the interplay of plans and actions. There is no causality other than the interplay between the participants.
The concepts of emergence and far-from-equilibrium phenomena have provided new understandings and explanations in the literature applying complexity theory to organisations. Morgan (1997) sees internal features of organisations, such as, structures, hierarchies, rules, controls, culture, defensive routines, power relations, and psychic traps, as forces locking an organisation into a particular “attractor” pattern. Such patterns can be very stable and resistant to change, held in place by negative feedback loops which resist change, even though the organisation is dynamic and far from equilibrium. Such an organisation can also undergo rapid, even chaotic, change in response to relatively small changes until it settles into a new attractor pattern.

Bifurcation points occurring at the edge of chaos where the system changes, relatively quickly and unpredictably, from organisation around one attractor pattern to another, are often marked by tensions or paradoxes. Morgan sees it as important to recognize these points and use their characteristics to bring about change.  Major organisation (system) change is more likely to be brought about when the system is operating far from equilibrium so that the system ‘flips’ itself from one trajectory to another. It is the paradoxes and feedback loops that are active in this far from equilibrium state which provide insights and opportunities for change. Potential new futures always create oppositions with the status quo.  This dialectical principle gets played out in many forms, e.g.:

Innovate ---------------------avoid mistakes

Think long term-------------deliver results now

Cut costs---------------------increase morale

Reduce staff-----------------improve teamwork

Be flexible-------------------respect the rules

Collaborate------------------compete

Decentralise-----------------retain control

Specialise--------------------be opportunistic

Low costs--------------------high quality

Similar paradoxes are familiar to many public service practitioners, and practitioners working on wicked problems in complex social systems need to be prepared to think, plan and act in non-linear ways consistent with the complexity of the situations they face.
3.5 Sense-making

The existence of paradoxes and multiple interpretations of the world means we need ways to make sense of the world in more collective ways if we intend to act. 

Human organisations are interpretive systems that function on the basis of internal representations of the environment they respond to. Interpretive systems have two distinct strategies for responding to the complexity of their environment. They either reduce it through the imposition of rules and categories which allow codification of responses, or they absorb it by holding multiple and sometimes conflicting representations of environmental variety, and retain a repertoire of behavioural responses. The latter allows for behavioural plasticity where response might not be perfect but the range of contingencies that can be responded to is greater than in the former case. Organisations and societies with different cultures will vary in the extent to which they choose to reduce or absorb the complexity that confronts them 瀁 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Weick, 1995)
.
Weick sees sense-making as more than interpretation.  He sees its nature as:

· grounded in identity construction

· retrospective

· enactive of sensible environments

· social

· ongoing

· focused on, and by, extracted cues

· driven by plausibility rather than accuracy

Humans are not limited to one identity in a complex system. Individually we can be a parent, student, worker as well as having membership of some collective identities e.g. Auckland ratepayers. What a person sees out there depends on the identity they adopt at that point in time and there are likely to be too many meanings of a given situation than too few. Weick also notes an interaction between the present and the past. He says meaning is not attached to the lived experience being singled out but to the attention being given to it from the present.  “...the past is reconstructed knowing the outcome, which means that things never happened the way they are remembered. Retrospective sense-making does erase many of the causal sequences that made it harder to accomplish the final outcome” 椁 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Weick, 1995, p. 28)
.
Snowden and Kurtz (2003) challenge three basic assumptions which they think pervade decision making and policy formulation in organisations: 

1) the assumption of order i.e. that there is an underlying relationship between cause and effect; 

2) the assumption of rational choice i.e. that individuals will make decisions based on rational self interest; 

3) the assumption of rational capability i.e. the acquisition of capability indicates an intention to use that capability and that the actions of other actors are intentional. 

Kurtz and Snowdon advance a sense-making framework, reproduced below, which provides policy and decision making with a tool for analysis. 

	COMPLEX

Cause and effect are only coherent in retrospect and the pattern is not repeatable

· Pattern management

· Perspective filters

· Complex adaptive systems

Probe->Sense->Respond
	KNOWABLE

Cause and effect are separated over time and space

· Analytical/reductionist

· Scenario Planning

· Systems thinking

Sense->Analyse-> Respond

	CHAOS

No cause and effect relations are perceivable

· Stability focussed intervention

· Enactment tools

· Crisis management

Act->Sense->Respond
	KNOWN

Cause and effect relations are repeatable, perceivable, and predictable

· Legitimate best practice

· Standard operating procedures

· Process re-engineeering

Sense->Categorise->Respond


From Kurtz and Snowden, 2003

The sense-making framework is a phenomenological one which helps to identify how people perceive and make sense of a situation. It allows for collective sense-making leading to decision making and suggests that the type of action taken should be conditional on the extent to which the ‘world’ in which the policy processes and decision making is know in terms of cause and effect relationships. 

Instead of thinking mechanistically about causes and effects, Morgan, recognising that causality is a property of the complex system itself, advocates analysis and understanding of the positive and negative feedback loops at work, to assist understanding of the systems current attractor patterns and what might be needed to change them. In some cases, small changes might have large impacts. This can be revealed through questions such as:

· What are the significant loops defining the system? Are there principal subsystems or nests of loops that hang together? What are the key connections? What are the key patterns?

· Can we use this understanding to go beyond surface appearance and superficial problems to identify the generative forces that are producing those problems?

· Can we find manageable initiatives that will change the generative pattern, for example, by adding or removing positive or negative feedback loops?

· How can we learn to “nudge” key aspects of such systems to create “new contexts”, through our equivalent of the butterfly effect
?

3.6 Public Management as Complex

Governance and public management are frequently referred to in the literature as complex processes. Mischen and Jackson 2006 examine the implications of complexity theory for public administration. They argue that both the organisations that implement policies and the multi-organisation policy implementation networks can be viewed as complex systems (Mischen & Jackson, 2007).
Using complexity theory to frame discussion about the role of organisations and organisational networks in policy implementation the authors identify 14 pertinent concepts:

· Complex systems
· Large number of agents
· Energy
· Historicity
· Locality
· Connectivity
· Interdependence
· Feedback Loops
· Space of Possibilities
· Path dependence
· Far from equilibrium
· Self-organisation
· Emergence
· Co evolution
 

A key characteristic of complex system is that it has a large number of agents where agents can be cells within an organism, species in an ecosystem, individuals within an organisation, or organisations within a network. Policies are implemented by a large number of individuals comprising a large number of organisations. Looking at policy from an intra-organisational perspective is important for policies that are implemented by "street level bureaucracies".

As well as having a large number of agents in a complex system, these agents are connected to one another. Connectivity is critical if agents are going to learn from one another. Agents are not only connected, they are interdependent. This interdependence can be sequential or concurrent. Attention to policy networks shows many policies cannot be implemented without the involvement of other organisations. There is feedback between agents can be positive or mutual reinforcement between cause and effect as in a chain reaction and therefore destabilizing, or mutual attenuation (negative) and stabilising.

Sense-making is one example of how feedback works within organisations. Sense-making is an interactive process in which individuals within an organisation develop understandings about the organisations in which they work and refine them in concert with others. The process has affective, cognitive and action-based aspects in the form of beliefs, interpretations and enactments. Interpretations are used to enact the environment which affects future beliefs either reinforcing or undermining.

Positive feedback is the mechanism of change but at some point a new stability must be reached so that the system does not become chaotic. Positive feedback unchecked is no more desirable than negative feedback which suppresses all change.
One way of considering the effect that feedback has on developing new patterns of behaviour is to consider all possible behaviors as a space of possibilities. Kauffman, 1995 calls this space of possibilities a fitness landscape. Agents in a complex system respond to changes by climbing nearby fitness peaks. Fitness is a function both internally and externally derived and cannot be interpreted a successful implementation. Fitness peaks are points in the landscape that maximise the collective utility of the members of the complex system. Therefore one needs to have a sense of what motivates the members of the system.
Additionally an agent’s own knowledge is quite localized i.e. they are not able to "see" the entire landscape and plot a path to the global peak. They tend to be "shortsighted" and choose among the possibilities at hand. One of the determinants of which nearby possibility to choose is the extent to which agents are familiar with the path. Over time, feedback processes lead to shared understandings, organisational knowledge, and decision making processes that become institutionalised.
This process of institutionalised narrowing of knowledge can limit the space of possibilities for change and create paths of dependence. Some of these mechanism are internal to the organization e.g. its culture, organisational policies and procedures, or developed routines, other factors are external e.g. policy mandate, economic conditions, political climate. Because of these limiting factors both within the organisation and externally, individuals and organisations are not faced with unlimited possibilities for change. Since it is easier to climb a well worn path, agents are likely to choose what they know over what they don't and can end up on local peaks that may be much lower than global peaks.

Once a peak has been reached through positive feedback, any further change would result in a lack if fitness. That is, it is the landscape itself that signals that there has been enough change. This does not mean that once a peak is achieved that there will be no more change. The fitness landscape is constantly changing due to changes in the internal and external mechanisms of feedback and adjustment. Too much change in the environment means that agents find it difficult to ever achieve a high peak, while not enough change means that they could be stuck on a relatively low peak for a long time.

Significant change is possible when the system is far from equilibrium. Agents that were once on a peak are now in a valley. The system self-organises and adapts, evolving to meet the challenges of the system at hand. A dramatic change in funding or policy could produce such a far from equilibrium effect. While the impetus for change might be external, the form of the changes emerges from the bottom-up. The related characteristics of self-organisation and emergence refer to processes whereby individual agents within the organisation come together to respond to changes in their fitness landscape.

Mischen and Jackson view Lipsky's (1980) claim that "the decisions of street-level bureaucrats, the routines they establish, and the devices they invent to cope with uncertainties and work pressures, effectively become the public policies they carry out" as a description of emergence in public policy organisations (Lipsky, 1980). "Policy emerges from the collective action of front line workers."

For complex systems to change the system must have enough energy. Complex systems need a stable flow of energy to be able to operate and survive. Energy is not conserved in such a system, it is constantly being dissipated and therefore constant flow of energy is needed. As energy (ideas, creative energy, and knowledge) flows between agents, conditions change creating a state of non equilibrium." Systems must adapt or die in lieu of the exchange of energy, the exchange of evolutionary ideas”. Within an organisation or network, energy equates to resources (= time and money). (Perhaps this also extends to the cognitive creative energy of the individual).

The uniqueness of the agents, connectivity, interdependence, feedback processes and space of possibilities provides a sense of historicity for each organisation and each organisational network. Evolution is a historical process. It requires the acquisition and storage of knowledge in order for agents to make decision. Biologically this occurs in genes. In organisations it is the cultural, tacit, and explicit knowledge of the individuals and the information repositories of the organisation. When the requisite energy is provided, complex systems are able to interact with their environment as well as past decisions to pursue the most beneficial outcome based on this prior knowledge. Because of the varying internal and external conditions, and unique organisational/network histories, each implementation is unique.

Complexity theory suggests there needs to be some discretion if learning and adaptation is to occur. Agents need to be able to experiment with different strategies and choose among them in order to move toward peaks in the fitness landscape. How the discretion is 'controlled' is a central concern to implementation theorists. Again complexity theory suggests the issue is not one of controlling discretion but influencing the fitness landscape so that the peaks are in line with the desired policy outcomes. “Because of limited information ('nearsightedness") concerning the space of possibilities and that historicity influences where one starts on this landscape, particular attention needs to be paid to the factors that influence path dependence - the feedback mechanisms and organisational structures that influence the paths that agents might take in trying to reach local peaks".

Mischen and Jackson conclude that we can expect complex organisations and networks to adapt to changing policies. Sensitivity to initial conditions and positive and negative feedback loops make it difficult to predict the outcome when considering the policy as a whole. Understanding the interaction of agents, the system in which they operate, and policy can provide a description of the system and assist in creating conditions to favour the policy change.

 4.0 Thinking about HOW we join up
The literature is clear that how we join up is highly contingent on context and local circumstances. The following sections bring together some ideas to help people contemplating a more collaborative way of working. Firstly, the more wicked and socially complex the problem, the more joined up the action needs to be and the following sections aim to assist think about what is required for various levels of joining-up, and what need to be considered and done to have such arrangements work in practice.
4.1 Coping with Wicked Problems and Social Complexity by more Integration and Joint Action
Working in ways that go beyond organizational boundaries is a strategy for dealing with the demands of complex social issues and wicked problems. Policy processes are “complex interactions in which many actors participate and processes are ambiguous as a result of the multiple goals and strategies of actors and of uncertainty about information and outcomes”. Dealing with public problems involves interactions between governmental agencies, quasi governmental bodies and private organisations. The distribution of resources, information and perceptions across the various actors create interdependencies. (Kickert et al., 1997, p. 6)
Keast, Brown and Mandell (2007) examine some cases of horizontal integration across organisations in the human services area. They argue for greater understanding of what is meant by integration and choosing an approach suited to the goal and the context. They note that failure to understand the attributes of various integration modes and adequately match their mechanisms and processes with the stated purpose and context has contributed to limited success and even successful efforts are sparse and short lived.

Keast et al. looked at what they call the 3Cs - co-operation, co-ordination and collaboration which are often used interchangeably. Their methodology involved semi-structured interviews of informants from three levels of human services provision - policy, management, and service practitioner located internally and externally to government, followed by focus groups to gain greater detail about how the process of interaction worked in practice and confirm conclusions generated from the interview process.

The 3 Cs are highly nuanced concepts along a continuum of integration, and failure to distinguish the characteristics of each can lead to a failure to achieve the desired outcomes.

fully  <------------------------------------------------------------------------->fully 
focussed                                                                                              connected

             Co-operation                          Co-operation                            Collaboration

               Limited connection                Medium connections               High connection

               Low intensity                         Medium intensity                     High intensity

Where the members of a particular inter-organisational arrangement are on this continuum shapes expectations and can affect outcomes.

Co-operation is conceptualised by practitioners as the starting, base level of inter-organisational relationships - "merely the task of getting along with others so that you could both achieve your own goals".
Co-ordination - has an instrumental function about processes requiring organisations to work together. Participating in co-ordination does not require loss of individual member autonomy. Co-ordination represents an efficient way of driving through goals and undertaking joint tasks.

Collaboration - moves beyond the instrumental processes of co-ordination to find "ways to work better together" and achieve greater efficiencies and scale of outcome. Collaboration is seen as a more intensive process. It involves processes to get to the position of trust and shared understandings of values and goals. Collaboration is more likely to lead to new ways of working and innovation.

Keast et al. conclude that it is difficult to sustain collaborative endeavors and found in many cases people reverted to co-ordination. Government agencies are more likely to be impatient with the time taken for collaboration than community people. Sustaining collaboration is seen as needing shifts in skills and culture of the people and organisations involved. To do this requires an enhanced leadership role from government and its agencies.

Each of the 3Cs accommodates a different purpose and requires different types of relationships, and resource commitment, and produces different outcomes. They each have merit and utility and optimal horizontal integration is more likely to be achieved by mixing and matching the integration mechanism to best suit the goals sought and the operation context.

Collaboration can only be achieved if people realise that at least in the beginning, tangible outcomes (such as new projects and activities) will have to take a back seat to intangible outcomes (relationship building, establishing trust, listening to each other).
Finally they note that integration is not a static process and organisations should be monitoring their environment and adjusting the nature and strength of their relationships as needed.

A number of authors e.g. Huxham (2003) and McGuire (2006) suggest caution is needed in entering into collaborative relationships because the “collaborative advantage” in reality is often “collaborative inertia”. Often participants cannot agree on common aims, the amount of power within the collaboration is unequal, trust is difficult to build and participants do not know with whom they are linked.
Collaborative structures can be both vertical through levels of government and horizontal, mobilizing and array of public and private organisations often making it difficult to distinguish where boundaries lie in these environments (McGuire, 2006). 

Kettl, 2006 identifies five boundaries historically been important in the American administrative system: mission, resources, capacity, responsibility, accountability. Traditional boundaries emphasise vertical demarcations and within the vertical hierarchy getting the balance right between top-down control. A key challenge for today’s public organisations is to achieve a balance between policies that focus energy on vertical control, and allowing flexibility and discretion to incorporate knowledge, resources and expertise from beyond the organisation to respond to the presenting situation and accomplish the organisation’s mission (Kettl, 2006).
Hazard management and environmental management issues are frequently singled out in the literature as policy areas where collaborative processes are necessary because of the multifaceted nature of the issues associated with these areas 搁 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Goldsmith & Eggers, 2004; Kiefer & Montjoy, 2006; Koontz & Thomas, 2006; Waugh Jr & Streib, 2006)
. The argument is that the issues in these sectors are ‘wicked’
 problems that by their nature are multi-faceted, fragmentary, complex, difficult to define, and difficult to resolve (Conklin, 2006). Collaborative arrangements might be needed in areas where the public simultaneously prefers more government action, and less government involvement (McGuire, 2006, p34).
4.2 What kind of joined-up arrangement? 

Mandell and Steelman use their five archetypes, referred to in the introductory definitions, to provide a useful framework for assessing what type of arrangement might work best in a particular context. Different arrangements serve different functions and success could be dependent on having the right match. They look at three dimensions of inter-organisational arrangements and the capabilities and orientations members might bring to these arrangements:

Orientation of the members – the extent to which the members view problems from a shared or individual perspective; the commitment of members to overriding goals that all the members agree on, as opposed to only their own organisational goals.

Organisation of the members - intensity of the linkages among members in an inter-organisational arrangement and whether these linkages are lose or tight, indicating the degree of interdependence. There are also degrees to which members are willing to modify existing organisational structures and arrangement. Breadth of effort by an organisation, and trust in an organisation to accomplish what is required, are also factors which impact on the functioning of the arrangement.

Intended accomplishments/outcomes – the degree of complexity to be addressed by the arrangement makes some arrangements more likely to be successful than others. At the wicked problem/complex end of the spectrum there is a need for closer relationships, more shared goals, more shared risk taking, more willingness to depart from organisational structures and develop new inter-organisational ways of working and structures. Members might at one end of the spectrum be committed to maintenance of the status quo or at the other be committed to system change. There needs to be alignment between the nature of the issue/problem being addressed and the tolerance of members to disturbance of the status quo and willingness to do new things and do old things differently.
In deciding on what form of inter-organisational arrangement is to be entered into, the organisational and contextual constraints must be considered. These include:
The history of the relationships between the organisations – what is possible will be constrained by what has or has not gone before. The behavior of individuals and organisations will be shaped by this history.
The relative power of the members – participants with different amounts of power will have access to different levels of resources and may act in ways to compensate, reinforce or increase their power with respect to other members making inter-institutional dynamics more complex.
Imposition of rules/guidelines – over time rules and guidelines will develop within institutional arrangement. They are a double-edged sword which could on one hand restrict the kinds of innovations that can be achieved, while on the other they support the accomplishment of goals. There can be more than one interpretation of what the rules mean which is not detected until there is disagreement.
Impact of political/cultural context – laws, attitudes and beliefs around types of organisations could constrain activities in which it is publicly and politically acceptable for some organisations to be involved.
Type of issue – there is a big difference between arrangements to deal with an issue on which there is broad agreement as opposed to one on which there are multiple perspectives and room for debate.
Culture of the members – members have different constituencies, ways of knowing and behaving.
It is clear therefore that there is no one form of inter-organisational arrangement to be preferred, or indeed the need for one at all in some circumstances. 

4.3 Design of Cross-sector Collaborations

Bryson, Crosby, and Middleton Stone present 22 propositions on the initial conditions affecting collaboration formation, process, structural and governance components, constraints and contingencies, outcomes and accountability issues based on an extensive review of literature on cross-sector collaboration required to remedy complex public problems (Bryson et al., 2006).
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The above diagram captures their framework and links their 22 propositions:

Inter-organisational and cross sector collaborations are more likely to form in turbulent environments. Sector failure is an overlooked precondition for collaboration. Environmental complexity – the sense that “the ground is in motion” necessitates linkages between organisations to decrease uncertainty and increase organisational stability. Also the need to reduce resource dependencies and decrease transaction costs can propel organisations towards inter-organisational relationships.
Public policy makers are most likely to try cross-sector collaboration when they believe the separate efforts of different sectors to address a public problem have failed or are likely to fail, or cannot be addressed by one . Formation and sustainability of cross-sector collaborations are affected by driving and constraining forces in the competitive and institutional environments. Such arrangements are often the result of prior failure.

Cross sector collaborations are more likely to succeed when one or more linking mechanism, such as powerful sponsors, general agreement on the problem, or existing networks, are in place at the time of initiation. The form and content of the initial agreement between the parties, as well as the process used to formulate them affect the outcome of the collaboration.

Cross-sector collaborations are more likely to succeed when they have committed sponsors and effective champions at many levels who provide formal and informal leadership.

Cross-sector collaborations are more likely to succeed when they establish legitimacy for their goal and process with both internal and external stakeholders.
Cross-sector collaborations are more likely to succeed when trust building activities (such as building cross-sector understanding) are continuous.

Cross-sector collaborations are more likely to succeed when partners use resources and tactics to equalize power and manage conflict effectively.

Cross-sector collaborations are more likely to succeed when they combine deliberate planning from goals (more likely in mandated collaborations) and emergent planning which allows clear understanding of goals, roles and action steps to emerge and co evolve with the process.
Cross-sector collaborations are more likely to succeed when they make use of stakeholder analyses in their planning and respond to stakeholders in ways that build trust, build on the distinctive competencies of the collaborators, and manage conflict.

Collaborative structure is influenced by environmental factors such as system stability and the collaboration’s purpose. (see Mandell and Steelman’s archetypes above and guidance on hoe choice of appropriate structure might be made.)
Collaborative structure is likely to change over time because of ambiguity of membership and complexity in the local environment.

Collaboration structure and the nature of the tasks at the client level are likely to influence overall effectiveness. A looser network around a lead organisation might be more effective than a tightly tied network.
Formal and informal governance mechanisms are likely to influence collaboration effectiveness. Strong hierarchical governance is likely to be a hindrance in an otherwise horizontal structure. Network governance must occur but can be allowed to emerge through frequent, structured exchanges that develop network values, norms and trust enabling social mechanisms to co-ordinate and monitor behaviour.
Some collaborations are easier to do. Service delivery partnerships are easier when focused at the administrative level and are harder when system level planning is involved.

Cross-sector collaborations are more likely to succeed when they build in resources and tactics for dealing with power imbalances and shocks. 

Competing institutional logics are likely within cross-sector collaborations and they may significantly influence the extent to which collaborations can agree on essential elements of progress, structure, governance, and desired outcomes.

The creation of public value that cannot be created by one organisation alone should be the main reason for cross-sector collaborations and they are more likely to create public value when they build on individuals’ and organisations’ self interests and build on each organisations strengths while finding ways to minimize characteristic weaknesses.
Cross-sector collaborations are most likely to create public value when they produce first, second and third order effects. First order effects are immediately discernible direct results of the collaboration and include the creation of social, intellectual and political capital and innovative strategies. Second order effects are likely to happen when the collaboration is well underway or even outside its formal boundaries. They include new partnerships, co-ordination, joint action and joint learning that extend beyond the original collaboration agreement. Third order effects might not be evident unit later and include new collaborations, more co evolution and less destructive conflict between the partners.

Cross-sector collaborations are most likely to create public value when they are resilient and engage in regular reassessments.

Cross-sector collaborations are more likely to be successful when they have an accountability system that racks inputs, processes and outcomes; use a variety of methods for gathering, interpreting and using data; and use a results management system that is built on strong relationships with key political and professional constituencies.
Success is difficult to achieve.

4.4 Governing Though Horizontal Networks
The term governance is used in the literature to refer to the process of governing which means providing public value and public services to citizens. Rhodes and Murray, 2007 see governance as a defining characteristic of polities such as UK, Netherlands and by extension, New Zealand. Governance is used to convey a change in the meaning of government, referring to a new process of governing which bridges the gap between policy and implementation, and people and government.  

Governance refers to self-organizing, inter-organisational networks with the following characteristics:

1) Interdependence between organisations. Boundaries between public, private and voluntary sectors are shifting and opaque.

2) Continuing interactions between network members caused by the need to exchange resources and negotiate shared purposes.

3) Game-like interactions, rooted in trust and regulated by rules of the game negotiated and agreed by network participants.

4) No sovereign authority so networks have a significant degree of autonomy from the state and are not accountable to it.  They are self organising.

As governments create agencies, by-pass local government, use special purpose bodies to deliver services and encourages public-private partnerships, so networks become increasingly prominent governing structures (Rhodes & Murray, 2007).
Fung, 2006 uses the concept of the democracy cube to explore the three dimensions of participatory governance. He identifies: participants, communication and decision mode, and authority and power. Positioning on these axes enhances particular notions of democratic governance.
Some examples continue along these dimensions:
Participants: expert administrators --> professional representatives --> professional stakeholders --> open, with targeted recruitment --> open self-selected --> diffuse public

Power and authority: direct authority --> co- government --> advise/consult--> communicative influence--> individual education

Communication and decision mode: technical expertise--> deliberate and negotiate--> aggregate and bargain --> develop preferences --> express preferences --> listen as a spectator

Fung provides examples such as the Chicago Police Department where participatory processes caused front line people to look beyond standard, comfortable and ineffective approaches. (Fung, 2006)
4.5 Networks
There is a strand in the literature which refers to governing through networks (6, Goodwin, Peck, & Freeman, 2006; Goldsmith & Eggers, 2004; Kickert et al., 1997). Paraphrasing a number of writers on networks in the public policy/ public management context, a policy network is defined as a series of interdependent, horizontal relationships between agents with an interest in a particular policy issues. “Public management is network management.”(Kickert et al. 1997). “Just as the bureaucratic organisation was the signature organisational form during the industrial age, the emerging information or knowledge age gives rise to the network, where people link across internal functions, organisation boundaries and even geographic boundaries.” (Agranoff & McGuire, 2001) 

6 et al. reject the notion of a network as some new form that is neither a hierarchy or a market. They contend networks can have characteristics of either, or both, and make no distinction between network forms in general and define an interorganisational or multi-organisational network as: " any moderately stable pattern of ties or links between organisations and individuals, where those ties represent some form of recognisable accountability (however etiolated and overridden) whether formal or informal in character, whether weak or strong, loose or tight, bounded or unbounded"(6 et al., 2006, p. 5).

Goldsmith and Eggers, 2004 view governance by network arising from the confluence of four influential trends that are altering the shape of public sectors world wide:

· third party government - private firms and not for profit organisations used to deliver public services and fulfill policy goals
· joined-up government - tendency for multiple government agencies and sometimes multiple levels of government to join together to deliver an integrated service
· digital revolution- technological advances making real time collaboration with external partners more possible
· consumer demand - increased citizen demand for more control over their own lives, and more choice and variety in government services (Goldsmith & Eggers, 2004).
In the 1930s Ronald Coase posited the size of organisations is determined by the cost of gathering information. The higher the transaction cost of doing something, the more likely a firm is to do it in-house. The internet has reduced the cost of information and therefore made partnering between organisations easier. The networked organisational model is becoming the defining feature of business in 21st century. The growth of the network model is being driven by the host of advantages it offers to both business and government over traditional hierarchical structures. Networks allow concentration on core competence of each participant organisation and exploitation of 'best of breed' in complementary organisations. “Innovation is more likely in networked delivery models” (Goldsmith & Eggers, 2004, p. 30).
4.6 The Challenges of Working In and With Horizontal Arrangements
Klijn and Teisman, 1997 view network management as complex interaction between several actors and the processes of network management might be analysed game management. While there are pressures for, and good reason to work horizontally across organisational boundaries, there are also new ways of thinking and operating needed. Concepts that apply intra-organisationally (vertically) might still apply but they need to be approached differently. 

A distinction is made between governance
 of a network and management within a network. 

Management within a network is an activity by organisations and individuals who are themselves members of the network, with the purpose of exercising control, regulation, inducement, incentive or persuasion over some but not necessarily all members of the network. It will succeed to the extent that it enables the individual or organisation in the network to change their particular position in the network, to shift the nature and range of ties with other individuals or organisations; to alter role or amend membership status.

There is no stable or accepted taxonomy of terms: e.g. partnership, alliance, strategic alliance joint venture, consortium, coalition, and group are often used interchangeably.

Arrangements for governance and management will depend on the breadth, depth and duration of joint-ness. For example, just two organisations, or more? The joint activity can be specific in purpose and bounded in time or generic in purpose and indefinite in time; a single transaction versus a project, or whole of organisation integration. Network management involves steering social processes towards productive ends by working with and through policy networks; facilitating relationships in order to facilitate co-production among members.  (Kickert et al., 1997) 

Governance of a network is an activity by organisations or individuals not themselves members of the network, designed to exercise control, regulation, inducement, incentive or persuasive influence over the whole network. Such activities can influence the structure of the network, the nature and range of ties between its members, its commitment to existing functions or its ability or willingness to shoulder new tasks.

Some e.g. Agranoff and McQuire 2001 see networks as uncontrollable, a notion (Kenis & Provan, 2006) reject, although they think there is a need to move beyond the traditional mechanisms and conceptions of control.

Kickert and Koppenjan deduce network management comprises three elements: intervention in an existing pattern of relations, consensus building and problem solving.

Strategies to manage networks can be directed at two facets of the network: 
1) managing the interaction within the network (game management); and 
2) changing the institutional arrangements that make up the network (network structure) (Kickert & Koppenjan, 1997, p. 45).

Control mechanisms can be described along different dimensions including who controls (the control agent), the subject of control, mechanisms of control, extent or degree of control, the focus or objectives of control, methods or tools of control, media of control. 

Focusing mainly on mechanisms of control, Kenis and Provan identify five broad categories of the way control could be exercised:

person/centralised control

formal bureaucratic control

output control

cultural or clan control

reputational control.

They examine under what conditions each of these mechanisms might be an effective mechanism for the control of the network.  

Control should not be seen as a goal in itself but rather a means to achieve certain goals (those for which the network was established) and to minimise or avoid negative externalities. They comment that little is known on the impact of control on the performance of networks. However they argue that there should be a fit between the control mechanism applied and various organisational contingency factors (e.g. environmental uncertainty, complexity, task interdependence, and size. They see network size not in terms of numbers of members but in terms of control. Large networks are those in which no one member can describe or understand the full composition and relational structure of the network. In a small network effective control can be achieved by any of the above five mechanism.  

By contrast, large networks have a greater change of the occurrence of goal incongruence, knowledge of the transformation processes is likely to be limited and it may well be difficult to measure the outputs of the network because they are so distributed and multidimensional. Clan control of such a network is possible but only under the conditions where there are share attitudes, values and beliefs. Reputational control where high reputation of members is used to maintain certain positions and marginalise those with lower reputation, is likely to work in large networks where there might not be shared values and beliefs.

The nature and degree of interdependency of the task favours some forms of control over others. The more the completion of a particular task depends on the completion of other tasks the difficult it is to understand how inputs are turned in to outputs and therefore bureaucratic control other than of outputs is difficult. Under these circumstances clan control and reputational control are also likely to be effective.

When the level of complexity and environmental uncertainty is low, any form of control could be effective. When there is high environmental uncertainty and complexity then only clan and reputational forms of control are likely to be effective. They note that reputational control supposes that based on an understanding of the network structure and processes, the performance of the network will also be known. This might not always be true. They also suggest that contingencies should not be assessed individually but systemically looking for patterns/ configurations.(Kenis & Provan, 2006)
With authority and responsibility parceled out throughout the network, accountability can be one of the most significant challenges of networked government. Network architects must be clear about the public good they want to produce, the services and outputs they want to provide and the goals the network should accomplish. “The architects must then determine who should be held accountable, for what and by whom” (Goldsmith & Eggers, 2004, p. 56).
Interactions between actors which take place during the game can cause changes and influence the subsequent behaviour of actors. The introduction of new actors introduces new perceptions and can change the game interactions, the game pattern and the game outcome. They use the definition of network as “the changing patterns of social relationships between interdependent actors which take place around policy problems and/or policy programs, and that are being formed, reproduced and changed by ecology of games between these actors”. 
The game metaphor leads Klijn and Teisman to a number of strategies for managing the game to improve it, and also strategies to influence the nature of the game and how it is played. Their strategies focus on the perceptions of actors, the participation of actors, and the institutional arrangements.

Game management can be improved by: exploring similarities and differences between actors’ perceptions and the opportunities that exist for goal convergence; selectively activating/deactivating actors who possess resources to assist or block a game; and creating institutional arrangements to assist group interactions.

Game outcome can be changed by: changing actors perceptions of the network (reframing) e.g. which games to play, which professional values matter; activation or deactivation of networks by changing actor participation, roles or positions; constitutional reform which changes the rules and resources in networks (i.e. fundamentally change the ecology if games. (Klijn & Teisman, 1997)
4.7 Leadership and Skills for Successful Collaboration

Leadership for the common good requires the exercise of eight main leadership capabilities:

· Leadership in context – understanding the social, political, economic and
· technological ‘givens’.
· Personal leadership – understanding self and others.
· Team leadership – building productive work groups.
· Organisational leadership – nurturing humane and effective organisations.
· Visionary leadership – creating and communicating shared meaning in forums.
· Political leadership – making and implementing decisions in legislative, executive and administrative arenas.
· Ethical leadership – adjudicating disputes and sanctioning conduct in courts.
· Policy entrepreneurship – coordinating leadership tasks over the course of policy change cycles. (Crosby & Bryson, 2005)
Mandell,1990, 1999, 2001; Kickert et al, 1997; Agranoff and McGuire 2001 all stress that managing in inter-organisational arrangements is different from the vertical and horizontal management that goes on in organisations. McGuire, 2006 provides a synthesis of research on collaborative management.  

Agranoff and Mc Guire, 1999 say different skills and knowledge are needed for co-production. Compared with the conventional hierarchical organisation there is no central authority. The focus is on selecting appropriate actors and resources, shaping the operating context and developing ways to cope with the strategic and operational complexity.

Agranoff and McGuire 2001 raise and offer answers to seven meta-questions about: the nature of network management tasks; group process in collaboration; flexibility of networks; self responsibility and public agency accountability; the cohesive factor of networks; power and its effects on group problem resolution; and the results of network management. They posit there are a set of management behaviours/responsibilities associated with network management different from and parallel to POSDCORB
 (planning, organising, staffing, directing, co-ordinating, reporting, budgeting) (Gulick and Urwick, 1937) which are notions associated with management within vertical organisations.
The concepts they advance as important in the horizontal context include:

Activation - identifying participants in the network and tapping their skills, knowledge and resources. Network managers arrange, stabilise as much as possible, nurture and integrate the network structure.

Framing - occurs during formation and operation of the network and involves establishing and influencing the operating rules of the network; influencing its prevailing values and norms; and altering the perceptions of the network participants.

Mobilizing - requires a view of the strategic whole. Managers must induce individuals to make a commitment to the joint undertaking and to keep that commitment. Managers must mobilise organisations and forge agreement on the role and scope of network operations. This involves motivating, inspiring, and inducing commitment.

Synthesising - creating the environment and enhancing conditions for favourable, productive interaction. Managers must find a way to blend the various participants - each with conflicting goals or different perceptions or dissimilar values - to fulfil the strategic purpose of the network. 
Game management - the result of the network process derives from the interaction between the strategies of all the actors involved. Relationships and interactions that result in achievement of the network purpose are the aim of the network manager and important behaviours include facilitating and furthering interaction among participants, reducing complexity and uncertainty by sharing information, changing incentives to co-operation, developing new rules and procedures of interaction, changing positions, relations and roles of participants, helping the network be self organising, and engendering effective communication among participants   ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Agranoff & McGuire, 2001; Innes & Booher, 2000; Klijn, 1997; Mandell, 1999; Mandell & Steelman, 2003; O'Toole, Hanf, & Hupe, 1997; O'Toole, Walker, Meier, & Boyne, 2007)
.
These four management behaviours/tasks are nearly seamless in their application. Groupware describes interagency group development for reaching jointly arrived at solutions. The principles are qualitatively different from intra-organisations co-ordination and mutual adjustment. They require virtuous circles that have a multiplier effect, and multiple cultures, procedures and divisions of labour need to be incorporated into the network. Decisions are deliberative, creative and group based. Empowerment is based on information rather than authority.

In network management the existing organisational structures are dependent variables which can be fashioned into new systems using the flow of information to link the trans-organisational system. Social capital is created by the group and its important elements are trust, norms, and operations of the network which are closely related to the values and objectives of the actors.

Shared learning is fundamental. An environment conducive to learning is created when members follow principles of civil discourse, when all are listened to, and when conditions of sincerity, comprehensibility, accuracy and legitimacy are met. "The intelligence of a network lies in the pattern of relationships among its members" (Lipnack and Stamps, 1994, p210)

Groupware is developed through negotiation and joint problem solving. "Collaboration is a matter of exhortation, explication, persuasion and give and take" Bardach 1998)

Organisational power can come into play in networks. Individuals can exercise veto and cut themselves off from the steering interventions of other actors (Klijn, 1996; Schapp and van Twist 1997).

Kickert and Koppenjan, 1997 differentiate network (collaborative) managerial tasks according to three general activities: Intervening in existing patterns of relations and restructuring relationships, furthering the conditions for co-operation through consensus building, and joint problem solving.

Different management strategies are needed which emphasise some skills of traditional organisational management and introduce some new ones. These strategies relate to the ability to1) influence members to participate; 2) secure commitment from members; and 3) create a favourable environment for productive interaction.

Influencing members to participate requires the skills and behaviors to secure the support of participants who can sustain and build legitimacy for the purpose of the inter-organisational arrangement, secure champions and build commitment. Secondly there is the behaviour needed to influence rules, procedures, values and norms of the inter-organisational arrangement in ways that are congruent with the vision, purpose and goals. Securing commitment from members needs the ability to obtain obligations from members, marshal resources, build coalitions, forge agreements and develop a view of the whole.(Mandell & Steelman, 2003)
The practices of an inclusive manager can promote exposure of ways of knowing about public policy issues. Managers can encourage and facilitate bringing people together from different perspectives to enhance the design and implementation of policies. Thus inclusive managers engage in practices that enable people to work together within particular organisations, across organisational and sectoral boundaries and with members of the public. (Feldman, Khademian, Ingram, & Schneider, 2006)
Collective efficiency is achieved with a project orientation focused on joint effort or activity. Network members need to know who has the money, the technology, information, expertise, time and other resources. Conflict resolution, political skills of bargaining, diplomacy and consensus building are vital.(Agranoff & McGuire, 1999)
Time and effort for relationship building not as an add-on but as a core part of the role. People with boundary spanning skills (ability to build and manage interpersonal relationships among partners and play the “honest broker” role in contested power relationships) increase the likelihood of collaboration and its success. Surveys of collaborators in three policy areas (environment, crime and community safety, and health promotion) revealed four general competencies of boundary spanners: building sustainable relationships; managing through influencing and negotiation; managing complexity and interdependencies; and managing roles, accountabilities and motivations.

O’Leary and Blomgren Bingham identify the most important task for network managers is to minimise conflict and successfully resolve it. There are a number of characteristics of collaborative networks that contribute to the complexity of this task:

Multiple members that make up the network

Disparate and common missions of the members

Network organisations each have different cultures

Network members have different stakeholder groups and different funders

Network members have different degrees of power

There are often multiple issues

There are multiple forums for decision making

Networks are both interorganisational and interpersonal

There are a variety of governance structures available to networks

Networks may encounter conflict with the public

They sum up the paradox the collaborative manager must operate with:

· they must work with autonomy and interdependence
· they have common and diverse goals  with their network
· work with a smaller number and a greater variety of groups that are increasingly more diverse i.e. combining to become a network they become one body but within that body there will be a variety of organisations, cultures and ways of operating
· they need to be both participative (in their operation within the network ) and authoritative (in terms of their responsibilities for a programme within their organisation)
· they need to see the forest and the trees ( i.e. think holistically and laterally as well as being able to focus on specific  design detail sometimes outside of their own core expertise)
· they need to balance advocacy and enquiry (probe and share information so that they can act in the best interests of their organisation and the network)
"If conflicts are not managed properly the results are predictable: the problem emerges, sides form, positions harden, communication stops, resources are committed, the conflict goes outside the network, perceptions become distorted and eventually a sense of crisis emerges".(O'Leary & Blomgren Bingham, 2007, p. 106)
4.8 Collaborative processes

Thompson and Perry define collaboration as:

“a process in which autonomous actors interact through formal and informal negotiation, jointly creating rules and structures governing their relationships and ways to act or decide on the issues that brought them together; it is a process involving shared norms and mutually beneficial interactions”(Thomson & Perry, 2006, p. 23)
“Collaboration occurs over time as organisations interact formally and informally, through repetitive sequences of negotiation, development of commitments, and execution of those commitments”

They identify literature on collaboration which is beyond the usual boundaries of public administration and policy analysis. The literature on collaboration has competing political roots in classic liberalism and civic republicanism which create competing views. On one hand the self interested motive of the individual and the organisation with a focus on better performance, lower cost etc, and on the other, the emphasis on something larger than the individual (neighbourhood, community, state) where parties see different aspects of an issue, constructively explore their different perspectives and search for solutions that go beyond their own limited vision of what is possible (Gray, 1989). 

Thomson and Perry use a process framework developed by Wood and Gray, 1991 to look inside the “black box” of the collaboration process, identifying five dimensions: governance, administration, organisational autonomy, mutuality and norms, which public sector managers must know and intentionally manage.
Governance dimension – partners who seek to collaborate must understand how to jointly make decisions about the rules that will govern their behaviour and relationships. This process is sometimes referred to as participative decision making.

Administration dimension – to achieve the purpose that brought the collaborating organisations together some sort of administrative structure must exist to enable the move from governance to action. Identification of clear roles and responsibilities, the capacity to set boundaries, identify concrete, achievable goals and good communications are seen as key. The implementation of collaboration is complex, not only because participation is voluntary and the actors are autonomous, but also because traditional co-ordination mechanisms such as hierarchy, standardization and reutilization are less feasible across organisations. “Most scholars agree that the key to getting things done in collaborative settings rests in finding the right combination of administrative capacity(through co-ordination and elements of hierarchy) and social capacity to build relationship”(p25). Augmenting co-ordination roles with relationship managers whose specific task is to manage and build interorganisational relationships, boundary spanners, is one strategy (Sagawa and Segal, 2002).
Autonomy dimension – the process of reconciling individual and collective interests. Partners share a dual identity. They maintain their own distinct identities and organisational authority separate from (though simultaneously with) the collaborative identity. This reality creates a tension between self-interest –achieving individual organisational missions and maintaining an identity distinct from the collaborative – and collective interest – achieving collaboration goals and maintaining accountability to collaborative partners and stakeholders. Because participation is voluntary, partners feel they have to justify their involvement in terms of its contribution to their own aims or refrain from participating. This dimension is particularly problematic when particularly intractable, ‘wicked’ problems are involved, that partners cannot solve on their own. “Unless the particular problem is of sufficient urgency to all partners it is likely that individual missions will trump collaborative missions” (p26)
Mutuality dimension – the process of forging mutually beneficial relationships. Information sharing is not sufficient for collaboration. There must be mutually beneficial interdependencies based either on differing interest (complementarities) or shared interests. Mutuality provides a foundation for forging common views out of differences.

Trust and reciprocity dimension – Reciprocity can be viewed as short term and contingent (“I will if you will”) or longer term and rooted in sociological understanding of obligation. Trust is a common belief among the members of the group that members ill make ‘good faith’ efforts to behave in accordance with any commitments; will be honest; and will not take excessive advantage of another member even if the opportunity presents Trust is a central component of collaboration because it reduces complexity and transaction costs more quickly than other forms of organization (Thomson & Perry, 2006).
5.0 What Else is Important?
This section picks us a number of cross-cutting themes which have been touched on in previous sections which are important and relevant enough to how we think about joined up government and how we go about it to highlight here. The first is the concept of collaborative learning and knowledge creation and management which are integral processes in the process of collaboration.  The second theme is trust, often referred to as integral to collaborative relations. Finally two evaluative concepts of public value and democratization are examined. 
5.1 Learning and Knowledge Management

The literature frequently refers to learning and knowledge transfer as the key process that takes place in networks and other collaborative arrangements. Knowledge transfer in informal networks requires an investment by the person with knowledge to enable learning by others in the network. Certain conditions make this transfer harder or easier. Closeness and strength of ties, common knowledge, ease of codification, and the existence of third parties all make the transfer easier. Tacit knowledge is difficult to transfer and is more likely to stay embedded in local communities of practice. Tacit knowledge often requires the 'right' person at the right time and place. (Reagans & McEvily, 2003)
攁 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Boisot, 1998)
 proposes three dimensions of knowledge management. 
1) knowledge needs to become codified so that the expert knowledge of a few can be understood and used more widely; 
2) wider use results in knowledge dissemination i.e. knowledge once held only by a few eventually becomes with use so widely known and understood that it is almost seen as a self-evident truth (e.g. the earth is round and travels around the sun); 
3) knowledge and learning in one area is applied to other fields and phenomena leading to a more abstract and widely applicable concept - abstraction. Innovation is more likely to occur in certain parts of this space and organisational processes need to support.
Feldman et al, 2006 propose ways of structuring knowledge that is associated with public policy issues and can be used by managers to create opportunities for inclusive practices or action aimed at extending the range of perspectives in deliberation.
Ways of knowing an issue must be continuously renewed. Need to use tools such as boundary experiences, boundary objects and boundary organisations to bring together different ways of knowing and create opportunities for new ways of knowing to emerge. Identifying interests and ways of knowing associated with those interests can open way to new ways of knowing.
5.2 Trust 
Perri 6 et al. provide an extensive discussion of the notion of trust and the concept of trust between organisations (pp83-118). They offer the useful idea of trust as linked to a task. An organisation’s statistics might be trusted while some other aspect of their performance might not, e.g. their follow through on complaints. Trust relates to the expectations of others. It can also be seen as linked to the willingness to play according to accepted rules.

The potential for circularity in the argument about whether trust in government is produced through government performance or the alternative that trust enables performance is addressed by Van de Walle and Boukaert 2003. Through a review of ideas of trust, confidence, faith, and performance in government they conclude there is no simple relationship. Citizens do not consider all public agencies as being public and therefore there is an indeterminate link between the performance of these agencies and citizens evaluation of government. Some public agencies figure more strongly in citizens’ image of government and can therefore have a disproportionate influence on citizens’ views of government. Performance of public agencies is not the only criterion citizens use to evaluate government.
5.3 Operational Research Approaches to Public Policy Interventions
Community Operational Research (OR) provides methodology and approaches to the design of implementations which involve community change. Midgley focuses on the importance of boundary identification and making boundary judgements explicit. This allows the boundaries to be explored and critiqued, and the values, beliefs and assumptions of those affected to be better understood. Actions are planned with a particular improvement outcome in mind and should be informed by reflection on the judgements required and constantly critiqued. (Midgley, 2007).
5.4 Evaluative Criteria
Determining the success of collaborative, interagency processes is likely to be as multidimensional and difficult as the problem they are trying to address. Two concepts from the literature which appear useful are discussed below. One is the creation of public value and the other is the democratization of the processes of design and delivery of public services. 

5.4.1 Creation of Public Value

Horner et al. 2006 in the report of the consortium on public value proposed the following key principles for effective authorisation of public value:
· The organisation seeks out, listens to and guides public conceptions of why the service is valuable

· Includes both representative forms of democracy and civic engagement

· Legitimacy for the service is sought from a wide range of stakeholders

· Those with an interest in the service as a provider or user have a voice in shaping and defining that service

· Services are responsive to the needs of citizens, as defined and shaped through public engagement in those services

· Politicians and public managers may guide and educate the public that some services are of public benefit, even if the public does not think so

· An organisation deploys a range of innovative consultative methods to understand what the public wants from its services. These include the collection of ‘static information’ (preferences, e.g. through surveys) and deliberative processes that refine preferences (e.g. citizens’ juries). These add to rather than substitute for effective formalised methods of holding institutions to account

· Citizens, employees and stakeholders are engaged in the process of good governance and accountability structures are clear, effective and transparent

· The public authorises which outcomes are important, ensuring that the organisation does not drift from its public purpose

They go on to identify elements of a public value indicator shown in the diagram below:
[image: image2.emf]
5.4.2 Democratisation

One of the arguments for collaborative approaches to public management is the contribution such approaches make to democracy and citizen involvement. Leach, 2006 proposes a normative set of seven democratic ideals of collaboration: inclusiveness; representativeness; impartiality; transparency; deliberativeness; lawfulness; empowerment.

An inclusive process places few formal restrictions on participation.

A representative process ensures the interests of all affected individuals are effectively advocated either in person or through proxies. Stakeholders with a moral or an economic stake in the outcome of a public decision making process warrant a seat at the table.

An impartial process treats all parties equally.

A transparent process governs itself through clear and public rules. Do participants have clear expectations regarding how higher authorities will use the output of the collaborative process?

A deliberative process allows participants to brainstorm, critically examine each other's arguments, identify common interests, and build a base of shared knowledge and social capital. E.g. begin with a period of mutual education and discovery prior to any negotiations or commitments. Non confrontational environment. Will the process educate the participants and address information gaps?

A lawful process upholds existing statutes and regulations.

An empowered process enables participants to influence policy outcomes.

Leach applied a set of questions to participants in 76 watershed management collaborative partnerships. They most commonly failed on representativeness score. 25% or more found the collaborative partnership low to middling marks on all indicators; 70-90% positive to middling perceptions.(Leach, 2006)
Cooper et al, propose six variables that need to be maximized to achieve a well functioning citizen-centered collaborative public management: government trust in citizens; citizen efficacy; citizen trust in government; citizen competence; government responsiveness; and government legitimacy.(Cooper, Bryer, & Meek, 2006)
6.0 References
6, P. (2004). Joined-Up Government in the Western World in Comparative Perspective: A Preliminary Literature Review and Exploration. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 14(1), 103-138.

6, P., Goodwin, N., Peck, E., & Freeman, T. (2006). Managing Networks of Twenty-First Century Organisations. Houndmills,Basingstoke, Hampshire, UK and New York, USA: Palgrave Macmillan.

Agranoff, R., & McGuire, M. (1999). Managing in Network Settings. Policy Studies Review, 16(1), 18-41.

Agranoff, R., & McGuire, M. (2001). Big Questions in Public Network Management Research. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 11(3), 295-326.

Ashby, W. R. (1957). An Introduction to Cybernetics. London: Chapman Hall Ltd.

Atkinson, M. (2007). Better at Working Together: Interagency Collaboration. Part 1 Literature Review (Vol. 1). Wellington: High and Complex Needs Unit, Child, Youth and Family: Ministry of Social Development.

Boisot, M. H. (1998). Knowledge Assets.  Securing Competitive Advantage in the Information Economy. USA: Oxford University Press.

Boisot, M. H., & Child, J. (1999). Organizations as Adaptive Systems in Complex Environments: The Case of China. Organization Science, 10(3), 237-252.

Bryson, J. M., Crosby, B. C., & Middleton Stone, M. (2006). The Design and Implementation of Cross-Sector Collaborations: Propositions from the Literature. Public Administration Review(Special Issue), 44-55.

Byrne, D. S. (1998). Complexity Theory and the Social Sciences: an introduction. London: Routledge.

Cilliers, P. (1998). Complexity and Postmodernism: understanding complex systems. London and New York: Routledge.

Conklin, E. J. (2006). Dialogue Mapping.  Building Shared Understanding of Wicked Problems. England: John Wiley and Sons.

Cooper, T. L., Bryer, T. A., & Meek, J. M. (2006). Citizen-Centred Collaborative Public Management. Public Administration Review, December 2006(Special Issue), 76-88.

Courtney, M. (2005). Pen to Paper. Creating Partnering Agreements that Work. Retrieved 15 May 2008.

Crosby, B., & Bryson, J. M. (2005). A Leadership Framework for Cross-Sector Collaboration. Public Management Review, 7(2), 177-201.

Eve, R. A., Horsfall, S., & Lee, M. E. (1997). Chaos, Complexity and Sociology.  Myths models and theories. Thousand Oaks; London; New Delhi: Sage Publications.

Feldman, M. S., Khademian, A. M., Ingram, H., & Schneider, A. S. (2006). Ways of Knowing and Exclusive Management Practices. Public Administration Review, December 2006(Special Issue), 89-99.

Fung, A. (2006). Varieties of Participation in Complex Governance. Public Administration Review, December 2006(Special Issue), 66-75.

Goldsmith, S., & Eggers, W. D. (2004). Governing by Network: The New Shape of the Public Sector. Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution Press.

Gray, A. (2002). Integrated Service Delivery and Regional Co-ordination: A Literature Review. Wellington, New Zealand: State Services Commission.

High and Complex Needs Unit, C. Y. a. F. (2007a). Better at Working Together: Interagency Collaboration. Part 2: Advice on Good Practice (Vol. 2). Wellington: High and Complex Needs Unit, Child Youth and Family: Ministry of Social Development.

High and Complex Needs Unit, C. Y. a. F. (2007b). Better at Working Together; Interagency Collaboration. Part 3 Self-assessment tool and principles for collaboration (Vol. 3). Wellington: High and Complex Needs Unit, Child Youth and Family: Ministry of Social Development.

Huxham, C. (2003). Theorizing Collaboration Practice. Public Management Review, 5(3), 401-423.

Innes, J. E., & Booher, D. E. (2000). Indicators for Sustainable Communities: Complexity Theory and Distributed Intelligence. Planning Theory and Practice, 1(2), 173-186.

Keast, R., Brown, K., & Mandell, M. P. (2007). Getting the Right Mix: Unpacking Integration Meanings and Strategies. International Public Management Journal, 10(1), 9-33.

Kenis, P., & Provan, K. (2006). The Control of Public Networks. International Public Management Journal, 9(3), 227-247.

Kettl, D. F. (2006). Managing Boundaries in American Administration: The Collaboration Imperative. Public Administration Review, December 2006(Special Issue), 10-19.

Kickert, W. J. M., Klijn, E.-H., & Koppenjan, J. F. M. (Eds.). (1997). Managing Complex Networks: Strategies for the Public Sector. London;Thousand Oaks;New Delhi: Sage Publications.

Kickert, W. J. M., & Koppenjan, J. F. M. (1997). Public Management and Network Management: An overview. In W. J. M. Kickert, E.-H. Klijn & J. F. M. Koppenjan (Eds.), Managing Complex Networks. Strategies for the Public Sector (pp. 35-61). London; Thousand Oaks;New Delhi: Sage Publications.

Kiefer, J. J., & Montjoy, R. S. (2006). Incrementalism Before the Storm: Network Performance for the Evacuation of New Orleans. Public Administration Review, December 2006(Special Issue), 122-130.

Klijn, E.-H. (1997). Policy Networks: An Overview. In W. J. Kickert, E.-H. Klijn & J. F. M. Koppenjan (Eds.), Managaing Complex Networks: Strategies for the Public Sector. London; Thousand Oaks; New Delhi: Sage Publications.

Klijn, E.-H., & Teisman, G. (1997). Strategies and Games in Networks. In W. J. M. Kickert, E.-H. Klijn & J. F. M. Koppenjan (Eds.), Managing Complex Networks. Strategies for the Public Sector (pp. 98-118). London: Thousand Oaks; New Delhi: Sage Publications.

Koontz, T. M., & Thomas, C. W. (2006). What Do We Know and Need to Know About the Environment Outcomes of Collaborative Management? Public Administration Review, December 2006(Special Issue), 111-121.

Kurtz, C. F., & Snowden, D. J. (2003). The New Dynamics of Strategy: Sense-making in a complex and complicated world. IBM Systems Journal, 42(3), 462 -483.

Leach, W. D. (2006). Collaborative Public Management and Democracy: Evidence from Western Watershed Partnerships. Public Administration Review(Special Issue), 100-110.

Ling, T. (2002). Delivering Joined-Up Government in the UK: Dimensions, Issues and Problems. Public Administration, 80(4), 615-642.

Lipsky, M. (1980). Street-level bureaucracy: dilemmas of the individuals in public services. New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Local Partnerships and Governance Research Group. (2005). Balancing Means and Ends. Key messages for central government from the 'Strengthening Communities through Local Partnerships' Research Project. Auckland: Local Partnerships and Governance Group, Auckland University.

Majumdar, D. (2006). Collaboration among Government Agencies with Special Reference to New Zealand: A Literature Review. Social Policy Journal of New Zealand, March 2006(27), 183-197.

Mandell, M. P. (1999). The Impact of Collaborative Efforts: Changing the Face of Public Policy Through Networks and Network Structures. Policy Studies Review, 16(1), 4-17.

Mandell, M. P., & Steelman, T. A. (2003). Understanding what can be accomplished through interorganizational innovations. Public Management Review, 5(2), 197-224.

McGuire, M. (2006). Collaborative Public Management: Assessing what we know and how we know it. Public Administration Review, December 2006(Special Issue), 33-43.

Midgley, G. (2000). Systemic Intervention.  Philosophy, Methodology and Practice. New York: Kluwer Academic/Plenum Publishers.

Mischen, P. A., & Jackson, S. K. (2007). Complexity Theory and Public Administration: The Role of Organizations and Organizational Networks in Policy Implementation. Paper presented at the 2006 Conference of the Public Administration Theory Network.

Morgan, G. (1997). Images of Organisation. California: Sage.

Morgan, G. (2006). Images of Organization (Updated ed.). Thousand Oaks, Ca: Sage.

O'Leary, R., & Blomgren Bingham, L. (2007). Conclusion: Conflict and Collaboration in Networks. International Public Management Journal, 10(1), 103-109.

O'Toole, L. J., Hanf, K. I., & Hupe, P. L. (1997). Managing Implementation Processes in Networks. In W. J. M. Kickert, E.-H. Klijn & J. F. M. Koppenjan (Eds.), Managing Complex Networks. Strategies for the Public Sector (pp. 137-151). London; Thousand Oaks; New Delhi: Sage Publications.

O'Toole, L. J., Walker, R., M., Meier, K. J., & Boyne, G. A. (2007). Networking in Comparative Context. Public Management Review, 9(3), 401-420.

Pressman, J. L., & Wildavsky, A. B. (1973). Implementation: how great expectations in Washington are dashed in Oakland; or, Why it's amazing that Federal programs work at all, this being a saga of the Economic Development Administration as told by two sympathetic observers who seek to build morals on a foundation of ruined hopes Berkeley: University of California Press.

Reagans, R., & McEvily, B. (2003). Network Structure and Knowledge Transfer: The Effects of Cohesion and Range. Admistrative Science Quarterly, 48, 240-267.

Rhodes, M. L., & MacKechnie, G. (2003). Understanding Public Service Systems: Is there a role for complex adaptive systems theory? Emergence, 5(4), 57-85.

Rhodes, M. L., & Murray, J. (2007). Collaborative Decision Making in Urban Regeneration: A Complex Adaptive Systems Perspective. International Public Management Journal, 10(1), 79-101.

Ritter, H. W. J., & Webber, M. M. (1973). Dilemmas in a General Theory of Planning. Public Sciences, 4, 155-169.

Stacey, R. D. (2003). Strategic Management and Organisational Dynamics.  The Challenge of Complexity (Fourth ed.). Harlow, UK: Pearson Education/Prentice Hall.

State Services Commission. (2003). Guidance on Outcomes Focused Management.  Supporting Paper: Interagency Collaboration for Outcomes. http:/io.ssc.govt.nz/pathfinder: New Zealand State Services Commission.

Thomson, A. M., & Perry, J. L. (2006). Collaboration Processes: Inside the Black Box. Public Administration Review, December 2006(Special Issue), 20-32.

Wallace, M., Fertig, M., & Schneller, E. (Eds.). (2007). Managing Change in the Public Services. Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing.

Waugh Jr, W. L., & Streib, G. (2006). Collaboration and Leadership for Effective Emergency Management. Public Administration Review, December 2006(Special Issue), 131-140.

Weick, K. E. (1995). Sense Making in Organisations. London; Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications.

Weick, K. E. (2001). Making Sense of the Organization. Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing.



� Wicked is used not in an ethical sense but in the sense of “malignant” ( in contrast to “benign”) , or “vicious” (like a circle) or “tricky” or “aggressive”.


� Midgley defines intervention as “purposeful action by a human agent to create change”. 


� There is another notion of system in the literature which is a mechanical one which generally does not appear to have any problem with disaggregation of organisation parts and functions. This concept of system is related to process engineering, cybernetics and the control of mechanical systems and draws on general systems theory and operates on the belief that problems and the social systems to address them can be broken up into parts to assist understanding and is less applicable to wicked problem and complex social systems.


� The butterfly effect refers to an idea that the relatively minor movement of the air in one part of the system might result in/be the cause of a dramatic atmospheric disturbance in another.


� Wicked problem – a term coined by Rittell 1972 and frequently used by others to describe a “domain of concerns and needs” requiring a “domain of resolution and satisfaction”. Conklin, Jeff (2006).





� Here governance is used in the common NZ sense of steering and oversight rather than doing.


� POSDCORB (planning, organising, staffing, directing, co-ordinating, reporting, budgeting) (Gulick and Urwick,1937)
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