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Abstract

The Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act, 2015 aspires to generate action directed
towards ecologically sustainable national well-being through cross-sector collaboration. Yet
this aspiration faces the twin challenges of reconciling diverse interests and including both
ecological and human-centric approaches to well-being. Therefore, the main aim of this
research was to understand whether and how cross-sector collaboration can include diverse
interests in pursuit of national well-being.

The large body of literature on cross-sector collaboration predominantly focusses on the
management of either interpersonal relationships or interorganisational arrangements. A key
finding across both approaches is that some sectors or organisations’ interests tend to dominate
because of the exercise of power in diverse forms. Theories of governance networks are divided
on whether these power dynamics can be changed. Although cross-sector networks have the
creative agency to develop a culture that equally includes diverse interests, prevalent societal
beliefs and practices perpetuate hierarchical control in favour of selective interests. The
strategic-relational approach offers a way to bridge this divide but requires further development
of governance theory to explain how reflexive rationality might be created in networks and
how reflexively rational networks interact with societal culture.

Therefore, my research question was: Whether and how can cross-sector collaboration
transform power relations to support action directed towards ecologically sustainable national
well-being in Wales?

| took a critical-realist approach to identify the real effects of hidden power relations and
opportunities for transformation. Based on the critical and relational principles of action
research, | designed a systemic enquiry to co-produce critical awareness and actionable
knowledge with my main research partners, Gwynedd and Anglesey Public Services Board
(‘the PSB’) and North Wales Wildlife Trust. I helped to establish two core research groups as
critical-relational communities of practice (CoPs) and compared their experiences with those
of the PSB and wider streams of enquiry across regional and national levels in Wales.

The critical-relational systemic enquiry revealed how a hierarchical and individualised culture
constrained the PSB’s capacity to negotiate consensus and risked it losing legitimate authority
over its well-being objectives. In contrast, the core research groups managed to negotiate
consensus on joint action, based on a conscious and critical belief in reciprocal
interorganisational relationships. Through an abductive dialogue between the data and existing
knowledge, | developed a theoretical statement of the dynamics of cross-sector collaboration
embodying three main arguments. First, cross-sector collaboration can transform power
relations by creating reflexive rationality in the network and its meta-governance. Second,
reflexive rationality can be created in networks by developing them into critical-relational
CoPs. Third, the critical beliefs and practices of CoPs can change power relationships between
networks and societal culture through a dynamic strategically adaptive process of cultural
embedding.

I conclude that my research partners and others who engage in cross-sector collaboration can
generate action directed at ecologically sustainable national well-being by developing and
sustaining reflexive rationality. Reflexive rationality can be developed by (re)shaping cross-
sector networks into critical-relational CoPs that create a culture of dialogue amongst diverse
perspectives, critical reflection on practice and shared ownership and leadership. Reflexive
rationality can be sustained by extending the negotiated consensus in interactions with changes
in societal culture and structures associated with the Well-being of Future Generations Act.
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Glossary
Accountability

Biodiversity emergency

Boundary spanning

Climate emergency

Collaboration

Collaborative process

Community of practice

Cross-sector collaboration

Ecology/ ecosystem

Ecological resilience

Ecosystem services

Environment

Governance

Facilitative leadership

Human capital

Rewards and sanctions which create answerable relationships
between organisations (political accountability) or to a higher
authority (hierarchical accountability)

Also termed ‘ecological crisis’, the loss of biological diversity
and species across the world as a result of human behaviours

Reticulist skills which form connections amongst collaborating
partners, combine their core competencies and form connections
with external stakeholders

The impact humans are having on the climate through the
emission of greenhouse gases

Joint action and coordination of plans of two or more
independent organisations

The internal conditions of the network which affect
interpersonal relationships and the formation of human capital

Self-organising, non-hierarchical systems for knowledge
exchange, co-learning and joint planning or decision-making
amongst specialists from multiple fields or sectors purposed
towards harmonisation of plans and the development of human
capital and relationships

Joint action between public and third sector organisations that
includes diverse interests in pursuit of national well-being

A dynamic complex of plant, animal, and microorganism
communities and the non-living environment functioning as a
functional unit

The scale, biodiversity and connectivity of habitats that
contributes to the capacity of ecosystems to recover from
disturbance

The benefits humans derive from ecosystems

The natural world, including plants, animals, humans, and
physical features

The coordination of sectors of society through cross-sector
collective decision-making that is formal, consensus-oriented
and deliberative

Skills developing interpersonal relationships, enabling mutual
understanding of the contribution of different agencies and
sectors, and developing convergent goals

Benefits accruing to individuals, organisations and networks
from knowledge creation, peer learning, collaborative skills
development, networking or decision-making influence
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Interorganisational
arrangements

Interpersonal relationships

Meta-governance

National well-being

Negotiated consensus

Neoliberalism

Network (or governance
network)

Network culture

New Public Management

Performance outcomes

Private sector

Public sector

Reflexive rationality

Regime of mutual gain

Relational communication

Social capital

The institutional design for deciding on collaborative action,
including regulatory, normative, cognitive and imaginary
elements

The quality of relationships amongst people including the extent
of trust, commitment, interdependence, respect, power balance
and inclusiveness

The higher-order governance of governance networks whether
directly (by meso-level governors) or indirectly (by societal
culture and structures)

The combined social, economic, cultural, environmental,
psychological and governance domains that contribute to the
quality of the lives of citizens of a nation

Agreement on joint action directed towards a long-term project
in which each collaborating partner’s interests are integrated

Adherence to a market centred political economy that places
markets and individualised responsibility at the heart of visions
of the common good

A stable body of dependent but autonomous organisations from
multiple societal sectors who form an institutional framework to
negotiate diverse interests and define problems, visions and
plans that will contribute to policy and the public good

The regulatory, normative, cognitive and imaginary aspects that
make up interorganisational arrangements for a collaborative
network

Managerial practices directed towards accountability to a
hierarchical authority

The range of expected outputs of a governance network,
including policy
Organisations operating primarily for profit

Organisations wholly or mostly funded directly by national
government and whose governance is directed by government

The dialogical, pluralistic and heterarchic negotiation of
consensus on long-term collaborative action

Sets of implicit or explicit principles, rules, norms and decision-
making procedures around which actors' expectations converge
in a given area

Forms of communication directed towards
interpersonal and interorganisational relationships

improving

Bonding, bridging and linking elements which create
relationships between organisations and sectors
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Sustainable development

System
Third sector

An approach to progress that meets the needs of the present
without compromising the ability of future generations to meet
their own needs. Also known as the ‘Brundtland definition’

The interaction of multiple aspects of societal life

Organised bodies whose activities are for a purpose other than
for profit and directly or indirectly benefit citizens of a nation.
Also known as the voluntary sector or non-for-profit sector
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Chapter One Introduction
Cross-sector collaboration for national well-being

‘We hope that what Wales is doing today the world will do tomorrow. Action, more than words,
is the hope for our current and future generations.’

Nikhil Seth, Head of Sustainable Development, United Nations (29/04/2015)

This often-repeated declaration by Nikhil Seth at the launch of the Well-being of Future
Generations (Wales) Act, 2015 inspired my focus on action in this research. Seth stated this
global aspiration at the 2015 international conference of the Regional Governments for
Sustainable Development Network, hosted in Wales (GIG Cymru/NHS Wales, 2016). His
statement reflects the pioneering nature of the Act to put sustainable development into law
(Pigott, 2018), with national well-being goals that echo the United Nations (UN) global
Sustainable Development Goals (see United Nations, 2015). The urgency of the call for action
and extent of the ecological crisis was made clear by an early participant in this research from
his standpoint as a Board member of the statutory body in Wales with responsibility for the
environment, Natural Resources Wales (NRW).
As a species, we have lost sight of the fact that this is our habitat. It’s our environment
— We are so dependent on the environment to survive we have been divorced from that
and there are no strong messages telling us that. So, if you look at the state of nature,
we are not doing things right. So, from a wildlife perspective while we have looked at
declining birdlife, we've got declining swifts, we have got declining quality of our

natural environment so, fundamentally, we have to do things differently, because what
we are doing isn’t working.

(Board Member, NRW, 23/06/2017)

| experienced the excitement around the Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act, 2015
(from here on, ‘the Well-being Act’) as I was working on my master’s dissertation in 2012/13.
Investigating with Isle of Anglesey County Council (North Wales) how to communicate about
sustainable development with diverse groups, | began to attend consultation events on the Well-
being Act’s preparatory White Paper (then referred to as the ‘Sustainable Development Bill’).
| recall a sense of building momentum, with enthusiastic discussions around tables and a noisy
atmosphere. Then, from 2013 to 2016, | worked with small and medium-sized businesses and
voluntary organisations as a research officer with a European Union funded project at Bangor
University (North Wales). | found growing interest in the Well-being Act and a willingness of
many organisations to participate actively in research and change their aims and work

programmes. However, conversations during my master’s and research post revealed a sense



of frustration. Officers and councillors at Anglesey Council pointed to a lack of action of public
bodies on issues related to sustainable development and third sector infrastructure organisations
in Gwynedd and Anglesey complained that public bodies did not understand voluntary
organisations’ contribution to societal challenges. These conversations inspired me to
investigate whether and how the Well-being Act could motivate action to deliver its aspiration
of sustainable development. My experience as a research officer encouraged me to take a
collaborative approach to research with organisations, to enhance both my participation in the
research partners’ work and these partners’ participation in co-creating knowledge through

research.

In this chapter, | first explain how the Well-being Act puts the focus on collaborative action to
enhance national well-being in an environmentally sustainable way. Next, I set the Act’s
development in the context of other recent legislation and policy in Wales, to consider its
intentions regarding sustainable development and the extent of collaboration. Third, I explain
the twin challenges for this research. | discuss how action that can address the urgency and
extent of the ecological crisis risks being limited first, by a lack of experience of reconciling
diverse interests in collaboration and second, by conflicting ecological and instrumental
approaches to sustainable development. These challenges helped to orientate this research,
which aims to understand the role of cross-sector collaboration in delivering the aspirations of
the Well-being Act. My main objective to reach this aim was to create knowledge in a critical
case study in collaboration with research partners. Introducing my main research partners, the
North Wales Wildlife Trust (NWWT) and Gwynedd and Anglesey Public Services Board (the
PSB), | explain how they developed an interest in joining me in research. | describe the
geographical, social, political and organisational context for these partners’ work in the
counties of Anglesey and Gwynedd, North Wales. Finally, in an overview of the thesis, | set

out how | address my research aims and objectives in the following chapters.

The Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015
The Well-being Act’s declared aim is to pursue the ‘economic, social, environmental and

cultural well-being of Wales in a way that accords with the sustainable development principle’
(Welsh Government, 2015e, p. 1). This principle is defined as ‘seek[ing] to ensure that the
needs of the present are met without compromising the ability of future generations to meet
their own needs’ (Welsh Government, 2015e, para. 5 (1)). The Act sits in the context of an
international agenda for sustainable development and continues Welsh Government’s history

of legislation in this area (Pigott, 2018). Anna Pigott (2018) gives a detailed analysis of the
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distinctiveness of the Well-being Act’s seven ‘national well-being goals’, how they relate to
this national and international context and the transformative socio-ecological future they
envision. However, as Pigott (2018, p. 5) notes, the lack of legal power and budget associated
with the legislation raises the question of how its aspirations will be delivered. | summarise the
Well-being Act’s goals here and then focus on its requirements regarding the process of

achieving the vision of sustainable national well-being.

The national well-being goals set out diverse aspects of societal progress and portray these as
contributing to, rather than an aggregate of, individual citizens’ well-being. The goal of a
prosperous Wales contributes to work opportunities and material wealth, an environmentally
resilient Wales supports the ecological and social capacity to adapt to change, a healthier Wales
maximises people’s physical and mental well-being, and a more equal Wales fulfils people’s
potential. Likewise, goals of a Wales of cohesive communities, and of vibrant culture and
thriving Welsh language improve the society in which Welsh citizens live, while a globally
responsible Wales takes account of its effects on international citizens. In this way, the Well-
being Act positions Welsh Government and its public bodies as responsible for citizens’ well-

being.

To achieve these goals, the Well-being Act requires public bodies to adopt five practices
described as ‘in accordance with the sustainable development principle’ (Welsh Government,
2015e, para. 5 (1)). These processes are to collaborate, integrate multiple objectives, involve a
diversity of people, consider long-term effects and act in a preventive manner. The capacity of
public bodies to collaborate depends on their capacity to adopt the other four principles.
Collaboration is described as, ‘how acting in collaboration with any other person (or how
different parts of the body acting together) could assist the body to meet its well-being
objectives, or assist another body to meet its objectives’ (Welsh Government, 2015e, para. 5
(2) (d)). Collaboration therefore requires integration, that is, consideration of multiple bodies’
plans to maximise their contribution to national well-being. Such integration is a ‘precursor to
effective collaboration’ and by facilitating a ‘system-wide response’ also enables public bodies
to ‘work preventatively’ (Auditor General for Wales, 2020, para. 63). A system-wide response
requires an understanding of the effects of policies on diverse groups of the population. Public
bodies must therefore involve the current generation, take a preventive approach to consider
effects across the life-course, and take a long-term approach to consider effects on future

generations.



By establishing a new Public Services Board (PSB) for each of the 22 local authority areas of
Wales, the Well-being Act reinforces the emphasis on collaboration.
[A] reference to a “public services board” is a reference to the members of that board
acting jointly; accordingly a function expressed as a function of a public services board

is a function of each member of the board that may only be exercised jointly with the
other members. (Welsh Government, 2015e, para. 29 (3) added emphasis).

The PSB must assess the state of well-being in its area and set joint objectives ‘that are designed
to maximise its contribution to achieving [the national well-being] goals’ (Welsh Government,
2015e, para. 36 (1) (2)). These Boards’ statutory members are representatives of four public
bodies, namely the local authority, the local Health Board, the area fire and rescue service and
the Natural Resources Body for Wales (Welsh Government, 2015¢). The Board must also invite
Welsh Ministers, police force, police and crime commissioners, and representatives of
voluntary organisations, and seek advice from and involve other named public bodies. PSBs
may merge or collaborate with each other within the administrative boundaries of the seven
regional Health Boards in Wales. Figure 1 depicts the Local Authorities in Wales, and of these
Gwynedd and Anglesey act as a collaborating PSB, while Denbighshire/ Conwy and Rhondda
Cynon Taf/ Merthyr Tydfil are each a merged Board.

Conwy

Flintshire

Anglesey Denbighshire

Wrexham

Gwynedd

Ceredigion

Carmarthenshire Merthyr Tydfil
Blaenau Gwent

Monmouthshire
Pembrokeshire

Torfaen

Ll Caerphilly

Neath Port Talbot
Bridgend

Newport

Cardiff
Vale of Glamorgan

Rhondda Cynon Taf

Figure 1 Local Authorities in Wales at the time of the research (2016 —2022)



The Well-being Act establishes two mechanisms to monitor individual public bodies and a
separate one for PSBs. The Auditor General for Wales assesses ‘the extent to which a body has
acted in accordance with the sustainable development principle’ (Welsh Government, 2015e,
para. 15 (1)) and the newly established office of Future Generations Commissioner monitors
public bodies’ well-being objectives from the perspective of future generations. The PSB is
monitored by the relevant local authority’s scrutiny committee, which sends its reports to the
Auditor General and Future Generations Commissioner. The latter may also provide ‘advice

or assistance’ to a PSB (Welsh Government, 2015e, para. 19 (c)).

The intentions of the Well-being Act
Examining the Well-being Act, its preparatory White Paper and concurrent legislation casts

light on the extent of the requirement for collaboration across multiple aspects of national well-
being and between public and third sectors in Wales. Here, | define public bodies as the 12
categories listed in the Well-being Act (Welsh Government, 2015e, para. 6) which include
Welsh ministers, local, regional and national bodies. | use the Welsh Government definition of
‘Third Sector’ in its statutory Third Sector Scheme (TSS), which depicts it as the organised
activity of people motivated other than for profit:

This Scheme uses the term “third sector” instead of voluntary sector [...] “relevant

voluntary organisations” means bodies (other than local authorities or other public

bodies) whose activities — (a) are carried on otherwise than for profit, and (b) directly

or indirectly benefit the whole or any part of Wales (whether or not they also benefit
any other area). (Welsh Government, 2014b, para. 1.1).

The Well-being Act’s interpretation of the scope of sustainable development and the associated
principle of collaboration is broad. Its definition of sustainable development is associated with
an ecological approach which emphasises relationships amongst natural processes, drawing on
the so-called ‘Brundtland report” (World Commission on Environment and Development,
1987). This standpoint is reinforced by Welsh Government’s concurrent introduction of the
Environment (Wales) Act 2016 (‘the Environment Act’). The latter uses the same definition of
sustainable development, describing this as a state of ecological (or ‘ecosystems’?) resilience.
The Environment Act promotes the ‘sustainable management of natural resources’ (SMNR)
and links this to the ‘achievement of the well-being goals’ in the Well-being Act (Welsh
Government, 2016a, para. 3(2))). | therefore interpret the Well-being Act’s intention as the

pursuit of ecologically resilient sustainable development.

L An Ecosystem is a dynamic complex of plant, animal, and microorganism communities and the non-living
environment functioning as a functional unit (Millennium Ecosystem Assessment Board, 2005, p. v)
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While highlighting the environmental aspect of sustainable development, the White Paper
(Welsh Government, 2012) encompasses multiple aspects of society, placing ‘an emphasis on
social, economic and environmental wellbeing for people and communities’ (para. 1.5) as well
as ‘the vital importance of social justice, equality and Wales’ rich culture’ (para. 1.10). These
aspects are reflected in the Well-being Act’s requirement for each public body and PSB to
‘maximise its contribution to achieving each of the well-being goals’ (Welsh Government,
2015e, para. 3(2(a))). Therefore, public bodies must apply the sustainable development
principle (and its requirement for collaboration) not only to their own strategic aims, but to
their contribution to all social, economic, cultural and environmental aspects of well-being.
That this collaborative principle extends to the involvement of organisations outside the public
sector is clear from the inclusion of voluntary organisations in the PSB, the main forum for
collaboration in the Act. Although the White Paper (Welsh Government, 2012) also
recommends the involvement of private sector organisations to share good practice, the final
Well-being Act gives this sector less prominence. In the Act (Welsh Government, 2015e) PSBs
must invite a third sector representative (para. 30) to participate but only consult representatives
of business (para. 38).

The strength of the Welsh Government’s commitment to collaboration and the effect on policy
and practice is evident in legislation created in the same election cycle as the Well-being Act.
First, the Environment Act’s principles of SMNR (see above) include promoting and engaging
in collaboration and co-operation (Welsh Government, 2016a, para. 4). The Environment Act
also creates links between reports by NRW? and Welsh Government policy. Second, the Welsh
Government’s focus on public and third sector collaboration is reflected in the Social Services
and Well-being (Wales) Act 2014 (the ‘Social Services Act’). In contrast to the Well-being
Act, this Act focusses on the well-being of individuals rather than the nation and emphasises
physical and mental health. Local authorities must promote the development of ‘social
enterprises, co-operatives, user led services and the third sector’ in their area (Welsh
Government, 2014a, para. 16 (1)). Part 9 of this Act requires the establishment of Regional

Partnership Boards (RPBs) to enable partnership between local authorities and local Health

2 The Environment (Wales) Act (2016) requires NRW to prepare a State of Natural Resources Report (SoNaRR)
(para. 8), which Welsh Government must consider when reviewing the National Natural Resources Policy
(NNRP) (para. 9) and in turn NRW must prepare Area Statements (para. 11) to facilitate the implementation of
NNRP.



Boards. The RPB also has a duty to engage with representatives of social value partners, known

as the ‘regional social value forum’ (Welsh Government, 2014a, para. 6.8).

The legislative environment for public bodies in Wales, therefore, has a strong emphasis on
collaboration across the multiple levels of authority and fields of work of public bodies and
with the third sector. In the context of the Well-being Act, | define such cross-sector
collaboration as joint action between public and third sector organisations that includes

diverse interests in pursuit of national well-being.

Challenges for delivery
The urgent need for ecologically sustainable development for the sake of equality as well as

the planet was clear from the outset of the implementation of the Well-being Act. The
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) published its fifth assessment synthesis
report just six months before the Well-being Act. It called for policies and adaptation measures
at all regional and national levels, warning that ‘[c]limate change will amplify existing risks
and create new risks for natural and human systems. Risks are unevenly distributed and are
generally greater for disadvantaged people and communities in countries at all levels of
development’ (IPCC, 2014, para. 2.3). However, urgent action risked being constrained in
Wales by twin challenges of a lack of experience of cross-sector collaboration and conflicting
approaches to sustainable development. | will consider each of these challenges in the next two

sub-sections.

Cross-sector collaboration in Wales
The Well-being Act’s requirement for public bodies to collaborate and to include the third

sector reflects a pluralist approach to public service delivery in the UK and more widely in
Europe, Asia and North America (Jones and Liddle, 2011). In addition to public sector
commissioning of public services from third and private sectors, this new public governance
model creates a focus on strategic planning partnerships between public bodies and across
sectors (Marks, 2007; Matthews, 2014). Strategic commissioning aims to enhance democratic
involvement to improve effectiveness and efficiency but tends to focus on procurement of
services from the third sector rather than their strategic involvement in planning, designing,
delivering and evaluation (Jones and Liddle, 2011). Strategic partnership working in the UK
aims to tackle complex or ‘wicked’ societal challenges, to improve ‘economic, social and
environmental wellbeing’ (Marks, 2007, p. 137). However, public bodies’ engagement of the
third sector to create a community-based strategy is frequently found to be lacking (Marks,



2007). This is true even where the role of strategic partnerships has been increasingly

embedded at different levels of government, such as in Scotland (Matthews, 2014).

In Wales, a lack of experience of integrating diverse interests through cross-sector
collaboration coupled with limited guidance risked delaying action on the Well-being Act.
When the legislation was enacted, Wales Audit Office (WAO) stated that collaboration
amongst public bodies was ‘frequently underdeveloped’ and ‘few partnerships have a clear
focus on jointly delivering improved outcomes’ (Auditor General for Wales, 2015, p. 5). In a
later report, WAO stated that the relationship between public and third sectors ‘has a number
of weaknesses’ and ‘is not consistent or effective enough to deliver better outcomes’ (Auditor

General for Wales, 2017, p. 8).

However, little guidance on collaboration was issued from either sector. Welsh Government
statutory guidance documents ‘Shared Purpose: Shared Future’ have a single paragraph in the
core guidance encouraging public bodies to gather evidence and understand the roles of other
public bodies, consider joint service delivery, and work across departments within the
organisation and no reference to collaboration with the third sector (Welsh Government,
2015b). Guidance for the Public Services Boards (Welsh Government, 2015c) refers only to
the circumstances permitting collaboration between PSBs.

The bodies advising and monitoring the work of public bodies and the PSB (WAO and the
Future Generations Commissioner’s Office (FGCO)) issued little advice. WAO focussed on
continuity and accountability of partnerships (Auditor General for Wales, 2015) and enhancing
public bodies and third sector groups’ capacity to navigate procurement processes (Auditor
General for Wales, 2017). During her first reporting period, the Commissioner published a
framework to guide projects intended to deliver public bodies’ well-being objectives. This
framework (Future Generations Commissioner for Wales, no date) encourages collaboration to
include a range of stakeholders ‘who may be able to bring ideas and solutions to the table’ (p.
9) and the section on integration broadens the scope of collaboration to include ‘connect[ing]
different public policy/ strategic agendas’ to generate multiple benefits (p. 8). However, despite
stating the need for effective collaboration mechanisms, there is no guidance on what these

may be or how to create them.

The national body to support the third sector in Wales, Wales Council for Voluntary
Associations (WCVA) offered scant guidance in the early years of the Well-being Act.
Although the WCVA strategic framework 2017-22 states that it will establish cross-sector links



at a national level since ‘[c]ollaborating with partners across sectors will be essential for
achieving our vision’ (WCVA, 2016, p. 3), there is no advice to other third sector organisations
on how to establish links at other levels. However, the chief executive of WCVA, Ruth Marks
(in a blog for WAO’s website) urges ‘local councils and third sector groups, supported by
CVCs, [to] really focus on improving how we work together’ (Marks, 2017). CVCs are County
Voluntary Councils, independent of but supported by the WCVA, which coordinate
volunteering and the voluntary sector across Wales. The Well-being Act names these bodies as
suitable representatives of the third sector, which the PSB can invite to participate, giving them
a central role in cross-sector collaboration. Guidance for environmental third sector
organisations could be expected from NRW, the public body responsible for managing Wales’
environment. NRW’s guidance on the principles of SMNR (see above) simply elaborates
‘collaboration and engagement’ as ‘promote and engage in collaboration and cooperation’
(Natural Resources Wales, no date, p. 3). It gives no other explanation and two of the three

case studies cited in this document do not refer to collaboration.

In addition to the lack of guidance, there are limited forums to advance collaboration amongst
the third and public sectors. At a national level, the main link between the third sector and
Welsh Government is the Third Sector Partnership Council (TSPC) established under the TSS
(Welsh Government, 2014b). The ambition for collaboration is clear:
Co-operation between Welsh Government and the Third Sector will promote a
relationship based on reciprocity, recognising the desire to achieve the same outcomes
for people and communities in Wales. This should include mutual respect for each

other’s ways of working, the sharing of information and a willingness to collaborate to
achieve shared outcomes. (Welsh Government, 2014b, pp. 25-26)

However, apart from a commitment from Welsh Government to ‘take into account a range of
perspectives and contributions’ and to ‘mitigate any undesirable impact on the Third Sector’
(Welsh Government, 2014b, paras 3.16, 3.17), there is no guidance in the TSS regarding public
bodies’ collaboration with the third sector. The TSPC meets just once a year (and published no
minutes between 2014 and 2017, so calling into doubt even this level of engagement),

suggesting it has a limited role as a mechanism for collaboration.

Interpreting sustainable development
Although the Well-being Act uses an ecological definition of sustainable development, its

extension of this principle to multiple aspects of the quality of human life risks creating a
conflicting approach to the environment. An ecological approach to the environment treats it

as having intrinsic value as an intact and resilient ecological system (see for example Lawton



et al., 2010). In contrast, an ecosystems services approach treats the environment as a flow of
benefits to people (exemplified by Millennium Ecosystem Assessment Board, 2005). | argue,
below, that an emphasis on the latter approach without integration of the former risks
suboptimal action to address the ecological crisis. | examine the implications of each approach

here to understand how this risk can be mitigated in the delivery of the Well-being Act.

The national well-being goal ‘a resilient Wales’ supports an ecological standpoint, of ‘[a]
nation which maintains and enhances a biodiverse natural environment with healthy
functioning ecosystems that support social, economic and ecological resilience and the capacity
to adapt to change (for example climate change)’ (Welsh Government, 2015e, para. 4). The
references to biodiversity, ecosystems and ecological resilience reflect the approach of a review
for the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (in England) (Lawton et al.,
2010). Often referred to as the ‘Lawton Review’, the ecological approach expressed in this
report is summarised as ‘more, bigger, better and joined’ (Latham et al., 2013, p. 16). It is
based on the key principles of resilience that ecosystems need scale, biological diversity
(biodiversity) and connectivity of habitats. These principles contribute to the ‘capacity of
systems to resist and recover from disturbance’ and have been ‘developed into a broad theory,
linking ecological [and] socio-economic systems’ (Latham et al., 2013, p. 3). The focus on
resilience therefore reflects the Brundtland report’s emphasis on relationships between aspects

of the natural world.

The ecological approach is clear in Welsh Government’s Nature Recovery Plan, its strategy to
meet international commitments on biodiversity. The Plan was written by a consortium of
cross-sector organisations, the ‘Wales Biodiversity Strategy Board, members of which
represent both land and sea managers, Natural Resources Wales, the environmental third sector,
local authorities, Wales Biodiversity Partnership® and Welsh Government’ (Welsh
Government, 2015d, p. 6). The Plan places biodiversity as foundational to ecological and socio-
economic systems: ‘biodiversity underpins our healthy functioning ecosystems, human well-
being and the economy’ (Welsh Government, 2015d, p. 5). It creates a link to the Well-being
Act, stating: ‘in Wales we recognise that our well-being and the well-being of future
generations are dependent upon the health of our environment” (Welsh Government, 2015d, p.
2).

3 Wales Biodiversity Partnership is a multiple sector partnership with the aim of promoting and monitoring
biodiversity and ecosystem action in Wales (Wales Biodiversity Partnership, no date)
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Despite this cross-sector emphasis on an ecological approach, a more instrumental approach
to the environment emerges when the resilient Wales goal is read in conjunction with the other
national well-being goals. The resilient Wales goal indicates the contribution of ecosystems to
social and economic systems, but there is no corresponding benefit to the ecological system
from the other goals. This is consistent with an ‘ecosystems services’ approach which treats
the environment as providing a flow of benefits to human well-being. This approach is
exemplified by the Millennium Ecosystems Assessment Board report called for by the United
Nations Secretary-General in 2000 and defined as follows:

Ecosystem services are the benefits people obtain from ecosystems. These include
provisioning services such as food, water, timber, and fiber; regulating services that
affect climate, floods, disease, wastes, and water quality; cultural services that provide
recreational, aesthetic, and spiritual benefits; and supporting services such as soil
formation, photosynthesis, and nutrient cycling. (Millennium Ecosystem Assessment
Board, 2005, p. v)

The lack of reciprocal benefit to the environment in this approach is illustrated by the

Assessment’s summary diagram of ecosystems services with its unidirectional arrows, see

Figure 2.
ECOSYSTEM SERVICES CONSTITUENTS OF WELL-BEING
Provisioning Security
Food, fuel ...
Supporting Basic
material for
Photo-. Regulating good life Freedom of
synthesis, d hoi d
soil Floods, carbon ¢ OIC(.E an
. action
quality... capture...
Health
Cultural
Rec;;e'at/on, Good social
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KEY: Arrow’s width indicates strength of contribution to well-being constituent

Figure 2 Ecosystem Services and Well-being, (adapted from Millennium Ecosystem Assessment Board, 2005, p. 10)
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This ecosystems services approach is reflected in Welsh Government’s first published National
Natural Resources Policy (NNRP) linked to the Environment Act. The Ministerial Foreword
emphasises the report’s policies to deliver economic as well as environmental objectives.
Specifically, it anticipates Wales’ natural resources will contribute to capacity in supply chains,
high quality produce, productivity, greater efficiency and profitability in the circular economy

and green growth, and new markets for natural resources (Welsh Government, 2017a).

A corollary of the ecosystem services approach is the capital-centric approach (Hache, 2019).
Ecosystem services are a flow from the environment to human well-being, consequently human
systems deplete environmental stocks or ‘natural capital.” This approach is illustrated by the
national well-being indicators (Welsh Government, 2016b). The conceptual framework
underlying the development of these indicators depicts natural resources as impacted by
personal and business behaviours, but with no corresponding flow to represent the contribution

of the environment to other domains of well-being (Seaford, 2015, p. 13).

The adoption of an ecosystem services or capital-centric approach risks sub-optimising
outcomes for ecological systems relative to an ecological resilience approach. Reports by the
Green Finance Observatory* explain how this risk stems from the nature of ecosystem services
and natural capital as externalities or ‘public goods’ and their ‘substitutability’ (Hache, 2019,
pp. 30-52). First, the degradation of natural capital has the nature of an externality, that is it
incurs no direct cost to the user of ecosystem services but depletes the utility of the environment
to other ecological and socio-economic systems. Therefore, in the absence of regulation or
other intervention the environment will tend to be degraded. Second, ecosystem services are
substitutable, that is the benefits they provide may be provided by social or economic systems.
In addition, ecosystems’ contribution to well-being is in many cases a ‘public good’, that is it
cannot be restricted and therefore, unlike social and economic goods, cannot attract a fee. So,
public goods tend to be sub-optimally produced in competitive markets and management of

ecosystems will not provide sufficiently for well-being without intervention.

Recognising the need to negotiate these conflicting approaches to sustainable development,
NRW?’s first SoNaR report (see footnote 2, above) combines an ecosystems resilience approach
with an ecosystems services approach: ‘for the first time the report links the resilience of Welsh

natural resources to the well-being of the people of Wales’ (Natural Resources Wales, 2016, p.

4 The Green Finance Observatory is a think tank analysing the market mechanisms proposed to achieve the 2015
Paris agreement on climate change and UN 2030 agenda for sustainable development (see Why GFO? — Green
Finance Observatory accessed 16/04/2022)
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2). Based on this report, the first NNRP policy statement maintains this combined approach to
sustainable development:
the objective of the sustainable management of natural resources is to maintain and
enhance the resilience of ecosystems and the benefits they provide and, in so doing,
meet the needs of present generations of people without compromising the ability of

future generations to meet their needs. (Welsh Government, 2015a, p. 7 added
emphasis).

To summarise, action to deliver the aspirations of the Well-being Act faces twin challenges.
First, the capacity of public and third sectors in Wales to enhance the quality of cross-sector
collaboration to address the urgent need for action. Second, the capacity to sustain a combined
approach to sustainable development by taking action to tackle the ecological and biodiversity
crises while also addressing multiple aspects of human well-being. Hence my research aim was
to understand whether and how the Well-being Act can motivate cross-sector collaboration

that includes diverse interests in pursuit of ecologically sustainable national well-being.

Research partners
The Well-being Act creates a focus on cross-sector collaboration at the local authority level,

through the creation of PSBs. In the light of this, to pursue my research aim | chose to conduct
an in-depth study with partners located in a PSB area in Wales. Following Flyvbjerg (2006)
this approach had multiple advantages. It aimed to create the context-dependent knowledge
that would help my research partners and me to develop expertise and a nuanced understanding
of the complexities of cross-sector collaboration in Wales. By careful choice of partners I aimed
to create a ‘critical case’, one which would have relevance to multiple cases (Flyvbjerg, 2006,
p. 230). In this way, | expected to contribute to cumulative understanding of the field and to be
able to test and develop existing theory. To maximise my research partners’ contribution to the
research and my contribution to their concerns, | designed the case study following the
principles of action research set out by Greenwood and Levin (2007). | explain below (in
overview of the thesis) how | developed the research design to enhance the critical and

relational aspects of action research and enhance my self-reflexivity as researcher.

Prior to my PhD project, I had conversations with multiple public bodies and third sector
organisations in the consultation events around the Well-being Act and through my work as
research officer. As my interest in the Well-being Act began to focus on the twin challenges of
strategic cross-sector collaboration and sustaining an ecological approach, two institutions with

the capacity to create a case study with relevance to a wide range of organisations expressed
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an interest in joining me in research. These were the Gwynedd and Anglesey Public Services
Board (‘the PSB’) and North Wales Wildlife Trust (NWWT).

My research therefore focussed on the North Wales counties of Anglesey and Gwynedd.
Statistics informing the national well-being indicators portray these local authorities as having
some of the lowest and most sparse populations in Wales (Welsh Government, 2020a).
However, north Gwynedd (Arfon) and the Menai Straits area of Anglesey have population
densities closer to those of major urban areas in Wales. The counties have good transport links,
connecting the counties with the Irish Republic, economy of North Wales and northwest
England, and with Cardiff, the location of Welsh Government’s main administrative activity.
Economically, both Anglesey and Gwynedd have pockets of high levels of deprivation, but the
North Wales socio-economic region has only 5% of the most deprived LSOAs® (Welsh
Government, 2020b). The employment rate in North Wales is higher than the average in Wales
but Anglesey and Gwynedd have amongst the highest average distance travelled to work of all
local authorities in Wales. Wales as a whole has an aging population, and changes in population
levels are driven largely by migration flows rather than by births or deaths (Welsh Government,
2020a). The first Gwynedd and Anglesey PSB well-being assessments show a similar trend
(Gwynedd and Mén Public Services Board, 2017c, 2017a). Culturally, Anglesey and Gwynedd
have amongst the highest percentages of Welsh speakers in Wales (66.6% and 75.6%
respectively, compared to a Wales average of 29% (Welsh Government, 2020a, 2021), being
described as part of ‘y fro Gymraeg’ or the Welsh heartlands. The counties also include two of
Wales’ four World Heritage Sites. Environmentally, Anglesey and Gwynedd have large areas
of protected habitat, including designated coastline, offshore and inland areas and Snowdonia
National Park.

Gwynedd and Anglesey PSB
My choice of Gwynedd and Anglesey PSB as research partner was prompted by a

recommendation from the Wales Local Government Association (WLGA). The PSB builds on
the work of the earlier Local Services Board for the two counties, which the WLGA singled
out as an example of good practice in collaboration. The PSB’s Partnerships Manager became
my main contact during the research, and we engaged in learning together through multiple
reflective conversations. The Partnerships Manager’s role is to coordinate the activity of the

Board to undertake its well-being assessment and set objectives, including assisting with

5 LSOA Lower Super Output Area, a designated small area to assess relative deprivation (Welsh Government,
2020a)
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engagement with the public and correspondence with other public bodies and networks. We
were introduced by a mutual friend and initially met at a consultation event for the Well-being
Act, held in North Wales in 2016. Later, she reflected on what had sparked her interest in
research and recalled how PSB members across the North Wales Boards were expressing a
desire to work in a different way, but that there was no clear understanding of what this would
be like in practice (Partnerships Manager, 22/01/2018). As | elaborate in further detail in
Chapter Five, over a period of eight months we discussed the potential research with her line
manager and the full PSB. We reached agreement for me to observe the PSB’s meetings,
participate in some of its subgroups, and hold some focussed discussions and interviews with

its members.

In line with the requirements of the Well-being Act the PSB had four statutory members: the
two Local Authorities (each represented by its CEO and elected leader), local Health Board
(Betsi Cadwaladr University Health Board, BCUHB), Fire and Rescue Services, and Natural
Resources Wales (NRW). It also included the required invited participants, with invitations
accepted by a representative of Welsh Government, the Chief Constable for North Wales, and
the CEOs of the two County Voluntary Councils (CVC) in Gwynedd and Anglesey. Other
invited partners included representatives of BCUHB’s Public Health team, a large social
housing association, Snowdonia National Park (Parc Eryri) and Bangor University. Many of
these members also sat on other North Wales PSBs in the BCUHB area, giving some insight
therefore into the workings of these other Boards. With the Partnerships Manager (employed
between the two Local Authorities) and usually one or two other members of the Local

Authority staff, this amounted to 16 to 18 people at any meeting, see Figure 3.
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Figure 3 Gwynedd and Anglesey Public Services Board

North Wales Wildlife Trust
My main contact with my other research partner, NWWT was their Fundraising Director, who

was seeking to diversify NWWT’s sources of funding and develop new partnerships. This
focus followed the loss of the Wildlife Trust’s main collaborating and funding partner,
Countryside Commission Wales, as it was integrated into the newly formed NRW in 2013. As
part of this effort, the Fundraising Director had worked with me in my previous role as research
officer to identify the multiple social and economic as well as environmental benefits of
NWWT conservation projects. Discussing the Well-being Act with him in 2016 he was keen
to see NWWT involved in research, describing the Act as a ‘strategic opportunity’ for the Trust.
Prior to my PhD project we discussed ideas informally with NWWT staff and Chief Executive
Officer (CEO). They expressed a growing awareness of the Trust’s contribution to multiple
aspects of well-being. However, there was uncertainty about the anticipated effects and how to
evaluate the Trust’s contribution, and hesitation about engaging potential public sector partners
outside NWWT’s current collaborations in the field of education (Fieldnotes, 28/01/2016 —
31/08/2016). Following these discussions, the CEO gave me permission to access meetings
and documents of the Trust, including volunteer groups, members’ branches, staff meetings

and the Council of Trustees, and to involve any staff based on voluntary and informed consent.
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The Trust also agreed to contribute towards research expenses, in recognition of the hope that
the research would ‘be valuable to ourselves, public bodies, and also other Wildlife Trusts in

Wales through the Wildlife Trust movement.” (Letter of support, CEO NWWT, 21/11/2016)°.

NWWT is a regional environmental charitable organisation covering the whole of North Wales,
coinciding with the administrative boundaries of the local Health Board (BCUHB) and North
Wales socio-economic region. It draws on people’s contributions to its work in multiple (and
not mutually exclusive) ways, from volunteers on its reserves and in administrative tasks,
members who contribute financially and take part in local branch meetings and a regional
Branch forum, trustees who form a Council (‘the Trustees’), and a growing number of paid
staff (around 30 at the time of the research). As well as the national body, Wildlife Trusts Wales
(WTW), the independent charitable Wildlife Trusts have an umbrella organisation for the UK,
The Wildlife Trusts (TWT) which advises and develops common policies.

NWWT owns and manages 35 nature reserves in North Wales with a variety of habitats
including woodland, grassland, heathland, bogs, open water, coastal and rock, so representative
of the range of habitats in Wales (Hayhow et al., 2016), see Figure 4.

& Appendix 1 Letter of Support
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Figure 4 Wildlife Trusts and nature reserves in Wales (https.//www.wtwales.org/who-we-are/your-local-wildlife-trust)

NWWT employs three main strategies to deliver its strategic aims of caring for wildlife,

working for nature’s recovery and bringing people closer to nature’. Its strategy of Reserves

management takes a traditional ecological approach to conserve the stock of species and

habitats. The Trust’s Living Landscapes strategy focusses on enhancing ecological resilience

by joining habitats at a landscape scale, reflecting the Lawton Review principles discussed

earlier. The newest strategy of People and Wildlife takes an ecosystems services approach to

" NWWT strategic aims Our mission | North Wales Wildlife Trust, accessed 23/03/2022
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encourage people and local communities to take part in nature-based activities for their well-
being benefits. These strategies therefore reflect the main ecological and ecosystems

approaches to sustainable development explained earlier in this chapter.

The twin challenges of the research were emphasised by the PSB’s concerns about the
unfamiliar practice of cross-sector collaboration and NWWT’s focus on ecological
sustainability. These concerns and my research partners’ characteristics therefore had the
potential to create a case study of relevance to multiple public bodies and environmental third
sector organisations. In Chapter Two, | explore in more detail how we developed a common
language to develop pragmatic research questions for the research partners and an overall
question based on the conceptual questions emerging from my literature review. For the PSB,
the research question was expressed as: ‘how can PSB members collaborate in a way that adds
value to the work of their individual organisations?” NWWT expressed their concern as: ‘how
can NWWT sustainably maximise its contribution to national well-being while at the same time
increasing the focus on wildlife?’ I expressed my overall research question which aimed to
answer these concerns as: ‘whether and how can cross-sector collaboration transform power
relations to support action directed towards ecologically sustainable national well-being in

Wales?”’

Overview of the thesis
My aim in this research was to understand whether and how the Well-being Act could motivate

cross-sector collaboration that includes diverse interests in pursuit of ecologically sustainable
national well-being. This had two supplementary aims, first to enhance my research partners’
expertise in cross-sector collaboration and second, to contribute to the field of knowledge and
develop existing theory. My objective to achieve these aims was to create an in-depth case
study by engaging in collaborative research following the principles of action research. In this
chapter I have explained the need for this research to guide urgent action directed at moving
Wales towards an ecologically sustainable state. In the following chapters | explain how |
conducted action research in collaboration with the PSB and NWWT to address the research

aims and objective.

My first step towards my objective was to review the existing literature in the field of cross-
sector collaboration. In Chapter Two | explain how my review strategy contributed to my
objective in two ways. First, by improving the knowledge of my research partners and myself
of the main concepts and challenges of cross-sector collaboration. Second, by building my

research partners’ confidence in and commitment to a participatory approach to research by
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co-developing questions expressing their specific concerns. The chapter develops a meta-
interpretation of the literature which depicts cross-sector collaboration as a system with
interacting conceptual categories of interpersonal relationships, interorganisational
arrangements and power relations. It concludes that the exercise of power constrains attempts
to build interpersonal and interorganisational relationships in cross-sector collaboration. In
addition to the research partners’ questions, the chapter poses four conceptual questions about

the effects of power.

Arising from these conceptual and research partners’ questions, my second step was to review
theories in the broader field of network governance. In Chapter Three | explore the growing
divide between theories of governance as either the exercise of power which perpetuates
dominant interests, or the democratic inclusion of diverse interests which transforms cross-
sector power relations. | explain how a strategic-relational approach bridges this divide by
creating a focus on the capacity for creative reflexive agency in cross-sector networks and in
their higher order, or ‘meta’ governance. I show how the current lack of understanding of the
conditions to develop reflexive rationality creates ambiguity about the power of the Well-being
Act to motivate action directed towards ecologically sustainable national well-being.
Addressing the research question, | formulate my theoretical statement of the contingent power
dynamic of cross-sector collaboration which | developed abductively through a dialogue
between theory and practice with my research partners. This focusses on the creation of
reflexive rationality in communities of practice and the wider embedding of critical beliefs and

practices in a strategically adaptive process to change the power dynamics of meta-governance.

The focus of the statement guided my research approach and methods. In Chapter Four |
explain how my critical-realist approach and critical-relational action research design enabled
me to develop a critical understanding of power and a relational approach to collaboration. The
critical approach enabled me to infer changes in the dynamics of power from changes in culture
and structures. The relational approach developed an interpretive understanding by creating a
dialogue between diverse perspectives on cross-sector collaboration. I explain how my critical-
relational approach extended the scope of the research to include a Wales-wide systemic
enquiry. This enhanced the diversity of perspectives and developed both critical awareness and

practical knowledge with my research partners.

The critical, relational and systemic elements of the research design meant | needed to take a

reflexive stance to ensure each aspect contributed to the others and to consider my own
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influence on the research. Chapter Five explains the evolving research design and multiple
methods | used to support this reflexive stance. It explains my approach to data analysis and
how this grounded my developing theoretical statement in the primary research. | set out how
I developed five ‘streams of enquiry’ in a Wales-wide approach and how two core research
groups and the PSB formed cross-sector networks through which to explore and develop
collaborative relationships. I explain how I optimised diversity and participation in the research
by creating interactions between the streams of enquiry and employing a range of action
research methods. | discuss how developing a reflexive stance in the core groups created a

culture of a critical-relational co-learning network, or ‘community of practice’ (CoP).

Chapters Six and Seven show how | fulfilled my objective of undertaking an in-depth case
study. They discuss the findings of my action research with the two core research groups, the
PSB and the Wales-wide enquiry and explain how | developed my theoretical position by
building on and extending existing literature and governance theories. Chapter Six focusses
on the action research with the first core research group between September 2017 and June
2018. It shows how the group’s initial focus on a grassroots concern about the management of
road verges for the benefit of wildlife developed into a strategy to develop community assets
with benefits to public health and diverse community groups’ interests. Through the detailed
description of the road verges group’s discussions and action, the chapter demonstrates how
these participants created a CoP and became co-researchers by critically reflecting on their
experiences with collaboration. | reflect on my meta-interpretation of the literature to analyse
the characteristics of the core group which enabled them to enhance each other’s interests. I
draw on my review of governance theory to analyse how the group’s experiences and the wider
enquiry revealed the exercise of power through wider societal culture. I explain how I inferred

a change in the dynamic of power from this interpretive and critical understanding.

Continued constraints on my co-researchers’ collaborative action led us to seek to embed the
new strategy and reflexive culture more widely in their organisations. In Chapter Seven, |
explain how I helped to establish a second core research group which focussed on a strategic
context of social prescribing. I give a rich description of the social prescribing group’s efforts
to develop a shared vision and to plan joint action between May 2018 and June 2019. | contrast
these co-researchers’ experiences with those of the PSB over the longer period of February
2017 to June 2019. Drawing on the wider streams of enquiry, | describe events associated with
the Well-being Act which indicated changes in the culture and structures in Wales. | reflect on

the existing literature to analyse the differences in culture of the core group and PSB and how
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they interacted differently with the wider changes in Welsh society. With reference to
governance theory, I show how this systemic interaction develops current understanding of the
relationship between internal network culture and its external meta-governance. | conclude the

chapter by explaining how the evidence substantiates my theoretical statement.

The final chapter of this thesis, Chapter Eight, reiterates the urgent need for collaborative
action directed towards an ecologically resilient state of national well-being. | summarise how
the previous chapters have contributed to the aims and objective of the research. I answer the
overall research question and my research partners’ pragmatic concerns by explaining the
conditions under which cross-sector networks can sustain diverse interests in collaborative
action which supports ecologically sustainable national well-being. | discuss how the thesis
contributes to the field of cross-sector collaboration by addressing the conceptual questions
arising from my meta-interpretation of the literature. | explain how the research design
contributes to governance theory and practice by reconceptualising communities of practice
and the relationship between cross-sector networks and their external societal environment. |
conclude this thesis with a reflection on the extent of change created through this action
research and possible avenues for future research to support cross-sector collaboration towards

ecologically sustainable well-being at a wider societal scale.
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Chapter Two Literature Review
A meta-interpretation

Introduction
In the opening chapter, | argued that cross-sector collaboration is critical to whether the

aspirations of the Well-being Act might be realised. However, that chapter highlighted twin
challenges: first, a lack of experience and guidance for public and third sectors on cross-sector
collaboration and second, conflicting approaches to the treatment of the environment, either as
an ecological necessity or as a resource for human benefit, in pursuit of the Well-being Act’s
aim of sustainable development. A desire to work in a different way but uncertainty about these
challenges motivated two main partner organisations, North Wales Wildlife Trust (NWWT)
and the Gwynedd and Anglesey Public Services Board (the PSB) to collaborate with me in
research. My analysis of the Well-being Act’s requirements informed our focus on cross-sector

collaboration.

A first step in conducting action research in collaboration with these two organisations was to
jointly form research questions that would address their immediate concerns. This meant |
needed to develop my understanding of the large body of academic literature on cross-sector
collaboration and of the research partners’ professional practices and experiences. This chapter
explains how | developed a participatory approach to the literature review that developed our
mutual understanding and created three, increasingly abstract layers of synthesis. The first
section explains the rationale for my review strategy of ‘meta-interpretation’ with a
participatory approach, in which the research partners’ meetings and our discussions, as well
as conceptual questions arising from the developing synthesis, guided the process of literature

review. The remainder of the chapter is divided into three Parts.

Part | of the meta-interpretation begins with the discussions with the research partners which
defined the research area. It then synthesises an initial round of literature to form an overview
of the main concepts and matters arising in cross-sector collaboration of the type envisaged by
the Well-being Act. The literature depicts cross-sector collaboration as a system with
interacting dimensions of interpersonal relations, interorganisational arrangements and the
wider societal environment. Part | ends with a discussion of the conceptual questions that arose
from this initial synthesis, the issues that were raised during my participation in my research
partners and other meetings, and how these conceptual and practical issues guided the search

for literature.
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Part Il increases the level of conceptual abstraction by drawing out the contrast between
accounts of collaboration as the management of either interorganisational arrangements or
interpersonal relationships, or the exercise of power. The studies reviewed highlight the
conflict between hierarchical forms of accountability which impose a dominant partner’s
interests on collaborative decision-making and political forms of accountability which include
multiple interests in a negotiated consensus. Part 11 finishes with an account of the meetings
with my research partners and how they led to the formation of pragmatic research questions
focussed on negotiating the tension between hierarchical and political accountability.

In Part 111, I increase the level of abstraction by turning to the range of theories underpinning
the approaches in Part 11. This Part theorises the contingent dynamics of power relations and
how these can shift from exerting hierarchical control to supporting emancipatory practice. |
identify the limitations of past and current literature to guide the research partners’ action or

answer their research questions.

I conclude this chapter by setting the subject of cross-sector collaboration in the wider research
field of governance theory, in preparation for the development of a theoretical frame and

overall research question in Chapter Three.

The review strategy
To understand the main concepts and issues which are pertinent to cross-sector collaboration,

and to understand the research partners’ fields of professional practice, I looked for an approach
that would incorporate both academic and professional knowledge, provoke research questions
and remain open to the possibility of theory-building if the review revealed a gap in this area.
Conventional approaches to systematic literature reviews take a linear approach with pre-
defined research questions and parameters for the search strategy (Petticrew and Roberts, 2006,
pp. 27-56). Even where there is encouragement to ‘take account of stakeholders’ views’ this
is assumed to be at a stage prior to the literature review (Petticrew and Roberts, 2006, p. 31).
However, this review needed to define research questions by building my and the research
partners’ understanding of the uncertainties presented by collaboration and the Well-being Act.
| therefore needed to involve my partners in the review process, jointly choosing issues to guide

the direction of the search.

| searched for review strategies designed specifically for the synthesis of qualitative studies,
anticipating that much of the literature would take this form, but remaining open to the

inclusion of relevant quantitative studies. Although aimed at research in health-related fields,
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Barnett-Page and Thomas’ (2009) critical review of methods to synthesise qualitative research
provided a useful overview, raising several factors for consideration in the choice of review
strategy. Their summary of a strategy called meta-interpretation, although regarded at the time
of publication as a ‘fledgling approach’ (Barnett-Page and Thomas, 2009, p. 5), met my
requirements. Later work has confirmed the value of meta-interpretation as a systematic
process that ‘goes beyond a summary of the data and attempts to build upon the literature to

create new, higher-order constructs’ (Xiao and Watson, 2019, p. 100).

To address multiple issues in the synthesis of qualitative research, Mike Weed sets out seven
‘fundamental features’ of meta-interpretation (Weed, 2008, p. 23), which | incorporated into
my review strategy as follows. First, I became an ‘active interpretive agent’ in the process of
review. Just as the interpretive studies I included in the review sought to maximise differences
in perspectives to understand how meanings are mediated by beliefs and values (Barnett-Page
and Thomas, 2009), | actively sought studies to add to the diversity of standpoints in the
synthesis in a ‘celebration of differences’ (Weed, 2008, p. 16). Second, this process meant my
synthesis of the reviewed literature constructed ‘an interpretation’ but not the only

interpretation or perspective on cross-sector collaboration.

Third, the emphasis on maximising difference to understand how context affects interpretation
led to the ‘ideographic’ formation of inclusion criteria. To maximise diversity, I did not select
studies based on a prior consideration of what was important or confined to a narrowly defined
methodology. Instead, | played an active role in the selection as well as interpretation of studies,
determining inclusion rather than exclusion criteria. Fourth, my criteria for selection were
based on studies’ relevance and diversity, which 1 determined according to a ‘theoretical
sampling’ approach (following Glaser and Strauss, 1967). This approach, like that of grounded
theory, created iterative rounds of review. | began by selecting a small number of studies to
develop ‘theoretical sensitivity’ and maximise the variation in studies’ contexts (Weed, 2008,
p. 19). Each further round contained studies that addressed questions arising from previous
rounds and issues arising in my research partners’ experiences, refining ideas and increasing
the level of abstraction of the analysis. Fifth, this approach placed the focus on ‘meaning in
context’, to select studies that maximised the diversity of contexts and emergent meanings.
These contextual differences included the research sites, but also the academic conditions
including the time of the study, prevailing theories, political context, and methodological and
disciplinary context (Weed, 2008, p. 20).
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Sixth, the focus on contextual meanings meant that I used the authors’ own ‘interpretations as
the “raw data’” for my synthesis. This avoided problems with access to primary data, loss of
contextual background, and the ‘triple hermeneutic’ of adding my interpretation to that of the
original researcher and participants (Weed, 2008, p. 21). As these interpretations are explicitly
reported in studies, they are readily available for others to access, contributing to the integrity
of the review. Finally, I formed a ‘transparent audit trail’ to enhance the ‘trustworthiness’ of
the synthesis (Weed, 2008, p. 22 citing Denzin and Lincoln, 1998). In this chapter and its
associated technical document®, I explain the reasons for the choice or exclusion of studies,
give a summary analysis of each iteration of the review and explain the process by which
concepts for further sampling were chosen. | summarise these choices in the form of a
‘statement of applicability” which draws the boundary of applicability of the meta-
interpretation (Weed, 2008, p. 23).

In summary, Mike Weed sets out the process of meta-interpretation as a cycle of stages based
on the central principle of inductive theory building which synthesises meaning in context, has
emergent criteria for inclusion and exclusion of articles, maximises variation and employs
theoretical sampling to reach saturation of concepts (Weed, 2008, pp. 23-25). Figure 5
illustrates the key stages and principles of meta-interpretation in a simplification of Weed’s

(2008) own diagrammatic representation of the process.

8 See Appendix 2: Search strategy and criteria
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Stages Principles
Identify research area Inductive approach
v
Identify initial illustrative studies Maximum variation
v
> Thematic and context analysis Meaning in context
v
Conceptual issues Emergent
Review inclusion/exclusion criteria Theory building
Iterative search Theoretical sampling

Write meta-interpretation and emergent insights

Statement of applicability

Figure 5 Key stages and principles of meta-interpretation (adapted from Weed, 2008 p.24)

| adapted these stages to enhance the involvement of my research partners and extended the
period of review into the fieldwork. Thus, as | increased the level of abstraction of the
interpretive analysis, | maintained the relevance to these partners’ concerns and professional
practice. My choice of cross-sector collaboration in the context of the Well-being Act identified
the research area rather than initial hypothesis for the literature review, ‘like the
commencement of a grounded theory investigation” (Weed, 2008, p. 23). To identify a small
number of initial studies, | sought ‘expert input’ as recommended by Petticrew and Roberts
(2006, p.51 citing Reeves et al., 2002), requesting reading lists from a more experienced
researcher. From these lists, | chose seven articles to maximise variation of provenance,
publication and research context (the inclusion and exclusion criteria are detailed in Appendix
2). Thematic and context analysis of this initial round of studies focussed on identifying the
main concepts and matters arising in cross-sector collaboration and familiarising myself and
my research partners with the terms commonly used. Conceptual issues arising from this broad
overview formed inclusion criteria for the second round of review, with studies selected

according to their relevance and to maximise the diversity of perspectives.
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The principle of diversity applied not only to the selection of literature, but also to my
perspective as reviewer. To be reflexive about my own inclinations and assumptions (about the
desirability of collaboration and the contribution of the environment to well-being, for
example) | benefitted from juxtaposing my views with those of others. All the time | was
reviewing literature I attended my research partners’ and other organisations’ meetings held in
the context of the Well-being Act. My observation of and participation in these meetings helped
me to understand the main matters concerning them about cross-sector collaboration. Explicit
discussion of the developing literature review with these partners added to the diversity of
perspectives and enhanced our mutual understanding of the academic concepts and
professional issues. Thus, the second and subsequent searches in the iterative cycle were
informed by the conceptual questions arising in each round as well as by the experiences of the
research partners.

| have created a transparent audit trail for the meta-interpretation through the combination of
Parts I, 1l and Il of this chapter, the reflective conversations with my research partners, and
technical appendix. The three Parts of this chapter summarise the meta-interpretation and
emergent insights. Appendix 2 details the search criteria in each round of review and lists the
literature I selected, including the theories drawn upon in Part I11. The conclusion to this chapter
forms the statement of applicability of the meta-interpretation within the wider field of
governance theory.

PART | The main concepts of cross-sector collaboration

Identifying the research area
In the early days of the Well-being Act the main research partners, NWWT and the PSB, were

hopeful that it offered a strategic opportunity and a chance to work in a different way. On the
other hand, their lack of capacity to act collaboratively and the Act’s ambiguous treatment
of the environment caused each organisation to hesitate. Our introductory conversations led to
the partners’ agreement to take part in this research, and | began to attend their meetings and

sought opportunities to attend other forums meeting in the early days of operation of the Act.

Key individuals at the partner organisations helped me to understand their main preoccupations
and experiences of cross-sector collaboration. The PSB Partnerships Manager (Fieldnotes,
09/11/2016) emphasised the PSB’s attention to the organisational arrangements for their joint
work. She explained how the PSB had held a series of meetings and workshops since the Act
came into force, in April 2016, solely to agree their Terms of Reference. These discussions had

not gone into any detail on the requirement to collaborate. For this, amongst other issues, the
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PSB planned to draw upon the practical experience of lead officers in each organisation to
support the representatives on the Board (who were mainly at Chief Executive level or similar).
A workshop with lead officers was planned for January 2017, nearly a year after the Act came
into force. At NWWT, the Fundraising Director and project managers spoke of the need to
work with public bodies but were focussed initially on finding ways to evaluate multiple
outcomes of their projects, in anticipation of the requirements of funders and other
collaborating organisations (email correspondence, 08/2016-10/2016). Their concentration on
physical and mental health outcomes was further encouraged by a literature review from the
University of Essex on behalf of The Wildlife Trusts (the UK umbrella organisation). The
review made recommendations to public bodies and third sector organisations to take account
of the public health and community well-being benefits of nature-based interventions (Bragg
et al., 2015). Elsewhere a cross-sector network in North Wales, Social Value Cymru (SVC)
was established by the county voluntary councils in September 2016. There was agreement in
an early meeting of that network that the Well-being Act and Social Services Act® in Wales
afforded its members the opportunity to work together to influence local decision-making.
Again, however the focus of SVC’s meetings was on understanding how to evaluate projects

rather than planning collaborative action (SVC rolling minutes, 12/2016).

The first round of review showed how these preoccupations with organisational structures and
evaluation processes were explained by studies of the factors affecting cross-sector

collaboration.

Main concepts: Complexity
Two widely cited?® literature reviews were my starting point for the meta-interpretation. Each

defines collaboration in a way that is consistent with the requirements of the Well-being Act,
although they are markedly different from each other. The first review defined collaboration as
‘the linking or sharing of information, resources, activities, and capabilities by organizations
in two or more sectors to achieve jointly an outcome that could not be achieved by
organizations in one sector separately’ (Bryson, Crosby and Stone, 2006, p. 44). The second
‘meta-analytical study’ defined collaborative governance as ‘a governing arrangement where
one or more public agencies directly engage non-state stakeholders in a collective decision-

making process that is formal, consensus-oriented, and deliberative and that aims to make or

% See Introduction Chapter for a discussion of the Social Services Act
10 According to Google Scholar citations index, accessed 07/07/2021 (Ansell and Gash, 2008) has 5977 citations
to date and (Bryson, Crosby and Stone, 2006) 2689 citations
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implement public policy or manage public programs or assets’ (Ansell and Gash, 2008, p.
544). Combining the former emphasis on joint action with the latter on collective governing,
means these reviews cover a broad spectrum of the literature on collaboration without extensive
overlap. Indeed, apart from a single reference in Ansell and Gash (2008) to Bryson and
Crosby’s much earlier work (a book on leadership, published in 1992), the two reviews do not

cross-reference each other and have only two references in common.

Despite this distinction, each article depicts cross-sector collaboration as a diagram of multiple
factors, grouped in various categories. Bryson, Crosby and Stone (2006) present an ‘organising

framework’ for the study of these categories and factors (see Figure 6).

Initial conditions

Structure and
Governance

Process

Contingencies and
constraints

Outcomes and accountabilities \

r N

Figure 6 A framework for understanding cross-sector collaboration, (adapted from Bryson, Crosby and Stone, 2006)

In the diagram, the authors use arrows to imply influences amongst these categories but do not
justify the implied causation in the text except for the ‘contingencies and constraints.’ Instead,
they focus on the interaction of factors within each domain to make propositions about the
anticipated additional benefits, or “public value’ from collaboration compared to single sector
working. Their proposition rests on the argument that combining the logics of the different
sectors (encompassing multiple aims such as cost efficiency and meeting diverse needs) leads
to a sense of contributing to the common good. In turn this creates a ‘regime of mutual gain’

defined as ‘sets of implicit or explicit principles, rules, norms, and decision-making procedures
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around which actors’ expectations converge in a given area’ (Bryson, Crosby and Stone, 2006,
p. 51 citing Krasner 1983).

The authors make a series of propositions about each category in the framework. The ‘initial
conditions’ that motivate collaboration include the presence of convenors to bring people
together and a belief that single sectors cannot fully address particular social challenges. The
‘process’ of collaboration responds to the quality of collaborators’ relationships with each other
and with external organisations and their consequent capacity to access resources. The choice
of ‘structures and governance’ depends on the purpose of collaboration, and this relates to the
environment at the time of formation as well as the aims, values and logics of the member
organisations. On the other hand, ‘contingencies and constraints’ which include ‘the type of
collaboration, power imbalances among members, and competing institutional logics within
the collaboration’ (Bryson, Crosby and Stone, 2006, p. 50), affect other domains through their
mediating effects on levels of conflict, trust, leadership and legitimacy of the relationships

amongst collaborators.

The review of collaborative governance by Ansell and Gash (2008) supports many of these
propositions, producing a similar diagrammatic depiction of a contingency model of cross-

sector collaboration, see Figure 7.

Institutional
design
Starting
conditions Collaborative process [ »| Outcomes

i

Facilitative leadership

Figure 7 Framework of collaborative governance, (adapted from Ansell and Gash, 2008)

‘Starting conditions’ reflect the earlier review’s ‘initial conditions’, ‘institutional design’
contains many elements of ‘structure and governance’, and the ‘collaborative process’ has a
similar focus on the quality of relationships and the regime of mutual gain or decision-making

process. The mediating role of ‘contingencies and constraints’ of the first model are reflected
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in Ansell and Gash’s (2008) finding that ‘facilitative leadership’ also mediates the effects of
power imbalance, resource asymmetry and weak interdependence by establishing good

communication processes and relationships of trust.

Both articles emphasise the complexity of the collaborative process, in terms of ‘feedback
effects’ amongst the categories as well as within them (Bryson, Crosby and Stone, 2006, p.
44). Ansell and Gash (2008, p.4) describe how they felt ‘overwhelmed by the complexity of
the collaborative process.” However, and partly because of this complexity, both reviews are
limited in their capacity to guide cross-sector collaboration. First, there is difficulty in
distinguishing and defining inputs, process and outcomes for accountability purposes. In the
first ‘framework’, the authors accept that they rely on the assumption that changes in each
domain can be traced to ‘specific actors and interventions’ (Bryson, Crosby and Stone, 2006,
p. 51). Secondly, the ‘contingency model’ (Ansell and Gash, 2008) has no start event or
dynamic interaction of factors over time, so is better described as a typology. Thirdly, as Ansell
and Gash (2008) acknowledge, their review does not demonstrate a proven link between the
domains of cross-sector collaboration and the outcomes, as few comparative studies of

alternative processes are available.

Main concepts: Interpersonal relationships
Both literature reviews identify the quality of relationships as a key aspect of collaboration

despite not emphasising this in either diagrammatic framework. Bryson, Crosby and Stone
(2006) argue that the quality of trust, management of conflict and power balance are important
for the collaborative process and that ‘contingencies and constraints’ affect each domain of
collaboration through their effects on these qualities. Ansell and Gash (2008) also recognise
the effect of each domain on the quality of relationships and hence on the process. ‘Starting
conditions’ influence the quality of the collaborative process through their effect on ‘distrust,
disrespect, and outright antagonism’ (Ansell and Gash, 2008, p. 550) and on the sense of
interdependence, balance of power and commitment. ‘Institutional design’, the ways the
collaborators organise themselves, affects the sense of legitimacy and inclusiveness. The
‘collaborative process’ itself is argued to have a cyclical, self-reinforcing nature which
‘depend[s] on achieving a virtuous cycle between communication, trust, commitment,

understanding, and outcomes’ (Ansell and Gash, 2008, p. 558).

These qualities of trust, respect, interdependence, power balance, commitment, legitimacy and
inclusiveness therefore emerge as a central focus for cross-sector collaboration. However, the

articles do not explore the possible links between these interpersonal relationships and the
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outcomes of collaboration. It is not clear whether or how these qualities change the effects of

other domains of factors on collaborative processes and outcomes.

Main concepts: Communities of practice
Addressing the link between internal processes and outcomes, the next article in this initial

selection also reflects the complexity discussed above and broadens understanding of the
purposes of collaboration. The article extends an earlier ‘systematic, qualitative grounded
theory’ study of collaborative administrative networks (Agranoff, 2008, p. 322) which
investigated the challenges for public managers of 14 such Public Management Networks
(PMNs) in the US central states. The selected (2008) article goes into greater depth than the
earlier study, to examine networks’ performance. It links the internal processes that facilitate
shared learning in networks with their outcomes through the production of ‘human capital’
(Agranoff, 2008, p. 329).

The author defines PMNs as ‘formal and informal structures comprised of representatives from
governmental and nongovernmental agencies working interdependently to jointly formulate
and implement policies and programs, usually through their respective organizations’
(Agranoff, 2008, pp. 322—-323). Agranoff’s (2008) study finds that where these diverse network
infrastructures enable non-hierarchical knowledge exchange amongst technical specialists
from multiple sectors or fields, they form ‘communities of practice’ (CoP). Agranoff (2008, p.
333) defines these as ‘self-organizing systems that share the capacity to create and use
knowledge through informal learning and mutual engagement’, building on earlier work
identifying these professional knowledge exchange communities (Agranoff, 2008, p. 327 citing
Thomas 2003). Whereas the reviews (above) place the qualities of interpersonal relationships
as central to the collaborative process, Agranoff (2008) treats trust, a sense of belonging and

shared vision as outcomes of the formation of human capital in the CoP.

Human capital is characterised by knowledge creation, peer learning across disciplines,
collaborative skills development, networking and political or decision-making influence
(Agranoff, 2008). The characteristics of human capital form personal benefits of collaborative
skills which also deliver the organisation’s outcomes of enhanced learning, increased capacity
and access to resources, the network’s outcomes of a forum to share ideas and resources, and
wider social outcomes of knowledge, resources, policy and projects. The author argues that
CoPs facilitate human capital when they are supported by organisations and networks to form

a community with a sense of belonging. This includes support to work across disciplines, form
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community infrastructures and develop systems for sharing information within the community

and externally.

The qualitative data from the study of PMNSs selects 22 projects to demonstrate how the
development of human capital produces these outcomes (Agranoff, 2008, pp. 329-332).
Regardless of the purpose of the PMN to take joint action or to formulate policy, each produced
shared learning and knowledge; ‘it is the exchange of human capital and learning that is
fundamental to all networks’ (Agranoff, 2008, p. 330). The author gives an example of a rural
community network (in Shenandoah, Ohio) which brought together professionals from the
fields of finance, engineering, legal departments, health, rural development and manufacturing.
A long process of interdisciplinary knowledge exchange produced a solution to the challenge
of providing rural drainage systems. The solution was viable technically, met legal and
regulatory requirements, was feasible to construct, attracted funding and was piloted (Agranoff,
2008, pp. 328-329). This case illustrates the article’s central argument that ‘human capital’
when used in a ‘free-flowing, non-hierarchical way’ maximises creativity and flexibility

towards solving a problem (Agranoff, 2008, p. 329).

Whereas Bryson, Crosby and Stone (2006) refer to the conditions leading to converging
expectations, or shared mission as a ‘regime’, in Agranoff’s (2008) analysis of CoPs this
regime is a process rather than a static set of conditions. Therefore, I use the term ‘collaborative
process’, following Ansell and Gash (2008) and Agranoff (2008) to describe the internal
conditions that affect both the quality of interpersonal relationships and the formation of human
capital. I propose to use the term ‘interorganisational arrangements’ to describe the
institutional form of the collaborating group — in anticipation of a broader category of

collaborative arrangements that encompasses the CoP amongst others.

Main concepts: A system framework
The articles reviewed so far have categorised the complex factors affecting cross-sector

collaboration and emphasised the concepts of interpersonal relationships and the production of
human capital in the CoP. To explore the relationships between these categories and concepts,

| turn next to a system-like!* ‘framework for collaborative governance’ (Emerson, Nabatchi

1 These authors do not define ‘system’. See, for example (Jackson, 1991) for a discussion of the development of
hard and soft systems thinking and critical systems thinking. What they depict is a system-like interaction of
multiple aspects of societal life that are not well-defined but have resonance with daily experience, i.e., the ‘wider
system’, the ‘regime’ and the interpersonal and inter-organisational ‘dynamics’, or relationships.
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and Balogh, 2012) which draws upon the reviews considered above and Agranoff’s wider work

on collaborative networks.

The ‘integrative framework’ groups the multiple factors affecting cross-sector collaboration in
three ‘nested dimensions’ of internal ‘collaboration dynamics’, the ‘collaborative governance
regime’ and ‘system context’ (Emerson, Nabatchi and Balogh, 2012, pp. 1-6). The article
focusses on the internal dynamics, driven by interacting factors of ‘principled engagement’,
‘shared motivation’ and ‘capacity for joint action’ (Emerson, Nabatchi and Balogh, 2012, pp.
10-15). The authors argue that the communicative and relational process of principled
engagement develops a sense of shared purpose which enables the resolution of problems and
conflict. They identify the essential elements of this process as inclusive, fair and balanced
representation of interests in discourse. Such discourse enhances motivation and the qualities
of interpersonal relationships of ‘mutual trust, understanding, internal legitimacy, and
commitment’ (Emerson, Nabatchi and Balogh, 2012, p. 13). The collaborative group’s capacity
for joint action emerges from the interaction of the communicative and interpersonal processes
with the interorganisational factors that Agranoff (2008) identified as producing human capital;
that is, the ‘institutional arrangements, leadership, knowledge, and resources’ (Emerson,
Nabatchi and Balogh, 2012, p. 14). The authors argue that institutional structures are responsive
rather than hierarchical, leadership adapts to the needs of the group, knowledge is co-
developed, and resources are acquired through exchange amongst the network members.

Thus, interorganisational arrangements and interpersonal relationships interact to enhance
collaborative capacity. However, Emerson, Nabatchi and Balogh (2012) provide limited
insight into the interaction of these internal dynamics with the wider system, confining
themselves to describing the environmental, legal and socioeconomic influences and
constraints on collaboration. Although the reviews discussed above give more detail on the
nested dimensions, they too are limited in their capacity to explain the interactions between
them. Bryson, Crosby and Stone’s (2006) review lists the external factors that initiate
collaboration including resource dependencies, wider institutional norms, public policy
challenges, and facilitative factors such as influential individuals. However, they do not discuss
how these different factors affect the governance arrangements, internal processes and
outcomes of collaborating networks or potential feedback effects. Ansell and Gash (2008, p.
555) consider how facilitative leadership can build interpersonal factors and how institutional
design facilitates collaborative relationships. However, they do not discuss the influence of the

wider system on these institutions nor on the capacity of leadership to enhance relationships.
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Like all these reviews, Agranoff (2008) also focusses on the effects of internal processes and
arrangements on outcomes rather than focussing on the effects of the external societal context

on processes and institutions.

Main concepts: Linking mechanisms
To understand how the wider social environment interacts with the interpersonal relationships

and interorganisational arrangements, | consider next three studies from different perspectives.
The studies examine the conditions for collaboration from the standpoints of meta-governance,
which is the management of governance networks, (Segrensen and Torfing, 2009) and
alternatively, of third sector organisations (Mohan, 2011; Macmillan, 2013). They point to
three mechanisms of accountability, funding and social discourses that emanate from the wider

social environment to influence organisational structures and internal processes.

Eva Sgrensen and Jacob Torfing have co-authored multiple articles in the field of democratic
governance as long-standing colleagues in the School of Governance at Roskilde University,
Denmark. They define!? collaborative ‘governance networks’ as:
A stable articulation of mutually dependent, but operationally autonomous actors from
state, market and civil society, who interact through conflict-ridden negotiations that
take place within an institutionalized framework of rules, norms, shared knowledge and
social imaginaries; facilitate self-regulated policy making in the shadow of hierarchy;
and contribute to the production of ‘public value’ in a broad sense of problem

definitions, visions, ideas, plans and concrete regulations that are deemed relevant to
broad sections of the population. (Sgrensen and Torfing, 2009, p. 236)

This definition adds qualitative detail to the action or policy-focussed definitions of earlier
articles in this chapter by incorporating the qualities of interpersonal relations as a characteristic
of networks, with its reference to conflict and negotiation. It adds detail to the ‘public value’
or first, second and third order effects identified by Bryson, Crosby and Stone (2006). It offers
a broader category within which to locate the CoP as an institution distinguished by its rules,
norms, and ‘social imaginary’ (or worldview) as well as its capacity for shared knowledge. The
article’s focus on meta-governance, which the authors define as ‘higher-order governance
transcending the concrete forms of governance through which social and economic life is
shaped, regulated and transformed’ (Sgrensen and Torfing, 2009, p. 245) helps explain how

wider societal processes affect the internal relations and procedures of collaboration.

Sgrensen and Torfing (2009) argue that this higher-order management of collaborative

networks is aimed at achieving dominant European norms of effectiveness and democratic

12 | explain this definition in greater detail in Chapter Three (democratic network governance)

36



processes. The authors propose four tools of meta-governance through which to achieve these
twin and potentially conflicting aims (Serensen and Torfing, 2009, pp. 246-247). Each tool
focusses on a different aspect of the collaborative process and organisational arrangements.
‘Network design’ affects the membership and institutional procedures whereas ‘network
framing’ is a discursive technique that constrains the goals and legal and financial legitimacy
of the network. ‘Network management’ focusses on the collaborating group’s relationships and
resources, while ‘network participation’ is direct involvement in the group to influence the
policy agenda. Despite the difference in focus, each tool makes the network accountable to a
higher authority. Network design and framing are directed at determining the choice of network
members and defining ‘the basic parameters’ for the network’s interaction with policy,
whereas network management and direct participation are employed ‘when the networked
policy output strays too far from what is deemed acceptable by the meta-governors’ (Sgrensen
and Torfing, 2009, p. 247 added emphasis). Meta-governance therefore operates directly and
indirectly through a mechanism of accountability to affect the internal processes and
interorganisational arrangements of collaborating groups, the central nested dimensions of the

system framework.

Papers from the Third Sector Research Centre?* (TSRC), a leading organisation in academic
research into the third sector in the UK, reveal two further mechanisms linking the wider system
and the collaborative process. The two working papers selected for this review relate to its first
funding period and draw on a qualitative longitudinal study (Macmillan, 2013) and quantitative
work (Mohan, 2011) on third sector organisations in the context of the concurrent political
initiative ‘Big Society’*. Critically examining this concept from the experience of third sector
organisations, the working papers show how social discourses (and counter narratives) link
changes in government policy to the motivations for and practices of collaboration and how
funding acts as a mechanism to constrain the role and capacity of the third sector. They

therefore demonstrate the effects of meta-governance, specifically the use of tools of ‘network

13 The Centre is located at University of Birmingham and has operated in a series of funding phases, the first
running from 2009 to 2014 and since then with continuing support from the University and a range of partners.
See https://www.birmingham.ac.uk/research/tsrc/about-us/index.aspx accessed 11/07/2021

14 The Big Society initiative was launched by the Conservative-Liberal Democratic coalition Government in the
UK in 2010. Prime Minister David Cameron called it ‘a huge culture change...where people, in their everyday
lives[...] don’t always turn to officials, local authorities or central government for answers to the problems they
face...but instead feel both free and powerful enough to help themselves and their own communities.’ It focussed
on people, businesses and charities undertaking tasks historically associated with government, and was set in the
context of ‘the biggest budget deficit in the G20’. It portrayed a role for government to enable social action, public
service reform and community empowerment. (Cameron, 2010).
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framing’ which ‘seeks to determine the political goals, fiscal conditions, legal basis and

discursive story-line of the networks’ (Sgrensen and Torfing, 2009, p. 246).

Third sector organisations respond pragmatically to the multiple and conflicting ways the
collaborative project of Big Society is portrayed by government and national media
(Macmillan, 2013). In their pragmatic response, third sector organisations align themselves
with the government’s portrayal of Big Society and with or against others in their sector,
positioning themselves to take advantage of funding opportunities. Thus, they voluntarily take
part in collaborative arrangements but are at the same time constrained by government control
of the conditions for their joint action. This empirical data bears out the assertion that meta-
governors use a combination of ‘technologies of agency’ and ‘technologies of performance’ to
shape the conditions for collaboration (Serensen and Torfing, 2009, p. 246 citing Dean, 1999).
The former technologies create collaborative networks of (ostensibly) free and consenting
actors, and the latter retain public authorities’ control by constraining the operating

environment, including access to resources.

First meta-interpretation and further questions
In my review of the first round of literature, | used the framework of a system to explain the

main concepts of cross-sector collaboration and their interactions, forming an initial synthesis
and meta-interpretation of the literature. Conceptually, the system of cross-sector collaboration
is described as complex and non-linear with interacting factors located in multiple domains.
Adopting various terms from the literature, | described these domains as the collaborative
process, interorganisational arrangements and wider societal environment. The system of
cross-sector collaboration is expected to deliver a range of performance outcomes. Within the
collaborative process facilitative leadership supports communicative and relational practices.
These practices interact with interpersonal relationships to form characteristics of trust,
respect, interdependence, power balance, commitment, legitimacy and inclusiveness.
Interorganisational arrangements form an institutional culture of rules, norms and worldviews.
These institutions are agued to support a communicative and relational collaborative process
and generate human capital where they facilitate the formation of communities of practice.
Linking the wider societal environment to the institutions, processes and relationships in cross-
sector collaboration are meta-governance mechanisms of accountability, social discourses and
funding streams. Establishing the accountability of collaborative networks to a higher authority

both directly and indirectly influences the internal processes and interorganisational
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arrangements. Social discourses and funding streams motivate collaboration but can also

constrain the capacity for joint action.

The initial meta-interpretation thus helped me to understand the research partners’ concerns
about cross-sector collaboration. The complexity of interacting factors and effects of funding,
prevalent discourses and accountability to constrain choices over joint action explained the
partners’ uncertainty over adopting new ways of working. However, the literature reviewed
was limited in its capacity to guide collaborating partners’ action, prompting conceptual
questions for further exploration. In addition, my participation in the research partners’
meetings and other forums identified experiences that were not adequately addressed by the
broad concepts set out in the system framework. | explore next how these conceptual questions

and experiential issues formed the search criteria for a second round of literature review.

Conceptual questions
The reviewed literature emphasises the importance of relational communicative processes and

shows how external management affects the interorganisational arrangements and processes of
collaboration. However, it is limited in its capacity to explain how collaborating partners
establish beneficial internal dynamics and conducive interorganisational arrangements, and
whether and how they can change the effects of external management. | focussed on
understanding two aspects of these interacting dimensions.

The first aspect was the interaction of the external system and outcomes with internal dynamics
and organisational arrangements. The reviews of literature (Bryson, Crosby and Stone, 2006;
Ansell and Gash, 2008) and study of PMNs (Agranoff, 2008) imply a flow from internal
processes to external outcomes. Other articles reviewed posit a variety of expected outcomes
that motivate collaboration, including expectations of effectiveness and democracy (Sgrensen
and Torfing, 2009) and averting the effects of funding cuts (Macmillan, 2013). The first aspect
to explore was therefore how these external conditions and expectations of outcomes affect the

relational and organisational aspects.

The second aspect was the interaction between interpersonal relationships and the other
domains of the system. Communicative processes within interorganisational arrangements of
a CoP are shown to enhance interpersonal relationships and collaborative outcomes. However,
it is not clear how wider societal influences affect the development of a CoP or how

communicative processes are established. Neither is it clear whether and how these internal
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relationships can affect the interorganisational arrangements or the expectations of external

management.

Incorporating these issues, | posed the conceptual question to guide further literature review,
‘how do interpersonal relationships and interorganisational arrangements interact with the

anticipated outcomes of cross-sector collaboration?’

Research partners’ experiences
Building on our introductory conversations which identified the research area®®, | began to

participate in some meetings of my research partner, NWWT and continued to discuss my
research with the Partnerships Manager of my other partner, the PSB. At the same time, |
undertook the first round of the literature review. As the review continued into its second and
subsequent rounds, | received permission to attend the PSB meetings, continued to participate
NWWT’s meetings and negotiated access to other organisations and forums. In this way, I
sought opportunities to observe relationships and processes within collaborating groups, the
organisational arrangements and the wider social and political context, guided by the main
concepts in my review of the literature. | explain in greater detail in Chapter Five how the
principles of systemic action research guided this participatory approach. At the end of the first
round of review, these regular meetings provided opportunities to understand how the research
partners’ everyday experiences related to the system framework of cross-sector collaboration.
As my relationship with each research partner and these wider networks was in its early stages
and at different levels of development, | did not have an opportunity for a formal discussion of
the literature review to the same extent in each setting. However, reflection on these meetings
and discussion with some members of the groups raised issues for further exploration.

To help me understand the PSB’s approach to its first well-being assessment, the Partnerships
Manager invited me to attend a community-based discussion of the draft assessment that she
was largely responsible for organising (Partnerships Manager, 23/11/2016). Despite a clear
desire to engage the public, this session, and others like it were poorly attended, although the
Partnerships Manager claimed greater participation in an online survey. At the meeting I
attended, a member of the public suggested Councillors should speak on behalf of the wider
public rather than hold such engagement events. Staff attending from public bodies were
interested in how the PSB would operate, especially how they would set priorities, how these

would be scrutinised and how they would work together to achieve them (Fieldnotes,

15 See Chapter One for discussion of these conversations
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23/11/2016). There was no opportunity to discuss the findings of the literature review at this
small event, but the Partnerships Manager suggested I also talk to the Natural Resources Wales
(NRW) representative on the PSB as an enthusiastic member who understood the ecological
concerns of the research partner, NWWT. | succeeded in arranging a meeting very early in the
New Year due to less pressure on the NRW manager’s diary at that time of year. As I had not
previously had discussions with this member or yet attended meetings of the PSB, | decided
not to formally refer to the literature review, but to keep the conversation open and explorative.
Our conversation showed her focus at the PSB was on forming ideas for joint activities, rather
than on strategic assessments and plans. She explained how being present in the same room as
other public bodies was helping her to understand how the work of NRW related to that of
others. As she discussed her work at NRW, her focus was on public use of natural spaces rather
than their ecological qualities. Although she was able to name current collaborative projects
with some public bodies, she was not able to state any with NWWT or other environmental
third sector organisations (PSB_NRW, 04/01/2017).

To help me understand NWWT’s approach to working with other organisations and their main
concerns as a charitable body, the People and Wildlife manager invited me to a committee
comprising a trustee, staff, members and volunteers (PWC, 05/12/2016). This People and
Wildlife Committee (PWC) was in the process of clarifying its role as an advisory forum for
the manager and the emphasis was on the contribution of members and volunteers as a source
of ideas and help. Much of the meeting consisted of a series of project updates. These included
frequent references to partnership working with private sector organisations, community
groups and public bodies (mainly schools), but with a focus on seeking new sources of funding
to continue the activities. To aid our discussion of the system framework of the literature
review, | shared a nested diagram of personal relations, organisational processes and wider
social influences that | had created. | asked the members to suggest a project where the Trust
collaborated with others and the immediate suggestion was ‘Living Landscapes.’*® As we
discussed this strategy, | made notes on the diagram making sure the members saw what was
being written so that they could question or change it. Later comments reassured me that the
group had found my approach helpful, ‘[a]t our last meeting we had a lady preparing for her
Doctorate and | was impressed with the way she was going about it (PWC email
correspondence, 18/03/2017). Our discussion drew attention to the lead role of the Wildlife
Trust in collaborative projects, the tendency to work with other, smaller voluntary groups rather

16 See above, pp.18 - 19 for an explanation of People and Wildlife and Living Landscapes strategies
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than public bodies, and the importance of good leaders to motivate people to work together.
The constant need for funding was coupled with a tendency for collaboration to be limited to
the exchange of funds from a larger public or private sector organisation in return for specified
work from the Wildlife Trust.

| continued to attend the cross-sector forum, Social Value Cymru (SVC) to understand a
broader range of organisations’ experiences of collaboration. The second meeting (SVC,
01/12/2016) continued the emphasis of the first on the use of evaluation in third sector
organisations, with a focus on SROI (Social Return on Investment). It reiterated many of the
issues arising in the PSB and NWWT meetings. A project case study encouraged the use of co-
production, the involvement of people directly in designing and delivering their own social
care, claiming that this was ‘a transfer of power to the individual.” Evaluation was regarded as
helping public bodies to decide which organisations and projects to ‘commission’ (which was
later explained as contracting and funding). | was given the opportunity to introduce my
research, which I did by tailoring a presentation and discussion to the main topic of the meeting
about how this cross-sector forum could potentially influence policymakers to take social value
into account when commissioning third sector organisations. Although this restricted direct
discussion of the literature review, it helped the research be relevant to the forum’s concerns.
The ensuing discussion raised concerns from public bodies about being able to trust the
information they received from the third sector, concerns from the third sector that they were
not included in decision-making forums and a general need to keep in touch and understand
each other’s work better. As | explained my research relationship with the NWWT, the
commissioning officer for social care from a local authority realised the potential to
commission environmental groups to deliver activities to enhance physical and mental well-
being. This seemed to be a novel idea to the group’s members, and they invited NWWT through

me, to attend future meetings to become familiar with their work.

From these discussions, | identified six practical issues for further search to add to the
conceptual issues already identified from the first round of review. First, the desire of both
sectors to increase citizens and volunteers’ participation and engagement. Second, an
understanding of the pressures on public bodies to achieve greater outcomes together than
individually. Third, the tension between strategic planning and focussing on practical joint
activities. Fourth, the exchange of resources between larger and smaller organisations and the
associated evaluation and commissioning process. Fifth, an apparent lack of familiarity within

each sector and across sectors of other organisations’ strategies and activities and opportunities
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to work together. Sixth, the role of leadership in the collaborative process. In the second Part
of this chapter, I synthesise literature that helped explain these issues as well as the conceptual

question raised by the articles reviewed in Part I.

PART Il Managerial and power accounts of cross-sector collaboration
To search for articles that explain the linkages between domains of the system framework, I

focussed on the issues arising in the research partners’ meetings and other cross-sector forums.
My underlying assumption here was that the system is like an ecological system, in which each
part affects the others and experiences are the emergent effects of the interactions of the linking
mechanisms and domains of the system. This second part of the literature review!’ therefore
includes articles that address both the conceptual questions and practical issues identified
above. It also includes other literature reviewed during the period of fieldwork in response to
issues arising in the research partners’ and others’ experiences (Chapters Six and Seven clarify

the context for these latter issues).

| organised the literature into three conceptual categories to explain how the dimensions of the
system of cross-sector collaboration are linked. | grouped the first two categories as managerial
accounts of cross-sector collaboration and divided them according to the focus of
management. In the first category, the articles reviewed focus on the effects of the management
of interorganisational arrangements, using formal rules and institutions to facilitate
collaboration. The second category consists of articles which shift the focus to the management
of interpersonal relationships, by developing qualities of trust, commitment and the integration
of diverse interests. The third category of articles form power accounts of cross-sector
collaboration, explaining the mechanisms linking the domains of collaboration as the exercise

of power.

Managerial accounts of cross-sector collaboration
A growing recognition of the multiple interacting factors that contribute to complex social

problems has provoked a managerial approach to motivate and coordinate collaborative action
across sectors of society. This cross-sector approach is clearly in evidence in the field of public
health (Davies et al., 2014; Plough, 2015; Afzal, Witherspoon and Trousdale, 2016). More
generally in local government and public administration, the managerial approach extends from
motivation and coordination to include management of diverse aspects of collaborative

capacity (Sullivan and Skelcher, 2002). The approach aims to change cultural values in society

17 See Appendix 2 for a full list of the literature reviewed
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to greater interdependence by motivating and enhancing the capacity of organisations to

collaborate across sectors, and by facilitating mutual understanding, trust and commitment.

In the field of public health, practitioners and the research community in both the UK and the
USA draw on work by the World Health Organisation (WHO) to argue that management of
cross-sector collaboration can remove barriers to improving health by increasing the level of
interdependence. Addressing the multiple and interdependent social, environmental and
economic determinants of health requires a shift in culture from individual treatment to a shared
responsibility for health (Davies et al., 2014; Plough, 2015). WHO analysis of these wider
determinants ‘acknowledges the key role of social cohesion and collaboration in health
improvement’ (Davies et al., 2014, p. 1891). This cultural shift to interdependence can be
achieved through management and national leadership to coordinate action and monitor
outcomes, coupled with extensive dialogue to engage people in improving population health
(Davies et al., 2014; Plough, 2015). The shift is aided by managerial tools including the
systematic mapping of stakeholders, formation of collective goals and creation of measurable
indicators to ‘demonstrate progress and accountability’ (Afzal, Witherspoon and Trousdale,
2016, p. A212).

Beyond the context of public health, successive UK governments have chosen forms of
collaboration to address other areas of policy which require action from multiple sectors
(Sullivan and Skelcher, 2002, pp. 56—79). Helen Sullivan and Chris Skelcher’s analysis of area-
based regeneration programmes in the UK and elsewhere identifies four motivations for
collaboration: achieving a shared vision of society, maximising access to resources,
maximising influence over policy and delivery, and resolving conflict. At a macro-level,
government has significant control over collaboration through policy, funding and legislation,
but this is countered by the capacity of collaborating partners to influence interorganisational
arrangements and processes (Sullivan and Skelcher, 2002, p. 79). This capacity stems from the
‘skills and attributes’, “culture’, and ‘strategies and processes’ that support ‘effective joint
working’ (Sullivan and Skelcher, 2002, p. 99). These attributes pertain to the individuals
involved as well as to the organisations they represent. Sullivan and Skelcher (2002) introduce
two interrelated forms of management of these capacities, focussed either on

interorganisational arrangements for collaboration or on interpersonal qualities.

At the ‘meso’ or interorganisational level, collaborative capacity is constrained by conflicting

practices and cultures which create different levels of authority and power, differences in
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values, and differences in the kinds of resources contributed (Sullivan and Skelcher, 2002, pp.
110-112). The authors’ analysis shows these differences can be overcome by diverse levels of
management (Sullivan and Skelcher, 2002, p. 112). At a strategic level, the emphasis of
management is on partnership structures that support the development of a shared vision. At
the governance level, the focus is on joint management of performance and accountability.
Operational and practice capacity are enhanced by managing practical processes and activities
to facilitate joint planning and delivery of programmes. Although capacity building is relevant
to all sectors, there is a particular emphasis in their empirical examples on enhancing
community capacity. Hence, management of each level of capacity pays specific attention to
inclusion of communities and the use of communication or information strategies (Sullivan and
Skelcher, 2002, pp. 112-116).

At the interpersonal or ‘micro’ level, leadership plays a central role in facilitating interpersonal
relationships of mutual trust and commitment (Sullivan and Skelcher, 2002, pp. 100-105). The
authors use the term ‘boundary-spanner’ (Sullivan and Skelcher, 2002, p. 100 citing Alter and
Hage, 1993; Friend et al., 1974) to describe the skills which enable leaders to create a network
of partners, understand their diverse perspectives and negotiate amongst them. In a similar way
to the call for a mapping tool (see Afzal, Witherspoon and Trousdale 2016, above), the authors
link this capacity for relationship-building to the capacity to ‘understand how different partners
can contribute to achieve shared goals’ (Sullivan and Skelcher, 2002, p. 100). This awareness
of diverse contributions also includes the need to understand how partners are affected by the
constraints and opportunities of their organisational contexts (Sullivan and Skelcher, 2002, p.
100).

Sullivan and Skelcher recognise the location of the ‘micro-politics of leadership and
interpersonal relations’ within ‘meso-levels of governance structure’ which also respond to
‘resource dependencies’ in the wider environment (2002, pp. 135-6), thus depicting the nested
domains of the system framework of cross-sector collaboration in Part | of this review.
However, their focus is on how these nested relationships motivate continued collaboration,
rather than how they affect each other. In addition, although the authors recognise resource
dependency as emanating from the wider environment, they do not consider other macro-level
factors. To understand these multiple interactions, in the following two sub-sections | focus
first on literature that examines the management of interorganisational arrangements and then

on that related to the management of interpersonal relationships.
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Managerial accounts: interorganisational arrangements
Conceptualising cross-sector collaboration as a system in Part | of this chapter, | described

interorganisational arrangements as one of its three domains, defined as the institutional rules,
norms and values or worldviews guiding the collaborative group. Sullivan and Skelcher (2002)
put forward five tiers of management of these inter-organisational arrangements — at strategic,
governance, operational, practice and community levels. From the literature review, | found an
emphasis on the governance level with a focus on accountability and a reliance on this
mechanism to enhance the other levels of collaborative capacity. However, collaborative
accountability requires negotiation of shared goals amongst diverse and potentially conflicting
interest groups, creating an inherent tendency to impose hierarchical control rather than
negotiation of joint action (Checkland et al., 2013). Such hierarchical forms of control serve to
shift risk to the third sector, exclude communities from the accountability and decision-making
process, and result in a loss of trust and commitment to collaboration (Milbourne, 2009).
Despite this strong tendency to exclusionary practices, there is evidence that the hierarchical
imposition of strategy is contingent on the focus of local management practices on either
hierarchical priorities or political accountability to communities (Matthews, 2014).

At the governance level, impact assessment, outcomes evaluation and joint performance
measures are variously employed as techniques to establish accountability (Amirkhanyan,
2009; Wernham, 2011; Mattessich and Rausch, 2014). The assumption underlying each
technique is that it enhances mutual understanding, identifies convergent interests and mutual
benefits and therefore motivates and coordinates collaborative activity. Whereas impact
assessment causes non-health partners to ‘take health into account’ in their plans to avoid
detrimental effects on health (Wernham, 2011, p. 947), outcomes evaluation motivates closer
collaboration by identifying mutual benefits (Mattessich and Rausch, 2014). In public
administration of a range of services in multiple jurisdictions in the USA, collaborative
performance measurement combines both approaches, to involve both sectors in negotiating
evaluation criteria and cooperating to achieve them (Amirkhanyan, 2009). Through this
process, mutual exchange of information improves procedures, performance and management
practice (Amirkhanyan, 2009), thus contributing to collaborative capacity at operational and

practice levels as well as at governance level.

Despite the potential for these forms of accountability to enhance collaborative capacity, each
risks failing to support a strategic vision, coordinate action or enhance community capacity if

partners are reluctant to include others to develop mutual understanding and identify synergies.
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While ‘competition” models of contract management focus on efficiency and hierarchical or
bureaucratic procedures, ‘collaboration’ models rely on the negotiation of ‘convergent’ goals
rather than prioritisation of ‘self-interest” (Amirkhanyan, 2009, p. 526). Outcomes evaluation
requires extensive cross-sector exchange of information, improved access to methods of
evaluation and better ‘relationships and communication links’ between organisations to support
the growth in cross-sector work (Mattessich and Rausch, 2014, pp. 1973-1974). These
conditions are challenging to achieve, with monitoring officers reporting ‘conflict and
frustration’ in their efforts to manage the multiple forms and methods of evaluation, attributed
to a ‘lack of training, capacity, internal infrastructure, and resources’ (Amirkhanyan, 2009, p.

536).

The risk that accountability measures are reduced to a checklist (Wernham, 2011) and fail to
coordinate joint action is exacerbated by the multiple and conflicting directions of
accountability in collaborative arrangements. The complexity of managing the ensuing
interdependencies is evidenced in the case of reforms for health and social care in England
(Checkland et al., 2013). Despite policy aims to create collaborative Clinical Commissioning
Groups'® (CCGs) with autonomy from government, the need to include diverse perspectives
creates a ‘complex web of accountability relationships’ which risks reasserting hierarchical
control (Checkland et al., 2013, p. 9). Mirroring the distinction between competitive and
collaborative forms of performance management, CCGs are subject to both ‘managerial’
accountability which is the external imposition of criteria, and ‘political” accountability which
involves negotiation amongst partners over expected outcomes (Checkland et al., 2013, p. 3).
Conflict between central government priorities and the interests of the collaborating partners
and their service population risks a return to hierarchical control, as evidenced in the early days
of CCGs by the widespread imposition of ‘significant conditions backed by legal directions’
by the Secretary of State for Health (Checkland et al., 2013, p. 5).

This web of accountabilities introduces a turn in the literature to the inherent inability of
managerial approaches to enhance cross-sector collaboration and instead to exacerbate conflict.
The greater the diversity of interests and the broader the agenda for action, the greater the
conflictin collaborative networks, thus undermining the reciprocity and trust needed to mediate
and coordinate diverse interests (Davies, 2005). As governments assert hierarchical control to

18 Clinical Commissioning Groups are groups of primary care physicians with responsibility for commissioning
(purchasing) services for defined regional populations and were established in England under the Health and
Social Care Act, 2012 (Checkland et al., 2013).
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ensure accountability, despite their intention for networks to be ‘decentred, autonomous and
inclusive’ they further undermine the trust, diversity and dynamic nature of networks (Davies,
2005, p. 325). Hierarchy is therefore an inevitable and self-reinforcing consequence of
managing collaboration by a focus on accountability. Taking the case of New Deal for
Communities®, Jonathan Davies (2005) traces the innate conflict in collaborative networks to
the origin of the concept of network governance in neo-conservative and New Labour reforms
of the 1980s and 1990s. These reforms established market principles of competition rather than
collaborative principles of trust as the central organising mechanism, accompanied by common
managerial practices often termed ‘new public management’ (NPM), featuring
‘the transfer of private sector principles to the public sector to promote efficiency;
privatisation of public utilities and contracting out as a ‘milder’ version of privatisation;
agencification to institutionalise the distinction between policy and implementation;
competition through the introduction of quasi markets into the public sector to provide
consumer ‘choice’; decentralisation where functions are transferred to lower tiers of
governance to promote responsiveness; and citizen empowerment where

consultation/accountability mechanisms are established” (Davies, 2005, p. 315 citing
Kjaer, 2004 original emphasis).

The effect of such market-based approaches to create conflict between hierarchical and
negotiated forms of accountability can be seen in the examples of ‘Pay for Success’ initiatives
in the USA (Liebman, 2013) and local area ‘commissioning’ in England (Milbourne, 2009).
As Sullivan and Skelcher (2002, p.114) identify, without the sense that their perspectives are
being considered, delivery organisations ‘will begin to question the value and contribution of
the collaboration.” In addition, the accompanying competitive and outcomes-based funding
processes shift risk to the third and private sectors (Milbourne, 2009). In a snapshot case study
of commissioning of health and social care services from community-based organisations in
England, Linda Milbourne finds that a ‘continuing emphasis on competitive contracts and
centrally driven frameworks undermines collaborative work and community trust’ (Milbourne,
2009, p. 277 added emphasis). The non-negotiability of performance targets and pressure to
create economies of scale exclude smaller third sector organisations from grant processes and
strategic planning meetings. Consequently, the ‘power to determine the rules of engagement
continues to reside with mainstream agencies, effectively marginalising the interests of small
community organisations’, changing the relationship between third sector and state

(Milbourne, 2009, p. 290).

19 New Deal for Communities was an economic regeneration policy organised through cross-sector networks at
the time of the New Labour government in the UK, 1997 - 2010
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It is not only smaller organisations that are affected. Studies of collaborative strategic
partnerships in the UK repeatedly find that the voluntary sector and communities in general are
excluded from decision-making processes (Marks, 2007; Matthews, 2014). Examining Local
Strategic Partnerships®, Linda Marks (2007) finds these partnership boards exclude the
voluntary and community sector, making them unaccountable to communities and ineffective
in tackling the multiple determinants of health. The ‘tensions in governance arrangements’
arising from conflicting directions of accountability are evident (Marks, 2007, p. 145). The
requirement to meet national priorities conflicts with decentralised decision-making, while
inclusion of the third sector in a participatory-style conflicts with the accountability of
representative democracy. The result is a lack of mutual understanding which constrains the
coordination of cross-cutting issues (Marks, 2007). Expectations of enhancing inclusivity
through a strategic managerial approach (Marks, 2007) are contradicted by the experience of
Community Planning Partnerships (CPPs) in Scotland which instead create a culture which
systematically excludes community groups (Matthews, 2014). Like Davies (2005), Peter
Matthews traces this culture of exclusion or ‘strategic cultural domain’ to the historical roots
of a corporate management approach in local government focussed on problem-solving
(Matthews, 2014, pp. 456-459). The linear problem-solving style conflicts with the ‘cyclical,
deliberative process’ needed to take account of communities’ interests (Matthews, 2014, p.
460). Local communities’ exclusion is exacerbated by pressure to act at a local authority scale
to address multiple social problems and by public bodies’ use of technical language rather than
common or vernacular expressions, distancing them from the lived experiences and daily

realities of communities (Matthews, 2014).

Despite evidence of a strategic cultural domain, Matthews (2014) finds that it is not a pervasive
influence on CPP members’ worldviews. He concludes with the contrasting example of one
Local Authority which evaluated existing local projects and then ‘made strategic decisions
based on forecast possible funding and engaged community groups and partners’ (Matthews,
2014, p. 466 added emphasis). However, the Local Authority’s control over budgets raises the
question of the ability of third sector organisations to engage in strategic action. A lack of
operational resources for third sector partners constrains their capacity to act strategically by
structuring their environment and aligning action with the dominant corporate culture

(Silverman and Patterson, 2011; Matthews, 2014). Hence, resource dependency sustains

20 | ocal Strategic Partnerships (LSPs) were established in England from 2001 as collaborative mechanisms to
address community regeneration and health inequalities at a Local Authority scale
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hierarchical control. In their study of advocacy organisations in the USA, Robert Silverman
and Kelly Patterson (2011) argue that diversification of funding enhances the capacity of non-
profits to act strategically. Increasing the proportion of funding from a support base enhances
the organisation’s accountability to this base to counteract pressures to reduce advocacy in
favour of programme activities (Silverman and Patterson, 2011). However, the authors
implicitly acknowledge the continuing hierarchical power over non-profits’ action, in their call
for central governments to lead the way in ‘legitimization of advocacy activities’ to ‘nurture a
culture of advocacy’ across sectors by setting the example of explicitly funding advocacy as

well as programme activities (Silverman and Patterson, 2011, p. 449).

Therefore, although the use of accountability to structure interorganisational arrangements is
aimed at identifying common goals and synergies, it tends to lend greater weight to the
priorities of funders and policymakers rather than the interests of communities and third sector
organisations. To redress this balance, the second category of managerial accounts has explored

the dynamics of interpersonal and community relationships.

Managerial accounts: interpersonal relationships
Acrticles emphasising the importance of interpersonal relationships focus on forms and skills of

leadership. Many argue that management of interpersonal relationships requires a combination
of ‘boundary spanning’ attributes and facilitative forms of leadership to sustain the inclusion
of diverse interests at multiple scales of cross-sector interaction (Sullivan and Skelcher, 2002;
Williams, 2013; Romzek et al., 2014). This inclusivity is essential to change the dynamic of
collaboration from hierarchical domination to pluralist integration (Stout, Bartels and Love,
2018). However, inclusivity is limited by divergent accountabilities, a lack of mutual
understanding of the sectors and the lack of an appropriate infrastructure for dialogue (Keast
et al., 2004; Jones and Liddle, 2011; Forrer, Kee and Boyer, 2014). From the literature
reviewed, | identified two related approaches to boundary-spanning leadership that facilitate
an integrative approach. First, an emphasis on the development of informal types of
accountability based on improving social capital and interpersonal relationships within the
collaborating group (Dow et al., 2013; Romzek et al., 2014). Second, a focus on engaging
communities and citizens to redress the dominance of central and local government in the
process of negotiating multiple interests (Durose and Lowndes, 2010; Huggins and Hilvert,
2013; Bergstrom et al., 2015). Of particular relevance to this research context, this latter
emphasis on communities is illustrated by approaches to sustainable development that also

enhance democratic participation. These approaches build communities’ understanding of the
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links between everyday challenges and ecological sustainability (Eckersley, 2020a). However,
while relational boundary-spanning practices by ‘street-level” workers play an essential role in
empowering communities, sustained and systemic collaboration is constrained by the
rationales of hierarchical and competitive institutions (Durose and Lowndes, 2010; Romzek et
al., 2014; Bartels, 2018). The conflict and power imbalance of formal accountability

approaches reasserts itself in the management of interpersonal and community relationships.

Managers of collaborating entities require specific skills to cultivate the connections amongst
collaborating partners and create a sense of collective purpose (Williams, 2013). In an
exploratory article based on a critical literature review and the author’s own empirical research,
Paul Williams (2013) uses the term ‘boundary spanner’ to describe the skills required to
manage these complex interactions. Boundary spanning forms of management draw on distinct
competencies centring on the capacity to manage interpersonal relationships rather than
organisational arrangements (Sullivan and Skelcher, 2002; Williams, 2013). Such individuals
use their skills of communication, innovation, negotiation and coordination to form
connections amongst the collaborating partners and combine their core competencies and
expertise, in short acting as ‘reticulists’ (Williams, 2013, p. 25). Although Williams (2013)
focusses on this internal role to enhance relationships, he acknowledges earlier literature that
focusses on the role of boundary spanners to also engage with external stakeholders to acquire
resources and political or organisational support. | therefore define boundary-spanning as the
skills which form connections amongst collaborating partners and combine their core

competencies, but which also form connections with external stakeholders.

To enhance mutual understanding of the collaborative partners, the capacity of an individual
to act as boundary spanner must be complemented by ‘facilitative’ forms of leadership (Keast
et al., 2004; Williams, 2013; Forrer, Kee and Boyer, 2014). The role of facilitator shifts the
emphasis from service delivery to mutual understanding of the contribution of different
agencies and sectors (Keast et al., 2004), and from performance measures framed by a
dominant interest, to forming convergent goals reflecting the public interest (Forrer, Kee and
Boyer, 2014). To sustain responsiveness to the public and maintain autonomy from
government, such leadership builds trusting relationships and a culture of respect for the
diverse perspectives, interests and contributions of multiple stakeholders (Keast et al., 2004;
Williams, 2013; Forrer, Kee and Boyer, 2014). As the relational style of facilitative leadership
becomes a group disposition it fosters collaborative dynamics which enhance both democracy

and outcomes (Stout, Bartels and Love, 2018). Margaret Stout and colleagues (2018) argue that
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forming collective leadership avoids the imposition of a dominant perspective, enhances the
group’s responsiveness to each other’s concerns and to wider perspectives on the situation, and
at the same time strengthens the capacity of each partner to assert their own interests. The group
processes which facilitate this shared leadership rely on dialogue, a ‘cooperative style of
relating” and a ‘participatory mode of association’ (Stout, Bartels and Love, 2018, p. 109).

Forming a relational group disposition thus enhances interpersonal relationships, but it also
forms strong bonds at interorganisational level, in contrast to the conflict that ensues from a
focus on accountability. The process of building mutual understanding and trust forms social
capital, which has ‘bonding’ elements that strengthen relations amongst similar groups,
‘linking’ elements that form relations between groups with different levels of authority, and
‘bridging’ elements that connect diverse sectors (Dow et al., 2013, p. 1236). Studying the role
of collaboration across sectors to facilitate climate change adaptation in the Carolinas (USA),
Kirstin Dow and colleagues (2013) highlight the development of social capital and the
detrimental effects of political conflict. ‘Ad-hoc’ networks in the third sector support
knowledge exchange and problem-solving activities that build bonding inter-organisational
capital within the sector (Dow et al., 2013, p. 1241), in a similar way to the formation of ‘human
capital’ in communities of practice (Agranoff, 2008). The importance of developing the skills
of leaders to build such social capital is recognised in both policy and training in the UK
(Bolden and Bagnall, 2009). However, without widespread cultural and political change,
networks are constrained in their capacity to bridge across diverse interests or sectors, resulting

in a ‘lack of coordination and communication’ (Dow et al., 2013, p. 1242).

The interaction of interpersonal and interorganisational relationships is again seen in the effects
of co-productive approaches to public service provision which maximise the opportunities for
inclusion of collaborating partners (Jones and Liddle, 2011). A co-productive approach to the
multiple stages of ‘planning, commissioning, management, delivery, monitoring and
evaluation’ builds trust through the negotiation of formal and informal rules, frameworks and
behaviours (Jones and Liddle, 2011, p. 158). These repeated interactions shape informal
systems of self-regulating accountability (rewards and sanctions) which emerge from the
reciprocal interaction of shared norms and facilitative behaviours (including communication,
information sharing, shared learning and champion? behaviours) (Romzek et al., 2014, pp.

820-823). These informal accountability dynamics support the cycle of social learning needed

2L Romzek et al (2014) use the term ‘champion’ to refer to those individuals who take a personal interest in
pursuing a case and advocating on behalf of the beneficiary.
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to ‘move[e] individual organizations towards network objectives’, or a shared vision (Romzek

et al., 2014, pp. 821-822).

However, informal accountability does not replace but operates alongside hierarchical
accountability, adding to the complexity of managerial and political answerability of
collaborative networks (Gazley, 2008; Romzek et al., 2014). Hierarchical organisational
cultures, resource pressures and differences in professional approaches lead to competition
amongst organisations, undermining their ability to reach shared goals and to share resources
(Romzek et al., 2014). Although Barbara Romzek and colleagues (2014) caveat their findings
as limited to the context of child welfare services, a similar finding emerges in participatory
research in the context of reducing socio-spatial deprivation in Amsterdam (Bartels, 2018).
Here, street-level workers developed the shared practices, champion behaviour and
commitment that form the facilitative behaviours and shared norms of Romzek et al’s (2014)
conceptual framework. Although these led to a change in collaborative dynamics and an
emerging shared understanding and vision for the local area, the involvement of wider agencies
and systemic change were constrained by fragile relationships between organisations and
hierarchical direction from the city authority (Bartels, 2018). More generally, Beth Gazley’s
(2008) case study of local service delivery partnerships in Georgia, USA, finds that government
authorities exert control in informal arrangements as well as in the more formal use of contracts.
There is an ‘exchange of authority for formality’, with public managers assuming a lead role
to retain control (decision-making authority) in non-contractual arrangements (Gazley, 2008,
p. 148). She concludes that ‘few of these partnerships can be described as partnerships between
equals’ (Gazley, 2008, p. 150).

Thus, the management of interpersonal relationships to build informal institutions is
constrained by persistent hierarchical dominance in the same way as the management of
interorganisational arrangements by formal accountability measures. In an alternative
approach, facilitative leadership focuses on improving communication with communities,
which enhances political accountability to redress the dominance of managerial or hierarchical
accountability (Durose and Lowndes, 2010). However, the range of skills necessary to
intentionally empower communities, the depleted capacity of communities to participate, and
conflicting rationales at differing levels of authority constrain political accountability to
communities just as they limit informal accountability to collaborating partners (Durose and
Lowndes, 2010; Huggins and Hilvert, 2013; Bergstrom et al., 2015; Bartels, 2018).
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Community engagement is argued to be essential to form a democratically shared vision and
to take collective action to address social and ecological problems (Huggins and Hilvert, 2013;
Bergstrom et al., 2015; Eckersley, 2020a). The depletion of communities’ capacity to
participate in decision-making is a general phenomenon due to increasing specialisation in
public and community services (Huggins and Hilvert, 2013). However, growing recognition of
the interdependencies of societal challenges requires engagement that ‘empowers residents to
take action” (Huggins and Hilvert, 2013, p. 8). These authors argue that community
engagement must enable dialogue, mutual respect and trust, shared decision making and
continual reflection, (Huggins and Hilvert, 2013; Bergstrom et al., 2015), thus extending
boundary-spanning and facilitative leadership from partners’ relationships to community
relationships. This community-centred approach is evident not only in the contexts of public
health and urban regeneration but also in the environmental movement globally since the new
millennium (Eckersley, 2020a). Practical engagement with people’s everyday challenges of
living and linking these to their indirect ecological effects helps build awareness of the salience
of ecological issues, to enliven both democratic accountability and ecological sustainability
(Eckersley, 2020a). Such an approach goes beyond ‘simply informing’ to ‘fully empowering’
citizens, requiring a shift from information exchange to incorporating, collaborating with and

empowering citizens (Huggins and Hilvert, 2013, pp. 9-10).

Empowering approaches to community engagement may be undermined by instrumental
rationales as well as by a lack of skills, evidenced in a case study of urban regeneration in
Manchester, England (Durose and Lowndes, 2010). Applying a framework of distinct
rationales for neighbourhood?? approaches (Durose and Lowndes, 2010, p. 342 citing Lowndes
and Sullivan, 2008), the case study highlights a tension between empowering and instrumental
approaches. Despite agreement at community, local government and national policy level on
the neighbourhood approach as a general principle, different rationales create mutual suspicion
and threaten the extent to which interactions with communities are based on non-hierarchical
negotiation (Durose and Lowndes, 2010, pp. 351-355). Officers based directly in communities
strongly supported ‘social’ and ‘civic’ rationales that promoted citizen participation and co-
production. Yet, at a City Council level, a focus on representative rather than participative
democracy and on efficiency gains meant community engagement was treated instrumentally,

to disseminate information and validate council policies by consultation. The authors conclude

22 Neighbourhood is defined as a sub-local authority scale (Durose and Lowndes, 2010)

54



that the predominantly ‘economic’ rationale at senior levels of authority restricted the

community’s power in decision-making.

A similar tension between rationales at different levels of authority is seen in the action research
study in Amsterdam (Bartels, 2018). The participatory evaluation method formed an
intentionally empowering approach to address both the interpersonal relations of collaborating
workers and limited community capacity to engage. It developed ‘relational practices’ of
internal reflection combined with ‘an interactive process driven by the situational needs |[...]
of communities’ (Bartels, 2018, p. 5). However, senior managers’ lack of familiarity with the
approach, competition between organisations to establish a lead role and to retain funding, and
a focus on specialist practices undermined commitment to work together at street-level or to
extend the range of agencies involved (Bartels, 2018, pp. 11-12). The author reflects that
‘collaborative dynamics in street level work seemed to bounce back to their habitual pattern’

(Bartels, 2018, p. 12).

In summary, approaches focussed on building relationships with the community, like those
focussed on interpersonal relationships within collaborative groups, exhibit the effects of
hierarchical domination. Thus, the conflict and imbalance of power inherent in managing
interorganisational arrangements manifests itself also in managing interpersonal and
community relationships. | posed a second conceptual question to guide the search for further
literature, ‘how can networks overcome the continual re-emergence of a competitive and

hierarchical culture to sustain their political accountability to diverse stakeholders?’

Power accounts of cross-sector collaboration
The third category of literature reviewed explains this continual resurfacing of hierarchical

dominance as the effect of direct and hidden power. Power is exerted directly through resource
dependency, reinforced by hierarchical and competitive forms of organising activity (Sullivan
and Skelcher, 2002, pp. 122-135). The resultant changing relations alter the historical
separation of sectors in the UK, reflecting a ‘politically contested” and ‘ideological’ shift in

society that ushers in more hidden forms of power (Sullivan and Skelcher, 2002, p. 81).

Although mutual resource dependency motivates cross-sector collaboration, it also creates an
unequal distribution of power during the collaborative ‘life-cycle’ of establishing institutional
arrangements, programme delivery and partnership closure (Sullivan and Skelcher, 2002, pp.
122-135). Linda Milbourne and Mike Cushman’s (2013) analysis of state/third sector

relationships in commissioning of public services in England, finds the state has the power to
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determine the interorganisational arrangements. Formalised accountability arrangements
replace trust-based collaboration, imposing the dominant partner’s interests and shifting risk to
the third sector, hence ‘normalising an asymmetry of relationships between state and third
sectors’ (Milbourne and Cushman, 2013, p. 487). A similar imposition of the resource-rich
partner’s interests is seen in third sector collaboration with the private sector (Ameli and Kayes,
2011; Bingham and Walters, 2013). The third sector adapts to take on the values and language
of the private sector, while the private sector gains in terms of more efficient practices and
lower costs (Ameli and Kayes, 2011). The imbalance of power constrains the third sector’s

autonomy and the independence of its strategic vision (Bingham and Walters, 2013).

Many authors associate more hidden forms of power with a prevalent ideology of ‘neo-
liberalism.” Ngai-Ling Sum and Bob Jessop (2013, p. 170) distinguish ideology and social
imaginaries whereby the former gives advantage to specific ‘ideal and material interests’ and
the latter is a simplification of the world that enables people to make sense of and act in society.
Neoliberalism is described as the adherence to ‘a market centred political economy’ that
privileges competitive forms of coordinating cross-sector activity, supported by practices of
NPM (Davies, 2005, p. 317). Emerging from this neoliberal position is the promotion of a
‘plural’ state ‘where multiple inter-dependent actors contribute to public service delivery’
(Jones and Liddle, 2011, p. 158). The trend to pursue market-centric approaches to pluralism
is evident in Europe, the USA and even the radically different socio-economic context of China
(Sullivan and Skelcher, 2002; Phills, Deiglmeier and Miller, 2008; Jing and Savas, 2009;
Milbourne, 2009).

The consequences of neoliberal, ideological pluralism for the roles and relationships of sectors
are illustrated by a selection of articles in the Stanford Social Innovation Review (SSIR), an
edited journal of the Center for Social Innovation (USA). Private and public sector involvement
of non-profit organisations in joint activity results in pressure to adopt corporate managerial
practices of outcomes evaluation and a centralised infrastructure (Eccles and Saltzman, 2011,
Kania and Kramer, 2011; Crutchfield and McLeod-Grant, 2012). This pressure is reinforced
by resource dependency and budget cuts which shift the non-profit’s focus from its strategic
mission to financial survival and create a subordinate status for the third, and to some extent
public sector relative to the private sector (Crutchfield and McLeod-Grant, 2012; Bradley, Orr
and Rapson, 2017).
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Some commentators see the normative rationale and accompanying managerial practices of
neoliberalism as ‘hegemonic.” The effects of hegemony to disguise power can be seen in
Schmachtel’s (2016) study of the micro-relations of collaboration in the context of education
in Germany, which critically places the locally situated narrative in the wider systemic context.
Hierarchical control ‘depolitize[s] participation’ by concealing conflicting interests, thus
obstructing critical awareness of the effects of social structures and stabilising the prevalent
neoliberal ideology and practices (Schmachtel, 2016, p. 464). The rhetoric of cross-sector
collaboration as a managerial challenge thus creates a ‘rationalized myth’ of partnerships which
conceals their inherent conflicts and capacity to exert power (Schmachtel, 2016). Similarly, in
their further analysis of state-third sector relationships in England under the UK Coalition
Government (2010-2015), Milbourne and Cushman (2015) find neoliberal pluralism underpins
the pervasive portrayal of cross-sector collaboration as a managerial process that creates
collaborative advantage or added value. The shift in risk and responsibility to voluntary
organisations, however, undermines the third sector’s trust in public bodies and increases
dissent, replacing negotiated consensus with compliance with the imposition of institutional
arrangements (Milbourne and Cushman, 2013). This acquiescence with neoliberal ‘discourse
and behaviours’ masks the ways they confer advantage on dominant interests, a hegemonic

situation (Milbourne and Cushman, 2015, p. 466).

Compliance with prevalent hierarchical accountability and other NPM practices is further
explained as the outcome of isomorphic (or homogenising) pressures to adopt them
(Huybrechts and Nicholls, 2013; Milbourne and Cushman, 2015). Expectations of
professionalisation and commercialisation coupled with resource dependency, funding
constraints and competition promote homogeneity (Milbourne and Cushman, 2015). Such
conformity constrains the third sector’s capacity for innovation and its accountability to the
public (Jones and Liddle, 2011; Huybrechts and Nicholls, 2013; Milbourne and Cushman,
2015).

The power of resource dependency and isomorphism are additionally explained by their
interaction with processes of ‘governmentality’ or self-regulation. As contracts and
hierarchical accountability become widely established, they form a discipline of targets and
sanctions that becomes assimilated and embedded within voluntary organisations as ‘the way
things are done’ (Milbourne and Cushman, 2015, p. 474). This ‘culture of compliance’ further
constrains the potential for innovation and is reinforced by a self-censorship that restrains third

sector agencies from reporting problems or direct advocacy, for fear of losing funding or
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legitimacy. In this way, governments extend the ‘governable terrain’ to include the previously
independent voluntary sector, controlling the range of activities by compliance, in a process of

self-regulation (Milbourne and Cushman, 2015, p. 475).

Reinforcing hegemony is the use of a legitimising rhetoric by national governments in widely
differing political contexts to extend their power over multiple sectors by creating a political
consensus (Jing and Savas, 2009). While rhetorically promoted as achieving a cultural
partnership or collaborative advantage by improving efficiency, the extent to which
governments across the political spectrum intervene to support pluralism exposes a crisis of
legitimacy (Jing and Savas, 2009). Examining the use of legitimising rhetoric at the
interorganisational level, Benjamin Huybrechts and Alex Nicholls (2013) find that even
collaboration between organisations with similar principles, such as social enterprises?® and
private corporations, creates tensions between differing logics and legitimation criteria (the
pursuit of a social mission and the profit motive, respectively) (Huybrechts and Nicholls,
2013). To maintain legitimacy with multiple audiences, the social enterprise conforms to the
dominant market logics of the private sector, while portraying its collaboration discursively as
a pragmatic means to achieve its moral purpose (Huybrechts and Nicholls, 2013, pp. 138-141).
Once again, this reduces the third sector organisation’s agency over collaborative structures
and practices, leading to a loss of influence and capacity for innovation (Jones and Liddle,
2011; Huybrechts and Nicholls, 2013).

Thus, hegemonic rhetoric, isomorphism and governmentality combine to form
interorganisational arrangements and practices which create self-discipline and conformity.
However, Milbourne and Cushman (2015) caution that their power can be interpreted over
deterministically and note that partners in collaboration also have agency, or power to change
their own and others’ behaviours. The erosion of trust can be overcome by a deliberate effort
to invest in communication, mutual organisational learning and negotiation of ‘purposes,
meanings and values’ in the collaborative project (Milbourne and Cushman, 2013, p. 505).
This process of locally situated learning can encourage a critical attitude towards policy and
professional or scientific discourses (Milbourne and Cushman, 2015; Schmachtel, 2016).
Milbourne and Cushman (2015) find such critical awareness can challenge the assumption of
consensus, sparking resistance by either withdrawing from the state project or building interest-

2 Social enter