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FOREWORD


Why Is Collaboration Necessary to Solve Social Problems?

Gemma Carey’s book provides a uniquely Australian perspective on the challenges of creating joined-up government and working across boundaries to plan and deliver services.

There have been many examples of coordination and collaboration in recent decades, both within the public sector, and between the public, private and community sectors. But in recent years these phenomena have become more intensive and widespread. Much of the impetus has come from within government itself, with ministers wishing to reform the government sector in the name of efficiency, and senior public servants looking to diversify the sources of service provision in a search for customer-focused innovations.

Under the impetus of ‘new public management’ reforms since the 1980s, ministers and government managers began to redesign service systems. At the same time, governments were increasingly tackling broad social problems that affected several portfolios. These pressures were addressed through the first phase of ‘joined-up government’, which was essentially about better planning and coordination within the public sector itself. But with the widespread outsourcing of service delivery programs to non-government  providers, additional tensions and challenges emerged, requiring much greater efforts in collaboration and partnering across the public, private and not-for-profit sectors.

In taking stock of the new realities, government agencies have had to reconsider their own capacities to steer, strategise, coordinate and oversee the service system. On the one hand, their skills in contract management were stretched. On the other hand, their skills in relationship management and collaboration had to be greatly expanded. And in a multi-level federation where the central and state levels had overlapping responsibilities, massive efforts were required to design and monitor performance-based services agreements in key areas of social policy. We are now in the midst of this second wave of ‘joined-up government’, and there are no signs that these challenges will fade away. Indeed, serious questions remain about the capacity of our systems to plan and implement effective programs.

The first part of the book traces ‘joined-up government’ from its international context and drivers through its many forms (and terminology) within the Australian context. Under a variety of names, working across organisational boundaries through networks, partnerships and agreements has become widely accepted in theory and practice. It is likely that the evidence of effectiveness lags behind popular approval for more collaborative approaches. Success in pursuit of more integrated goals and better coordinated programs is tough to accomplish, but achieving better outcomes is very necessary in many fields of human services such as health, housing, education and disability services and across many different service locations.

The second part of the book outlines existing empirical knowledge about what works (or otherwise) in joined-up approaches, including a review of heuristic tools that might be useful for building increased understanding of how to plan, manage and coordinate with diverse organisational actors. The forms of evidence that will help build practical knowledge are not those of the experimental science laboratory but primarily those embedded in professional practices and shared learning. We will need evidence of good processes alongside evidence of improved results for clients.

The third part of the book provides an extensive analysis of a national case-study from the period of the Rudd–Gillard Labor governments of 2007–2013: the Social Inclusion initiative. In a similar spirit to some of the joined-up social welfare initiatives of the Blair–Brown Labour governments in the UK in 1997–2010, there was a strong emphasis on recognising the multiple causes of deep disadvantage, provision of linked services, and encouraging social engagement rather than ‘passive’ welfare dependency. Coordination and collaboration were vital, across many government agencies and laterally with many NGOs.

This cross-sectoral work occurred both at a strategic level (shared directions and agreements) and at the service-delivery level (new thinking about service systems integration and coordination). The author utilises insights from interviews and observational research with key managers and policymakers, i.e., those who designed and implemented the new arrangements. The activities and perspectives of two NGOs involved in facilitating local action and strengthening cross-sectoral relationships are highlighted. Some new insights emerge about what kinds of instruments and approaches are more likely than others to be useful for implementing joined-up cross-sectoral work. In particular, it is clear that we cannot simply ‘transplant’ models into different contexts and expect positive outcomes.

By using novel empirical methods, and tracking joined-up implementation through multiple levels of administration, the author is able to demonstrate serious ongoing weaknesses. She not only uncovers how previous lessons about joined-up approaches have not been learnt (i.e. we are using the same approaches, despite past failures), but also shows that when poorly implemented, joined-up initiatives can have serious unintended consequences that could negatively affect future efforts to forge effective cross-boundary relationships.

We do not yet have the answers. The final chapter briefly raises the challenge of imagining what more effective research and practice agendas might look like. This includes rethinking the need to invest heavily in relationships (beyond particular implementation goals), and rethinking the focus of which outputs and outcomes we choose to measure (i.e. setting targets around implementation process goals, rather than ultimate outcomes). More in-depth studies are necessary to provide constructive feedback and reflection, to help our practitioners and researchers alike to understand and improve our attempts at undertaking complex social reforms.

Brian Head

University of Queensland

August 2015



Introduction

A functional model of government has dominated throughout the development of the welfare state in many industrialised countries (Wilkinson and Appelbee, 1999). This has seen silos emerge in areas such as health, education, housing and social services. However, major changes to the nature of the state over the past three or so decades have placed issues of coordination across government, and between government and other sectors, at the heart of effective public administration. Policy design and implementation now involves a complex interaction between government and a wide range of non-government actors (Barraket, 2008; Considine, 2003; Hill and Hupe, 2009). While public and social policy have, to some extent, always been delivered by a range of sectors, the shift towards what is referred to as the ‘mixed economy of welfare’ has seen an unprecedented involvement of non-government organisations (particularly from the community sector) involved in policy design and implementation (Powell, 2007).

Increasingly, policy networks of government agencies and non-government organisations are being seen as the ‘engine room’ of modern social policy and the welfare state (Colebatch, 2006; Hudson and Lowe, 2004)—networks that are essential for addressing ‘wicked’ policy problems which cross departmental boundaries and institutions, such as social exclusion and climate change (Petticrew et al., 2009; Rittel and Webber, 1973). The complexity of these issues demands that they be addressed by a range of actors, whose efforts are coordinated (either loosely or closely) through their position within policy networks. In this book, the term ‘policy network’ refers to sets of formal and informal institutional linkages that exist ‘between governmental and other actors structured around shared interests in public policymaking and implementation … these institutions are interdependent’ (Rhodes, 2007, p. 1244).

In this new paradigm, many government functions have been devolved to non-government actors, operating within policy networks (Colebatch, 2006; Rhodes, 1997). This shift is reflected by the change in language from ‘government’ to ‘governance’. Governance is a broader concept than government, in that it encompasses the arrangements and practices related to governing which may extend beyond government itself (Rhodes, 1997). This change has occurred as part of cost shifting measures, alongside more genuine beliefs that those closest to communities are best positioned to provide effective and efficient public services.

Devolution, or outsourcing, is said to solve a range of issues stemming from financial pressures on governments and emerging from neoliberal, market-driven economies. As Fyfe (2005, p. 537) has argued in relation to the community sector, devolved or networked governance has been widely ‘identified in policy and academic discourses as a “panacea” to many of the problems faced by neoliberal states. Not only is it crucial to strategies of welfare pluralism, the community sector has been viewed as ‘place[s] where politics can be democratized, active citizenship strengthened, the public sphere reinvigorated’. The devolution of service provision of public sector services onto non-government actors is argued not only to save governments money, but to also provide citizens with more effective services, better tailored to their needs (Fyfe, 2006; Rhodes, 1997).

Governments now use a range of ‘outsourcing’ techniques, from formal market arrangements, through to more collaborative initiatives. At the core of these efforts lies a desire for coordination (see Hood, 2005, for a historial discussion of coordination in government and public administration). Outsourcing, or devolution, practices are captured by a plethora of terms, including but not restricted to ‘holistic government’, ‘whole-of-government’, ‘horizontal governance’, ‘collaborative governance’ and ‘joined-up government’ (Pollitt, 2003). In this book, the term ‘joined-up governance’ is used to refer to these sets of practices, on the grounds that ‘governance’ accurately reflects the more diverse set of actors involved (as opposed to ‘government’). ‘Joined-up working’ is used to refer to the practice of implementing joined-up governance.

While the devolution of public services may have solved some issues, and created new opportunities, new challenges have emerged with regard to the practice of joined-up governance. Joined-up government/governance and related terms are ‘umbrella’ terms: how exactly ‘joining-up’ is done is highly context dependent (Keast, 2011). Hence, joined-up governance encompasses a wide set of highly complex practices that exist both inside and outside of government.

Mulgan (2005, p. 175) argues that two common problems underlie the on-going challenges of managing joined-up governance:

1. A problem of coordination—how to encourage a ‘flotilla of agencies, departments, units and professions to point in broadly the same direction’ and not undermine one another.

2. A problem of organisation and integration—‘how to align incentives, cultures and structures of authority to fit critical tasks that cut across boundaries’.

These challenges have been compounded by a lack of systematic documentation and evidence regarding what does, or does not, work in joined-up governance.

The logic and need for joined-up governance is compelling; if successful, it is believed to reduce costs, use resources better, more effectively meet the needs of citizens through tailored and appropriate public services, and provide a way forward for addressing achingly complex social problems. These drivers continue to ensure that joined-up governance retains political relevance and stays on the agenda of governments of both sides of politics, particularly in Western industrialised countries. However, attempts to date indicate that it is not easy; it requires major shifts in practice within a range of organisational and institutional settings.

The aim of this text is to provide a systematic overview of the state of joined-up governance practice and debate, while paying particular attention to the Australian context. Thus, while of interest to researchers, the primary audience is those charged with designing or implementing joined-up governance within policy networks.

Chapter 1 of Grassroots to Government provides a contextual analysis of current interest in joined-up governance and examines global drivers of networked-cross boundary working. It provides an overview of joined-up rhetoric in the Australian context, and examines the continued relevance of, and desire for, joined-up working. Current debates and gaps in knowledge concerning the limitations of existing evidence on the effectiveness of joined-up governance are examined, along with the ‘normative status’ of collaborative approaches.

Joined-up governance is just one of many terms that have been applied in the ongoing quest for better integrated polices, services and government resources across an array of jurisdictions and fields of public endeavour including, for example, health, education and infrastructure. In fact, a myriad of terms now exist to describe and prescribe the various processes and arrangements used by governments to connect its departments as well as with the non-profit and private sectors. In Chapter 2, Robyn Keast unpacks and distils the meanings and associations of a core set of these terms most often used in the public sector to ascertain if indeed they are different and, if so, what are the possible implications of their undifferentiated use?

Chapters 3–7 seek to advance the practice of joined-up governance through a systematic review of the evidence on joined-up governance, and the integration of this evidence into a practice-orientated model.

In order to begin addressing the critical knowledge gaps with regard to joined-up working, Chapter 3 provides a meta-synthesis of the evidence on joined-up governance. It draws together the threads of what is currently a fragmented evidence base on joined-up governance, providing guidance regarding the challenges, barriers and potential for effective joined-up working.

This evidence base then forms the foundation for a ‘practice heuristic’, or framework, which is presented in Chapter 4. While a range of models and frameworks exist which aim to capture aspects of joined-up working, the one presented in this text unites the multidimensional nature of joined-up governance with evidence on instruments for implementation. Taking O’Flynn and colleagues’ (2011) concept of a supportive architecture, the framework presented in Chapter 4 ‘maps’ the evidence synthesis of what works in joined-up governance onto a two dimensional model, capturing both the horizontal and the vertical dimensions. While these types of heuristic devices do not provide a ‘roadmap’ for practice per se, they provide guidance, and thereby facilitate more rapid solutions.

Chapters 5–7 provide an in-depth look at national joined-up case studies in the Australian context. In Australia growing interest through the 1990s and early 2000s in joined-up government and whole-of-government approaches culminated in the launch of the Australian Social Inclusion Agenda in 2007—a joined-up approach to address complex disadvantage, coupled with a desire to strengthen the welfare state and encourage active citizenship (Commonwealth Government of Australia, 2009; Gillard and Wong, 2007). Chapter 6 explores the perspectives of policymakers within the Australian government who were charged with implementing the Social Inclusion Agenda. It examines the challenges they faced in developing cross-departmental and cross-sectoral working.

The implementation of the Social Inclusion Agenda relied on coordinated action between a range of government agencies and non-government organisations. Chapter 7 examines in-depth the experiences of implementing joined-up action for social inclusion within government. Drawing on interviews and observational research, the perspectives of policymakers are explored, along with two case studies of non-government organisations positioned to encourage local-level action and strengthen cross-sectoral relationships.

Chapter 8 explores current evidence-practice gaps in joined-up government. It does this by comparing the experiences of the Social Inclusion Agenda with the evidence on joined-up governance presented in Chapters 3–4. Together, these efforts to investigate the breadth of knowledge and depth of experiences of joined-up working indicate that compatibility between goals, the instruments and processes used to achieve them, their level of deployment, and the context in which change is pursued, is essential to success.

The experience of implementing the Social Inclusion Agenda points to the need for a different type of action than has historically been used to promote joined-up working. While devolved and networked practices have been effective for minimising costs and risks to government, critical skill and knowledge gaps have emerged and have become increasingly problematic across these networks. Although the ‘professionalisation’ of policy networks has received considerable attention (Carey et al., 2009; Fyfe, 2005), the types of skill and knowledge that have been the focus of these efforts have related to the interface between citizens and services. In other words, government efforts to enhance the relationship between government and policy networks have largely been attached to political agendas and program delivery imperatives.

Chapter 9 sets out an agenda for future reforms to support joined-up working, in order to move the joined-up agenda forward. These include investment in soft skills for undertaking the relational work required for networked governance. Such an investment, it is argued, needs to be pursued collaboratively by policy actors, not driven by governments alone.
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Joined-up Governance

The Holy Grail?

Abstract: This chapter provides an overview of the changes to contemporary governments and policy that have led to the demand for joined-up governance, both in Australia and internationally.

Since the 1990s, ‘joined-up government’, ‘whole-of-government’ and ‘horizontal governance’ approaches have emerged in many industrialised countries as an attempt to grapple with the ‘wicked’ public and social policy issues which implicate multiple government departments (Pollitt, 2003). As Kelman (2007, p. 45; O’Flynn, 2008) suggests, ‘topics of collaboration across government agencies and between government, private and non-government organisations are the most discussed questions’ in public administration.

This chapter contextualises current interest in joined-up governance. It does this by exploring global drivers of networked cross-boundary working, which underpin the concept of joined-up governance, including discussion of current debates and gaps in knowledge.

Joined-up Working: Global Drivers

Epsing-Anderson (1980) argues that contemporary governments are now predominately occupied with the production and distribution of social wellbeing, and the welfare state now constitutes the dominant part of government spending and concern. The welfare state refers to ‘what governments do … with the intention of improving the welfare or happiness of people’ (Bessant et al., 2006, p. 1). While some political scientists (for example, Esping-Anderson, 1990) believe that this is the most truthful—or most ideal—definition of the welfare state, it is not the most common. Often, ‘welfare state’ is used to describe the minimum level of government-led provisions provided to those experiencing poverty or disadvantage (Bryson, 1992). In other words, ‘welfare state’ is used largely to refer to the provision of welfare relief. In this book, I use ‘welfare state’ in its broadest sense.

The concept of the welfare state stems back to nineteenth-century Europe: the period between 1800 and 1950 saw radical shifts in the scope and scale of government and its activities, leading to the creation of modern welfare states (Bessant et al., 2006; Briggs, 1961; McMahon, 2000). These shifts stemmed from the democratisation of European nations, in addition to countries such as the UK, Australia and New Zealand. With this democratisation came new pressures from citizens, such as demand for the provision of clean water, effective sewerage, education, hospitals and healthcare. During this time governments also began paying attention to social problems, such as poverty and mass unemployment (Briggs, 1961). The welfare state has, however, been the subject of increasing ideological and political debate and scrutiny over the past three decades. Globalisation and neoliberalism have encouraged a shift away from the more institutional (or universal and substantial) welfare states of the 1960s and 1970s (Mendes, 2008) said to have created a ‘crisis of the welfare state’ (Rodger 2000).

Nevertheless, the welfare state has retained substantial public support and continues to be ‘underpinned by a number of powerful moral and political arguments’ (Mendes, 2008, p. 68), particularly that the welfare state ensures personal freedom for the unemployed, promotes equity, reduces poverty and increases the wellbeing of all citizens. Moreover, the welfare state has always been surrounded by contestation and ideological tensions. As MacMahon (McMahon, 2000) notes, different political parties and groups have had contrary ideas about what kind of society we should live in, and this has created different approaches to the welfare state. Hence, the extent to which contemporary challenges and changes to the welfare state can be called a ‘crisis’ is a point of contention. Undoubtedly, however, the ways governments ‘do business’ has undergone profound changes (Briggs, 1961; Rodger, 2000).

The contemporary welfare state is understood to face a number of social and economic challenges (Rodger, 2000). The traditional models established in the 1940s made certain assumptions about the nature of families, society and the economy. For example, they assumed a stable and homogenous family unit and full employment. Today, the labour market is characterised by (comparatively) high unemployment and changes to the workforce structure that include the increased participation of women, flexible career paths, and the increasing casualisation of the workforce. Other challenges to the welfare state include changes to the traditional family structure, different patterns of immigration, increased individualism and an ageing population (Dawkins and Kelly, 2002; Mendes, 2008; Rodger, 2000).

In the face of these substantial shifts, it is argued that the hierarchical government bureaucracy of the twentieth century is no longer an appropriate vehicle for the delivery and development of public and social policy (Eggers, 2008; Rhodes, 2008). Problems have become both more ‘global and more local’ and the traditional hierarchical model of governing and the welfare state does not meet the demands of the complex, rapidly changing nature of the social and economic problems faced today (Eggers, 2008, p. 23). Internationally, trends suggest that we are moving towards a new era of unprecedented collaboration and partnership between sectors (Barraket, 2008).

These trends are signified by a shift in language from ‘government’ to ‘governance’. Governance encompasses new, collaborative, arrangements and practices related to governing. It is seen as constituting a distinct set of practices in relation to governing but not necessarily replacing government. Governance refers to a range of practices, particularly the fragmentation or sharing of public power, the decentering or ‘hollowing out’ of the state through privatisation of utilities and services, and a greater push for partnerships and collaboration between state and non-state actors (or joined-up working) (Rhodes, 1997, 2007). As a result, functions that would have once been carried out by governments as part of ‘welfare state’ arrangements are now undertaken by other parts of society.

In the face of globalisation, governments remain responsible to their citizens but have a diminished ability to provide for their needs; as previously stated, problems have become both more global and more local (Eggers, 2008; Rhodes, 1997). This has necessitated an arms-length approach to governing that utilises flexible, cross-sectoral and blended methods. Power is seen to be fragmented, both between different levels of government and between state and non-state actors. The hierarchical decision-making processes associated with traditional forms of government are being replaced by partnership and cooperation based on mutual interests. Public, private and non-government organisations are now linked into networks managed by government (Lewis, 2005). This blurring of sectors is seen to better address new complex social and economic problems through ‘joined-up’ governance (Lewis, 2005). These are referred to as ‘wicked’ policy problems, as they cross traditional boundaries and institutions (Petticrew et al., 2009; Rittel and Webber, 1973).

These shifts mean that policy design and implementation now involves a complex interaction between government and a diverse range of non-government organisations (including community sector, philanthropic and for-profit organisations (Barraket, 2008; Considine, 2003; Hill and Hupe, 2009). While it is sometimes argued that social policy has always been delivered by a range of sectors, trends towards collaborative and joined-up governance have seen an even greater reliance on non-government actors (referred to as the ‘mixed economy of welfare’) (Powell, 2007). Increasingly, these policy networks are seen as the ‘engine room’ of modern social policy and the welfare state (Colebatch, 2006; Hudson and Lowe, 2004). As Williams (2002, p. 103) contends ‘Strategic alliances, joint working arrangements, networks, partnerships and many other forms of collaboration across sectoral and organizational boundaries currently proliferates across the policy landscape’, while ‘More connectedness and cooperation is needed than ever before: across agencies, across governments, and with more constituencies’ (Cortada et al., 2008, p. 1).

The Rise of the ‘Third Sector’

The advent of joined-up governance has meant that new players, outside government, are now part of the welfare state. Most significantly, the ‘third sector’ has become an important new player in policy. The term ‘third sector’ refers to non-government, or not-for-profit, organisations1 (Lyons, 2001). Considine (2003, p. 63) argues that the role of the third sector in the welfare state ‘can be viewed as the most important and most radical change to state–society relations since the advent of the modern welfare state’. Consistent with this observation, the third sector has internationally seen unprecedented policy attention over the last two decades. For example, the sector has been part of the Obama Administration’s Change Agenda in the United States and the Cameron Government’s ‘Big Society’ program in the UK (and the Blair Government’s Third Way prior to this), while the European Union has placed engagement with the third sector at the heart of its strategies for legitimacy and expansion (Phillips and Smith, 2011).

In industrialised countries, the third sector has been treated as a panacea for the challenges faced by contemporary governments and the welfare state. For example, the political left has viewed the sector as a way to increase participation and encourage civil society to foster social change for greater social equality. Conversely, interest in the sector from the right has been fuelled by a ‘revival of the local’, where economic growth is developed from below (Fyfe, 2006, 2005). For both sides of politics, the sector is perceived as a way to address the social costs and the political repercussions associated with the rise of neoliberalism, and to reduce the fiscal burden and risk of the welfare state on governments (Fyfe, 2005; Gonzales, 2007). Faced with fears about declining political participation, anxieties about meeting welfare needs, and worries about the nature of citizenship, ‘the third sector has come to be regarded as the place where politics can be democratized, active citizenship strengthened, the public sphere reinvigorated and [the design and delivery of] welfare programmes made to suit pluralistic [needs]’ (Brown et al., 2000) (p. 57). Hence, the third sector now occupies a central role in the welfare state: designing and delivering services, providing feedback and input into the policy process, and—as a result—subject to a wide range of reform efforts aimed at enhancing its capacity to engage with both government and citizens.

In summary, the traditional top-down models of public administration and governing have, in theory, shifted to become more flexible, encompassing greater partnerships, outsourcing, incentives and collaboration with those outside government, along with more ‘horizontal working’ (Head, 2014). This horizontal working constitutes a major shift away from the functional model of government that dominated throughout the growth of the welfare state, where ‘siloed’ departments such as education, health, housing and social services provided for different dimensions of citizens lives (Wilkinson and Appelbee, 1999).

Joined-up Governance: Historical Roots

The aspiration to link different parts of government is not a new goal. Coordination is, in fact, one of the oldest preoccupations in public administration and has been the subject of extensive writing since the 1950s, while coordinated action can be traced back to the Romans (6, 1997; Pollitt, 2003).

While often presented as an emerging imperative of government, by 1970 fervour around the need for joined-up governance was already well established; Schermerhorn described interagency collaboration as a ‘panacea’ for addressing social issues (Schermerhorn, 1975). It was the packaging of these ideas as ‘joined-up government’ by the Blair Government in the late 1990s that brought such approaches to the fore in a new way within industrial countries such as Australia, New Zealand and Canada (6, 2004; Christensen and Laegreid, 2007; O’Flynn, 2009). As Hood (2005, p. 24) notes, ‘it has often been observed that one of the features that gives long standing administrative and managerial doctrines fresh appeal is new terminology and arresting metaphors for well-worn ideas’. Yet, joined-up governance has taken on a level of political commitment, and a sense of political imperative, that past efforts to deal with coordination issues across government have not (Hood, 2005). Hence, joined-up government has elements of both old and new: an old sense of the limits of departmentalism, coupled by a compelling metaphor and political zeal.

The term joined-up government was first used by Bair, in the launch of the Social Exclusion Unit in 1997 (Mulgan, 2005). More substantive discussion of the term can be traced back to a White Paper released by the Blair Government in 1999, ‘Modernising Government’. The White Paper outlined the UK government’s approach to modernisation and reform, detailing the changes seen as requisite to dealing with emerging social and economic problems. These changes hinged on developing ‘joined-up government’, which included a commitment to better integration within government for improved services for citizens.

A number of key units were singled out as key to creating and implementing Blair’s ‘cross-cutting’ policies. These included the Social Exclusion Unit, a cross-departmental team based in the Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet, and the Performance and Innovation Unit, which similarly reported to the Prime Minister on issues that crossed departmental boundaries. Hence, contemporary efforts to join-up have emphasised the coordination role of the ‘centre’.

The linking of joined-up government to ‘wicked’ policy problems can similarly be traced back to the Modernising Government White Paper. Joining-up was positioned as the only way to address important wicked, cross-cutting policy issues, such as social exclusion, race and environmental concerns—all of which span the interests and domain of many departments.

Since its popularisation by the UK government, different permutations of joined-up government spread to many industrial countries. As noted in the introduction to this book, the importance of ‘horizontal government’ has been widely promoted in Canada (Bavkis and Juillet, 2004; Ling, 2002), while in Australia ‘whole-of-government’ has been used to capture many of the same concerns and beliefs about the importance of joined-up working (State Government of Victoria, 2007).

In Australia, whole of government priorities were announced at the Federal level in 2002. This was followed in 2004 by the launch of the ‘Connecting Government: Whole of Government Responses to Australia’s Priority Challenges’ report (Management Advisory Committee of the Australian Public Service Commission, 2004). This led to the launch of a number of new initiatives and important changes to public administration and policy processes. As in the UK, cabinet processes emphasised a coordinating and leadership role for cross-cutting issues, accompanied by the establishment of new management teams (Halligan and Adams, 2004).

At the state level, social policy units were established in several Premier and Cabinet departments. Most prominently, this included the Social Inclusion Unit in the South Australian State Government, modelled closely on the UK equivalent. These units were principally in charge of coordinating, leading and monitoring joined-up efforts and whole-of-government priorities. At the local level, particularly in Victoria, interest developed in ‘one-stop shops’ for citizens, where multiple services were co-located and integrated for ease of access. This push for a better interface between government and citizens also stems from the UK, where coordinated and accessible services were a significant driver for the Modernising Government White Paper (State Government of Victoria, 2007).

The demand for joined-up working was further bolstered by the Labor Government (2007–2013), who drew strongly on Blair’s Third Way for their own modernisation agenda. Like Blair, the Rudd-Gillard Labor Government argued for a middle road between the traditional stance of social democracy (that is, concern for social equality) and the neoliberal embrace of free markets. The Labor Government claimed a strong interventionist role for government in the market, with a focus on providing strong social and public services in partnership with others (Rudd, 2009).

Under the leadership of Kevin Rudd, Labor seized on social investment ideas (popularised by the UK since the 1990s). These new approaches to the welfare state have emerged in response to changes in contemporary societies. Increasingly, governments have been seeking ways to transfer the responsibility of care and social well-being from government (and the welfare state) to civil society and the market (Rodger, 2000). This has resulted in changes to the relationships between government and society, and the ways in which governments work to promote social wellbeing. This marks a shift away from the ‘welfare state’ towards the ‘social investment state’ (Giddens, 1998).


The Third Way and the Social Investment State

Social investment state ideas—such as network governance, reliance on third sector organisations and a desire to find new ways for governments to promote wellbeing—emerged throughout the 1990s. In the mid 1990s, Anthony Giddens sought to shape these various ideas into a unified framework for governing. He called this framework the ‘Third Way’, and worked closely with the Blair Government in the UK to develop and implement it. Arguably, Blair’s Third Way represents the most substantial experimentation with, and implementation of, social investment state approaches internationally. Since then, the Third Way has become an influential framework—or set of ideas—in other Western countries, including Australia.
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