llaboratmn |
| welfare
- | A framework for analysis

- Bob Hudson

- Collabotation is a paradoxical concept in the field of social welfare. There can be little
*doubt that the notion is in vogue. The desirability of some form of collaborative activity
~“has'become asine qua non of effective practice within the welfare professions, both at
-:practitioner and polity-making levels. I-Icawever‘f we know remarkably little about how
. coliaborative activity works, why it may initially be developed, how it may be measured
o even how it may be defined. |
.. “Social science research on organisations has tended to be principally concerned with
_intra-organisational phenomena, Psychoiogistsl have studied the individual in an
. -organisation; social psychologists have focused uln the relations amongst members of a
“greup in an-organisation, and the impact of a group on the attitudes and behaviour of
“group members; sociologists have studied informal groups, formal sub-units and the
. “Structural attributes of an organisation. There has been relatively little attempt to focus
-organisational behaviour, particularly id the application to welfare policies in
This paper attempts to outline a framework

which"m_ay then be applied to a variety of welfare settings.

 activify,

significance of inter-organisational behaviour

-2 broad level, the significance of interlocking networks of organisations has been
stablished at least since the publication of C. Wright Mills’ The Power Elite in 1956,

‘now more widely accepted that it is in%erlocking organisations rather than
duals that are at the centre of power systems. Consumers or clients of welfare
nisations are usually served, processed, changed or harassed not by a single
sation but by a'number of related org_an'isa"cic_ms. L
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imework for analysis’, Policy and Politics,

for the analysis of collaborative

0 encourage awareness on the part of the
T activities upon the individual client or
nsumer, This is premise; ain: assumptions about the motivation of
incipal decision-makers, MIOSET ly'that a prevailing spirit of altruism will result in
peration as soon as individual-or community needs become known. However, it
ay:be more realistic to assume not only that inter-organisational collaboration in
al welfare has no qualities of spontaneous growth or self-perpetuation, but also
organisations strive to maintain their autonomy.
rom an agency’s viewpoint, collaborative activity raises two main difficulties. First,
loses some of its freedom to act independently, when it would prefer to maintain
ntrol over its domain and affairs. Second, it must invest scarce resources and energy
veloping and maintaining relationships with other organisations, when the poten-
-returns on this investment are often unclear or intangible. Hence it could be
sited that an agency prefers not to become involved in inter-organisational relation-
ps unless it is compelled to do so, and that simple appeals to client well-being may
nstitute an insufficient motivation.
much more powerful motivation concerns the realisation of organisational goals.
sIfare organisations do not normally possess or contral the entire compiement of
esources needed for their goal accomplishment. Funds, facilities, personnel or other
ources may be lacking in some measure, and organisations may therefore enter into
‘hanges with one another to acquire needed resources. Yuchtman and Seashore
67) go so far as to define ‘organisational effectiveness’ as ‘the ability of an organi-
ion-to exploit its environment in obtaining resources, while at the same time
taining an autonomous bargaining position’.
Britain, there is a small but growing empirical literature on coilaborative welfare
ity. Much of this stems from ‘community care’ policies and focuses in particular
n the relationship between health and personal social services authorities, but the
aborative theme has also been scrutinised in other diverse fields such as child -
se, the treatment of juvenile offenders and the housing/social services interface.
at has been noticeably absent is a theoretical framework to bring some order to the
findings. Transfers of resources among profit-making organisations are mediated by
ney and behaviour may be explained in terms of economic theory and market
aviour, but these concepts do not appear suitable for explaining interaction
ngst welfare organisations. This chapter will attempt to provide a more appro-
te framework.
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ERRE other’s resourcesto accomplish its goals, and neithers interfering in the other’s goal

>’ achievernent. When this accurs, there is litile need for exchange between organisa-

. tions, and since agencies do not generally co-operate unless they have to, one would

‘ .u__.,ﬁnmn:nvm low level of collaboration. If the presence of collaboration is to be broadl

- accounted for, then perhaps the most gene ral explanation for its occurrence may _uw

B Hon.na., in-the notion of organisational’ interdependence, where each organisation
‘perceives that its own goals can be achieved most effectively with the assistance of the

-:..~ resources of the others.
“i-Conflictarises when the goal achievement of one or more organisations occurs at the

expense of the goal achievement of others. T::o:m: conflict per se may constrain or
= black inter-organisational exchange, its presence also indicates some potential for

-7 'such exchange; therefore, inter-organisatianat conflicts may be considered a more

. favourable condition for collaboration than independence. Organisations may move

fromrinterdependence to conflict or vice <mHTm_ through relatively subtle shifts in goals
or available resources. Molnar and Rogers (1979) further distinguish between
structural and operational conflict. Structurnl conflict accurs over the basic identities

- and responsibilities that define a relationship, and reflects an inability to establish or

“'..'maintain the basic rules or principles that govern the relationship. Operating conflict

~* represents the disagreements over task expectations or role performance within an

- inter-organisational relationship, and can be viewed as a continual process of mutual

-adjustment between interacting organisations.

o ‘Given that some scope for collaborative activity seems feasible or actually exists,
- how can-we explain any specific linkages thdt develop? A threefold focus is available:
upon the environmental context; upon the ca mparative properties of an organisational

mnetwork; and upon collaborative linkages themselves. These three approaches are not

-in conflict, but should be viewed as complementary approaches. A total analysis of

S .Ew_.mmm:mmmo: and operationalisation of these variables.

H_:m environmental context

.‘Hwﬁn.d._m_ factors in the environment may cre
‘organisational relations by affecting the
independently. In ‘turbulent fields’, individual organisations, however large, cannot
expect to adapt successfully, simply throughtheir own direct actions. Emery and Trist

w,oomo&w.w Much of this could apply to Britapn. :

.m.ﬂn.?oammam.mmozﬁ relations would require a thorough understanding of the interplay -
between the variables operating on all levels, but such an analysis is dependent upon

ate the necessary preconditions for inter-
ability of an organisation to function

._mem‘v..annm@ several indicators of ‘turbulence’ ~a field containing a relatively large
: Enwmm nm..oﬂmmzﬁmmmonmm inability of agencies to satisfy the demand for services; an
unstable social-situation; a new programme or piece of legislation; a retrenching’
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*sTesearch, it appearedthat. pressures were greatenough to induce
gencies to talk togetherand enterarelat oose confederative arrangement. Itwas
Gtuntil much later, when the financial rewards for a closer relationship were tripled,
hitthe agencies give up anything of value: Clearly the environment is important, but
ot of-itself sufficient, to explain the existence and nature of inter-organisational
Jationships. More immediate factors require to be examined.

he comparative properties approach

he comparative dimension has been viewed as an initial determinant of the occur-
¢ of collaborative activity and as a factor in its continued existence and success.

. comparative properties approach involves examining the similarities or differ-
s of interacting groups or organisations on certain attributes or dimensions which
titute a set of conditions that continually shape the pattern of interaction.
ffect, the comparative properties are seen as independent variables, and any
eéquent collaborative mechanism as dependent variables. The literature identifies
reral comparative property prerequisites for the creation of collaborative activity.

r-organisational homogeneity

variable is concerned with the degree to which the members of an interaction
= “network exhibit functional and structural similarity. Reid (1969) takes the view that
L2 ithough similarity of goals is not necessary for collaboration to develop, it is likely to
[end.fo additional cohesion, and more extensive and stable exchanges. Some of the
tafatiire on health/personal social services forums would certainly suggest that
obstacle to more fruitful collaboration is the difference in value-systems and
5-amongst the participants. Whilst all may find virtue in a ‘banner’ goal of
ymmunity care’, the operationalisation of the goal may reveal conflicting underlying
mptions.
asenfeld (1972) makes a useful distinction between ‘people-processing’ and
ple-changing’ organisations. Within the welfare field, the traditional focus has
upon the latter, whose explicit function has been to change client behaviour.
stion and social work organisations are obvious examples.
ople-processing’ organisations process people and confer public status upon
1, and thereby shape people’s lives by controlling their access to a range of settings.
cariiples would be Job Centres, Observation and Assessment Centres and Juvenile

5.

géople-processing” organisations-are much more likely to be involved in collabor-
ctivity. Their raison d’étre is the classification and disposition of clients, and the
séeur mainly outside their boundaries. Staff activity
t,-negotiations-with them on'a classifi:

al external-recipients
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hypot Qmm_mma that ‘people-changing’ organisations will be less attracted to collabor-
ctivity than ‘people-processing’ organisations. This notion would help to explain
% for example, social work has a poor Hano& of ‘boundary transaction’ activity with
O] mn_mmco:m concerned with social security and housing.

.::hn: CONSENnsus

‘Theéreis some overlap between the notions of or, ganisational homogeneity and domain
“*. gonsensus. Any discussion of inter- o_.mmnhmmmon_a analysis either explicitly or implicitly
- deals'with the concepts of domain and domain consensus.

.H.r.oEwmo: (1967) defines it as:

m set of expectations, both for members of an cammammmon and for others with whom they
iteract, about what the other organisation will arjd will not do . ... it provides an image of the
mm_.:mm:cn s role in a larger system, which in turn serves as a guide for the ordering of action
nnnm_n directions and not in others.

Br EB et.al. (1972) operationalised it as an onmmammmon,m statement as to whether or
" 'not:a particular organisation should be involved in an agency formed for a specific
- - plTpose.
-+ The establishment of domain consensus requires the resolution of some potentially
* difficult issues. First it requires agreement on Wﬁmoﬁo organisational goals. Second it
- AsSuUIMnes a- nanm:cEQ of organisational mom_m philosophies and reference orienta-
" tions. Finally, it requires some agreement mBonmmﬁ kindred professionals upon their
ﬂoﬂzon in-a hierarchy of professionals. Clearly these will not be attained easily. An
. ‘organisation’s history and association with a ﬁm::nc_ﬁ. problem should increase the
TP m.m.EEQ of the problem being within its dom 1in, but even this may be insufficient to
‘' maintain the domain consensus. The public, political or other organisations may

“become dissatisfied with the progress of a wm&n:_mn organisation, question its domain
= “and withdraw legitimation. The manner in which in the 1940s local government lost its

framework.
~7.‘The establishment of a consensus over domain has two important implications. The
- most.obvious is the mmnE.Em of legitimated n_EEm Possession of a domain permits an
I.i:ofganisation to operate in a certain sphere, claim support for its activities and define
proper practices within its realm. Moreover, the authority to conduct activities is
generally assumed to imply a claim upon money adequate to attain performance ina
préescribed sphere:
e ‘other-implication is for collaborative! activity itself, but the literature has
nonm_ozuw views:on this. When organisations rmcm similar domains, they are likely to
ware of oneanother and to have the resources needed to help each other achieve
gir. respective goals; but similar domains. also increase-the potential for territorial

tes mmn_ noa_umcﬂon <mm de Ven qu& E.o_uommm a no:nme.m-mrmvmm relationship
é_.znw the: pol

tesponsibility for both hospitals and poor law relief may be examined within this

nna Om Emw .
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Network awareness
It has already been suggested that interdependency is the most fertile ground for
- collaboration, but organisations must have awareness of their interdependence. Not
- only must they have knowledge of one another’s existence, but they must also perceive
- a possible matching of goals and resources that would result in more effective goal
-achievement. Collaboration will also be affected by the extent of positive evaluation —
the judgement by workers in the crganisation of the value of the work of another
organisation.

This may be affected by the length of time that organisations have been members of
a network. A history of distinct administrative divisions, separate patterns of account-
ability and isolated patterns of training and professional socialisation all militate
against positive networl awareness. It is not uncommon in the literature to find not
only a poor understanding of the roles of related professions and organisations, but
also an unduly critical appraisal of any potential contribution. Most of the reports of
inquiries into child abuse cases provide ample evidence of this.

Organisational exchange

The concept of ‘exchange’ can be traced back to the work of Marcel Mauss, who

roposed an explanation for the seemingly one-way transfer of resources by suggesting

that receipt of the gift created an obligation in the receipt. The concept, therefore,

implies that no goods or services are ever transferred without reciprocity of some kind

being involved. Theorists have utilised exchange notions to provide a loose conceptual

framework for their analyses, but few attempts have been made to apply these to inter-

rganisational relationships in welfare.

+In their seminal contribution, Levine and White (1961) defined ‘exchange’ as "any

oluntary activity between two organisations which has consequences, actueal or
ticipated, for the realisation of their respective goals and objectives’.

Cook (1977) points out that the problem with this definition is that it incorporates
nyform of voluntary activity, thereby rendering the term synonymous with interaction.

he prefers to confine the concept to those situations where interactions are based
pon reciprocal reinforcement — where exchange provides foreach actor a reduction in
rganisational uncertainty.

An exchange analysis is fruitful because it focuses attention upon power processes,
tiich are fundamental to an understanding of collaboration. In exchange rela-
onships, power is linked to dependence. It is precisely because the needs of both
articipating parties need to be fulfilled by an exchange (i.e. it must be beneficial to
oth) that an integrated and rational system does not always evolve. There are many
ases-where a transfer of resources from one organisation to another may be desirable
om the viewpoint.of a co-ordinated system, but may be beneficial to only one party.
e reluctance -of-the: NE nter into unilateral resource transfers to. local
. I ) based scheme for some clients is-an illustration
d i:n: the actors have: m@:& Power. (or mg:m_.




amount to little more than the formalisation

{lrernative resource sources

S0 isdtions in its network to the extent that it has accessibility to elements it needs -

. ..ﬂ:u..aq o&%mn, sources. In terms of Hasenfeld’s (1972) ‘people-processing’ organisa-

nmmmonm,.imﬁop. processing and reduce the pressure to form links with any one outiet
" Without siuch alternatives, the organisation would be under pressure to contral either

- who
“the

50n to an outlet but defining him or her as

- continuedhigh use of custodial options by juveni

oxln Enmom_mmﬂmﬁm properties approach, the|basic unit of analysis is the network of
- organisations, consisting of a number of distinguishable organisations having a signifi-

- cant amount of interaction with each other.

el mmnﬂ._wﬁm_..mnmo: may at one extreme include extensive reciprocal exchanges, and at
the owrnn.wnﬁmzmm.rOmnHmQ or conflict. [The] variables [. . .] above may help us to explain
..;.‘.mnmw".mmﬁmao:m. Benson (1975) puts forward the notion of ‘inter-organisational
5 maEfdﬂEu.. An inter-organisational network jis said to be equilibrated to the extent
: m._mﬁ articipant organisations are engaged in highly co-ordinated, co-operative inter- -
- actie .‘.m‘,”cm.mma upon normative consensus m:m_acEm_ respect. He hypothesises that.
Emn@m_m.ﬂ tendency towards equilibrium, and argues that increases in one equilibrium
component (partly covering [the variables] above) will tend to be associated with
increases in the others. Similarly, decreases in dne will be assaciated with decreases in

" the 6thers:

_u.mgww.nm.Dnmmammmo:m. Four key dimensions ten
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.HEE element in organisational exchange is the availability of alternative
‘An organisation is less dependent upon exchange relations with other

the’ availability of such alternatives will increase the discretion of personnel

Cits Em#% or w._“m output of clients, or bath. It may, for example, only accept clients for
isposition resources are available, or it may confer a ‘holding’ status, linking

tudy of employment placement agencies found that clients for whom job oppor-
nities were ot available were more likely to be classified as requiring counselling
than similar clients for whom job opportunities were available. In Britain, this frame-
= “werk could help to explain the funetioning of observation and assessment centres, the
- availability of assessments and statements un der the 1981 Education Act, mum* the

"he third and final focus is upon the actual dimensions of interaction or exchange

- 34T

¢ of formalisation of a relationship — the

of the clear dominance of one party
‘fion; and the-existence or otherwise of an

stence of administrativeor. Fm“._m._m,. ]
ermediary co-ordinating body. g .

he extent to which an interdependency is given official sanction by the parties
volved refers to the degree to which rules, policies and procedures govern inter-
GENCY: AETECMEntS and contracts. In social welfare settings, informal tacit arrange-
nts-occur quite frequently among organisations — cases may be referred from one
gency to another and ideas can be exchanged — but formal agreements are less
mimon. This may be in part attributable to the greater commitment required
fa formal agreement, and the potential threat to organisational autonomy which

“ormalisation increases as an agreement 1§ verbalised, written down, contractual
d; ultimately, mandatory. Mandated interactions invoive laws or regulations
ifying arcas of domain, information and financial obligations, the most obvious
“being one externally imposed by the legal or political system, Aldrich (1976)
d that these tended to be more intense, unbalanced in favour of one of the
— Orpanisations studied and associated with lower perceived co-operation.

= " Benson (1975) hypothesised that in voluntary, non-mandated situations, domain
sensus and positive evaluation were preconditions for collaboration, and the
rganisations attempted to exert power as the exchange occurred. However, when
bilaboration is mandated by law, the toles of the interacting organisations have
dy been defined, and domain consensus should not be an issue.

" such situations, positive evaluation becomes a key issue for the interacting
anisations. In the operation of joint finance, for example, a form of mandated
itionship exists, but there may continue to be professional and organisational
Hishing over the respective abilities and perspectives of health and personal social
ces.

Thie second dimension of formalisation is the existence of an intermediary co-
finating body, which offers a measure of structural as opposed to agreement
alisation. An agency may be considered “‘co-ordinating’ if one of its important
tions is to bring about exchanges amongst other organisations. Reid (1969)
tinguishes between two major strategies that may be used to achieve this — the
litation and induction of interdependence.

The “facilitation’ of interdependence rests upon the assumption that the organi-
jons to be co-ordinated are already close to interdependence or are ready to move
1ig-direction. The degree of facilitation required will depend upon the degree of
nterdependence already present. At its simplest, this strategy could be executed by the
gvelopment of inter-organisational awareness of potential interdependencies in
jstion to existing goals and resources; - o =

“inore common and problematiccircumstance arises when a co-ordinating agency
confronted with either ahigh deg e.ofindependence or conflictamong constituent

unready for disposition. Hasenfeld’s

le courts.

d to'be used for examining linkage

duced’ by ‘effecting major changes in
cht ma erierated by the: use of-
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resources which the co-ordinating agen

rganisations desire. In this way,
have brought a degree of orde
d ed through
d by extern,
S and Department of the Environmer,
and then legislation (1977 Homeless Pers

pon local authority housing and social ser
. be tenuous and subject to rupture.

for exampl

Degree of intensity ‘
The level of intensity indicates the amoun
¢lations with other organisations. Aldrich (
irst, the amount of resources involved in a |
number of services, referrals and staff SUpL
ccommon indicators of the intensity of a relat
.mwamn...oamﬂmﬁma sector. Second, the Jreque
although cognisance needs to be taken of th
at which they take place.
2 Maost social services contacts involve boup
" teferral of clients, but these contacts may n
. Rogers (1974) has attempted to develop
relationships, ranging through director ac
- tion exchange, resource exchange, overlap
Ad hoc case co-ordination draws only minj

whereas some form of *programme co-ordina
- ‘Unless the success of a venture has been ¢
inclined to choose the less intense situation ¢

pi

Degree.of reciprocity

. ‘exchange’, discussed earlier. Interactions nee

parties to an exchange may have greater

conditions of the activity than others.
There are several elements of recipracation

reciprocity~ the extent to which the IE50Urces

i

of value transacted between a
materials,-and client referrals.

ORGANIZATIONS

Gy possesses or controls and which other
r to the voluntary sector of housin

a
t attempied, by the use of Circular (18/74)
ons Act), to impose collaborative activity
vices departments. Such an approach may

t of investment an organisation has in it
1979) identified two measures of intensity

on, but measurement is much easier in the
ncy of interaction between organisations
> nature of contacts and the authority ieve]

dary-spanning personnel who arrange the
ot be critical to organisational survival
a scale of inte
quai

mall

The-reciprocal dimension to a collaborative rela
¢d not necessarily be symmetrical — some

‘Telationship) flow to both parties equally or be
gencies may encompass money, physical facilities an
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This is even more true of an intangible such as prestige — the judgement by workers ir
ne organisation of the value of the work of another organisation. Indeed, where suct
idgements are negative, self-validating ideologies may be internally generated whicl
cgate the assessment criteria used by external groups. Collaboration will be unlikely

such circumstances,
A related notion is definitional reciprocity — the extent to which the terms of
ansaction are mutually agreed upon, with equal contributions from all participant,

eraction is not limited to situations in which both parties set the terms of t
reement. Many welfare agencies must follow regulatory or legislative guidelines
Stablishing collaborative relationships, therefore many of the terms are pre-set

Wever, an organisation may be predisposed to joint activity, but avoid a specific
s=encounter because there is no give and take in problem definition.

€, the Housing Corporation may be sajd to

g. Alternatively,

or ‘influence’, whereby
linfluences. For example, in the 1970s the

2

the use of ‘power’ or

-

(4
S
he

ir

.

elationship. Among welfare agencies, the
ort provided to another organisation are

‘Degree of standardisation

- [his represents another dimension taken from traditional madels of bureaucratic
tiucture. Just as internal standardisation of procedures smooths bureaucratic
rations and promotes efficiency, so the standardisation of external relations i

ught by cost-conscious administrators. Two aspects of standardisation can be
1guished,

Ll

nsity in inter-organisational
ntance, director interaction, informa-
ng membership and written agreements
y upon the resources of an organisation
tion’ encompasses a much larger portion. |
learly established, organisations wili be
over that which is highly demanding, -

]

tionship is based upon the notion of

nfluence in determining the bases and

n, of which the most common is resowrce:
in a transaction (or in the longer run, 4
nefit one of them unilaterally. The unit

,Eoﬂﬂmmouﬁoimﬁmmm..m_mo importan ..Hnm

of ‘exchange o the -nature .of the ri
k - LN P 4H.W
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.”_‘___._m_o.nmu— change in inter-organisational networks:

BV _Giventhe Mawnm&um analysis, how might Eﬂw?oﬂm.mammaoiﬂ networks change in such
oo awayas to promote collaboration? Benson (1975) identifies three sources of pressure

_ n.._n-nﬁm_...anzw.h?&n%mm
.,.‘Gr..muwm _..m._..m.o:mE through agreements and joint planning in which each affected socia]
- J‘.ﬁémummﬂ_&vmﬁnm and exercises options, and any resultant network alterations are
- . -typically compromises agreed upon by the|affected organisations. Such compromises
.. " will usually.involve a process of negotiation and exchange through which each party
- voluntarily relinquishes some valued condition in exchange for similar concessions on
... the part of others. However, despite the frequency of co-operative strategies, the
.- conditions for their success are restricted, since each party must hold mosmﬁamm of
- " value for the oﬁ.wma party and be capable of resisting the other’s demands, Agreements
-+ -may cover a wide variety of products or behaviour — exchanges of funds, personnel
L facilities and clients are among the most obvious, but agreements to cease &me%m
-~ vand harassing activities may be of equal im portance.

o Incentives strategies
_”HE..m mmummﬂ.ﬁmm the purposeful alteration of environmental constraints which may be

. inhibiting collaborative activity, but falls lshort of a directive. It may be seen as
e .m.u&nmncm to government regulation of the cconomy through manipulation of interest
.o Tates, tax rates and the money supply. Such a strategy may involve an alteration of the
EE.«.@EEm of resources flowing into a network (as in the case of joint finance) or an
R .:m._.mu..oa of resource channels as a means ow changing priorities. Tactics such as these
-~ ‘typically belong to an executive office or a legislative body.

o .‘,,m__u,‘_wau.wn:.._....m strategies
Organisations with common vertical ties may be directed to engage in joint activities
that would not ordinarily occur on a voluntary basis. Relations between agencies may
__w.m_ m.ﬂn_mna\ specified, covering the regulation of contacts, referrals, resource mrmawm
mnm_ so forth. This is premised upon the womwmcmzq of an executive or legislative body
utilising a dominant position in the flow of resources to specify the nature of pro-
grammes and linkages at subordinate levels| and not merely to encourage or reward
.mmmq”wcnﬂﬂ.ﬂm. This could cover the amem_m of a local authority taking action to
@mmwmﬂ..dwwunanﬁmmma.. as in the cases of corporate planning and the fusion of
social services and housing departments in several of the London boroughs. It would
m_moqmm_moawmmw.mﬂnﬂnﬂm at national government level to rearrange boundaries in the
pursuit of ‘collaboration, such as the attempt to produce coterminous boundaries
between health and social services authoritiss in the 1974 NEIS reorganisation.

Broadly, such a strategy could cover: =~ | o IR

, @w_mn.ﬁﬂmunmnn ”om New programmes;
he:formalisation of linkages which:ha
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Conclusion: a warning

This chapter has drawn.upon Americanliterature onmanagement and the sociology o
organisations to suggest an analytical framework for the analysis of collaborative
activity in social welfare settings. The British approach to this important area has beer
nduly empirical. The usefulness of such a framework remains to be put to the test ir
avariety of settings. [. . ]

. However, a provisional warning should be given against thinking that collaboratior
likely to be a significant factor in resolving welfare dilemmas. Davidson (1976) ha:

oted the paradox whereby:

_commentators on the effects of co-ordination are almost uniformly pessimistic, vet co
‘ordination continues to be promoted as a means of providing greaterrationality in the deliven

of services,

Varren et al. (1974) have also pointed to the frequent failure of structural arrange
ments for collaboration in attaining tangible results. They found that out of a total o
06 reports of structured co-ordination, only 125 instances of positive tangible result:
‘ere obtained, and 29 of these were simply tautological references to improvet
ommunications.

“The state of the art in assessing the feasibility of successful collaboration is not wel
enough developed to include precise operationalised measures for the variable:
involved, and further research is needed on operationalisation of the concepts and ot
esting the relationships between them. But at the end of the day, the fashianing o
ollaborative relationships of substance remains a job for talented practitioners.
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