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INTRODUCTION

“We want to see an end to this emphasis on price and competition and to see the
establishment of a more collaborative, participative and ethical commissioning
framework for adult social care services and supports, squarely focused on achieving
better outcomes for people using these services and improving the experience of the
staff delivering them. By shifting emphasis in this way we believe Scotland can
deliver social care supports more fairly and more sustainably.”?

We have heard a lot about the power of collaboration to improve people’s lives since
the COVID-19 pandemic transformed everyday experiences for all of us. The rapid
development of vaccines has emerged as an inspiring example of what collaboration
between different sectors, and across national boundaries, can achieve. Meanwhile,
in the often overlooked world of social care, the Independent Review of Adult Social
Care in Scotland? outlined the major changes needed to transform the social care
sector. One of the changes called for is increased collaboration.

There isn't yet a detailed map for this transformative journey but, fortunately, some
pioneers have already started exploring the terrain. A quiet revolution in ways of
working is being tested and sometimes, even encouraged. The Building Collaboration
Fund was one such encouragement. This report explores how a small investment
enabled organisations in Scotland to spend time developing collaborations designed
to improve social care and support services, including commissioning. Its purpose is
both to identify what collaborators learned and to help potential and early-stage
collaborators to recognise and address common challenges to help them achieve
their goal of making services work better for the people who use them.

BACKGROUND

The Building Collaboration Fund (BCF) was a joint initiative between the Coalition of
Care and Support Providers in Scotland (CCPS) and the Scottish Government which
opened for applications in February 2019. It was developed following research
carried out by the social enterprise Collaborate CIC in partnership with CCPS3 and
drew on the experiences of voluntary sector social care providers of person-centred
care and support in Scotland which were already working in four collaborations to
inform and develop future practice. One of the key learning points in that report,
which is summarised below, provided the rationale for the BCF:

! Independent Review of Adult Social Care in Scotland (2021) (gov.scot), p.72.

2 Independent Review of Adult Social Care in Scotland (2021) (gov.scot)

3 Davidson Knight, A; Olson F (2018) ‘Collaborative Providers: Delivering transformation in care and
support for Scotland’ Collaborate/CCPS.
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“Provide resource for collaborations to strengthen practice — making funds available
to existing and developing collaborations to access bespoke support to help them
work through challenges and strengthen their models would provide essential
backbone support, without which these models could fall by the wayside.”

The research was carried out in the context of several changes to policy and
legislation in Scotland which point towards the need for greater collaboration
between commissioners, providers, supported people and their wider communities
but which generally fall short of showing us how to achieve it. Describing these
would make for a whole report in itself. However, a key factor driving this work on
building collaborations has been the slowness, some would say failure, of Scotland’s
public sector in making significant progress towards achieving change in line with
the recommendations of The Commission on the Future Delivery of Public Services.>

One fund cannot achieve the reforms called for by the Commission, but it can help
us all learn what might help build better services. The Building Collaboration Fund
was created to provide practical support and learning for a minimum of four and a
maximum of six collaborations between organisations providing social care and
support services, which, in line with the Commission’s focus, would have the aim of
“pursuing better support for people”.

The £100,000 Fund was designed to offer grants of up to £25,000 to groups of third
sector partners working in collaboration to improve their provision of social care and
support. Inspiring Scotland supported the development of assessment criteria and
managed the application process to create a shortlist of collaborations. There were
eight main scoring domains for assessment:

e Where the partners are in their collaboration journey

e Why the partners are collaborating

e How the collaboration will improve services

e Clarity regarding the roles of the collaborating partners

e Challenges to the collaboration (awareness of risks)

e How the collaboration will benefit from involvement in the programme

e Resources allocated to the collaboration so far

e Programme involvement (commitment to participation in workshops/clarity on
what funding is for)

The first domain was scored on the clarity of the applicant’s understanding and
description of the stage they had reached in their journey rather than on whether it
was a well-established collaboration at the point of application.

24 applications were deemed eligible for full assessment, and a selection panel of
independent stakeholders was invited to make a final decision on successful
applicants. This resulted in six collaborations being awarded funding in Spring 2019.

4 Davidson Knight, A; Olson F (2018) ‘Collaborative Providers: Delivering transformation in care and
support for Scotland’ Collaborate/CCPS, p.23
> Christie Commission on the future delivery of public services (2011) (gov.scot)
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The award included access to peer-learning workshops delivered by CCPS and
Inspiring Scotland staff with the support of invited guests. The first of these took
place in late April 2019 and the fifth, and last, took place on 6" February 2020.

METHODOLOGY

This report draws on questionnaires completed by staff from participating
organisations at an early stage of their participation and at the end of the
programme. Not all staff completed both questionnaires and there were also
changes in staffing along the way. There were seven completed baseline survey
questionnaires and seven end of programme self-assessment questionnaires.

The Collaborative Providers Index (CPI),® featured in the Collaborative Providers’
report, was used to help structure the questionnaires and the semi-structured
interviews. It comprises five categories of “essential considerations” for those
delivering or looking to develop collaborations. BCF participants were introduced to
these within the learning programme which was integral to the BCF work. The
previous research had identified several guiding principles which the researchers saw
as “catalytic in helping collaborations realise their aspirations”. These are
summarised in the following CPI diagram.

COUABORATIVE DEUVERY

\K COLLABORATIVE
PROVIDERS
\ INDEX
COUABORATIVE LACES
COLLABORATIVE RESOURCING
| ‘ |

Figure 1

6 Figure 1, Collaborative Providers Index (Davidson Knight, A; Olson F, 2018) Collaborate, p.30
7 Davidson Knight, A; Olson F (2018) ‘Collaborative Providers: Delivering transformation in care and
support for Scotland’ Collaborate/CCPS,
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The semi-structured interviews were carried out with ten people representing all six
collaborations funded through the BCF. These took place in February and March
2021. Interviewees were nominated by CCPS on the basis that they, or their
organisation, were lead contacts throughout the programme. Some declined to be
interviewed but at least one staff member from all six collaborations participated.

Interviews were also carried out with the two programme facilitators from CCPS and
Inspiring Scotland.
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MEET THE COLLABORATIONS

This application came from an existing collaboration between four organisations
working together under the name of the Voluntary Sector Recruitment Working
Group. This was set up as an informal group in 2017. The partners, Turning Point
Scotland, Carr Gomm, with YOU and Ark Housing Association had agreed a new
governance and membership structure and were in the process of setting this up at
the time of the application. The purpose of their collaboration was to address
challenges in recruitment and retention of social care staff. They recognised that
individual organisational changes and actions designed to overcome these challenges
had largely failed. The partners took the view that sharing knowledge and resources
would help gather evidence of what works well and what does not more effectively
and quickly. The overall purpose was to move towards improving the quality and
range of support offered to the people they served through improving their ability to
recruit, develop and retain well-trained staff.

Their goal was to create a positive impact Scotland-wide.

This collaboration between two organisations, Fair Deal and Support for Ordinary
Living, was focused on making direct improvements to night-time support services in
Castlemilk and South Glasgow and providing learning which could be applied across
Scotland.

They had already been working together for two years at the time of the application,
had six other health and social care providing organisations engaged in the work and
were active members of the Glasgow City HSCP Transformational Change
Working Group. One key driver was the dramatic increase in the costs of
providing sleepover support since the (now overturned) ruling® requiring staff to
be paid an hourly rate. Separately, in Scotland, a decision was made by Scottish
Government to extend payment of the Living Wage to sleepover hours.?
Potential cost savings had been identified if organisations developed shared
approaches to night-time support on an area basis. However, it was very clear
that the overall aim of ensuring that well-designed services are also good value
for money was to underpin the principle of ensuring choice and control over

8In 2017, the Employment Appeal Tribunal upheld the decision ruling all hours of sleepover support
shifts attract payment of the National Minimum Wage (NMW) (Roya/ Mencap Society v Tomlinson
Blake [2017]WLR (D) 443). This decision was overturned by the Court of Appeal in 2018 ([2018]
EWCA Civ 1641). The Supreme Court upheld the Court of Appeal’s decision that employees are not
entitled to the payment of NMW for the duration of their sleepover shift (Royal/ Mencap Society v
Tomlinson Blake [2021] UKSC 8).

2 CCPS response to the 2017 announcement on Living Wage for overnight support is available here:
https://www.ccpscotland.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/Press-Release-19th-October.pdf
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good quality services for people who decide that care provided in their own
homes is the best option.

Five partners made the application: Penumbra, Barony Housing Association, with
YOU, EVOC and Carr Gomm. Their focus was third sector home visiting mental
health services support (known as “support at home”) in Edinburgh. There was a
need to improve the way the services were contracted. EVOC had convened an
engagement event in 2018 to enable stakeholders to explore the need for change,
had contributed to the Edinburgh Thrive Strategy (mental health strategic
commissioning plan) and kept the Wayfinder Commissioning Group and Thrive
Edinburgh (the mental health partnership) updated. The need for change had also
been explored in partnership with the Edinburgh Health and Social Care Partnership.

The goal stated in the application was to create an outcomes-based contracting
mechanism. This was considered necessary to overcome the difficulties being
experienced by organisations unable to sustain effective services without finding
ways to supplement the contract fees from other sources. The potential benefits to
people using services would be more flexible and person-centred support likely to
ensure more positive outcomes.

Quarriers led a collaboration including Engage Renfrewshire, Impact Arts, RAMH,
Renfrewshire Council and West College Scotland. This brought providers of
support services together with an organisation with expertise in mental health
(RAMH), commissioners and, in the case of West College, a provider of learning
opportunities for young people. The collaboration had worked together since
Autumn 2018 on engagement and scoping work with young care experienced
people and the local Champions Board to explore what they wanted to see
happen in order to prepare a bid to the Life Changes Trust's Home and
Belonging funding programme. The bid was successful and their proposal to BCF
stated that they aimed to collaborate to identify good practice in sustaining
tenancies and identify new approaches in supporting care experienced young
people in the community. The aspiration was to further embed joint working
in their support of and services provided to care experienced young people.
The pilot work was intended to involve 25 young people who would be given
a £2k personal budget and would be supported to use this to invest in
services of their choosing.

Vintage Vibes is a collaboration established in 2015 between a registered social care
provider, LifeCare and a Community Development Trust, the Broomhouse Centre
and Enterprises. It had already won an award for its work on tackling loneliness and
social isolation in older people in Edinburgh before making its application to the
Building Collaboration Fund. It had developed a clear leadership and governance
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model by creating a Consortium Steering Group which reported directly to the
boards of both organisations.

The original goal had been to find the most effective means of achieving the best
possible outcomes with the maximum possible humber of people over 60 living in
the city. It had carried out research and engagement work at a significant scale
before testing, refining, and delivering a specific model of volunteer engagement
with older people which has resulted in achieving positive outcomes.

The focus of its application was sustainability. Funding for its highly-respected
delivery of services was not an issue at that point but it was seeking resources which
could be focused on developing and future-proofing the collaboration, ensuring
ongoing co-production with the people using the services and sharing the learning
with others.

These two organisations had been collaborating on topics of shared interest for
seven years prior to this application. In early 2018, each was awarded funding
through the Scottish Government Sexual and Health and Blood Borne Virus
Framework. Similarities between their funded activities led them to collaborate
more closely to ensure their projects were joined up and did not duplicate work.

The focus of their application to the BCF was triggered by the serious outbreak
of HIV infections among people who inject drugs in Glasgow. Their aim was to
collaborate more effectively to ensure that the information Waverley Care
collects through local service delivery with people living with blood borne viruses
could be used by the Scottish Drugs Forum to influence national practice and
policy, and that the expertise of Scottish Drugs Forum staff would inform local
practice initiatives.

The ultimate purpose of developing better informed influencing work was to
secure improvements to people’s wellbeing through the development of
evidence based and well-funded harm reduction and social care policies in
Scotland.
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THE COLLABORATIVE JOURNEY

The journey so far: Benefits and barriers

Most collaborators interviewed for this report said that collaboration is key to
achieving better outcomes for supported people and in making better use of money.
While their work was not complete, most were confident that they were either
delivering improved services or had moved closer to being able to do so through the
ongoing collaborative work.

Collaborators also mentioned the refreshing and energising nature of working
together on developing shared visions and outcomes. Collaborating was undoubtedly
hard work at times, but collaborators frequently mentioned the benefits to
themselves, to their organisations and to those they seek to support. The most
common themes were:

e A positive impact on learning, motivation and energy

e The ability to share data and findings from engagement and co-production
work

e Opening new possibilities — for new or refreshed, improved, more cost-
effective services, for saving public money and for reducing risk through
sharing

e Enjoying a respite from the pressures and disadvantages of the current
competitive system

Every collaborator described the process as difficult at times. When focusing on the
challenges these were the most common themes:

o Differences in organisational culture
e Accountability, decision-making & unhelpful behaviours
e Power differences between organisations

Each of these is explored below.

Learning, motivation and energy

The action learning sets and workshops run by CCPS and Inspiring Scotland as part
of the BCF programme were described as a significant asset in terms of relationship
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building, for problem solving and for encouraging information exchange and learning
between collaborations.

The ability to spend BCF funding on facilitated sessions within collaborations was
also highly valued. Collaborators described the ways in which coming together in a
structured way, both within their own collaboration and with others, helped to create
a positive, co-operative culture and strong relationships within the collaborative
group despite external pressures or cultural differences back in the “day job”.

Several collaborators felt energised and sometimes overwhelmed by the
opportunities to improve services which emerged when people started to trust each
other and share ideas.

Sharing data, engagement and co-production work

Collaborators talked more about sharing insight born from the breadth of experience
across member organisations than about sharing factual data such as surveys,
reports or evaluations. The ability to draw on that collective experience, made more
possible by the learning programme that was included in the BCF experience, was
mentioned frequently:

However, a collaboration which explicitly sought to share data held both prior to the
collaboration, and gathered during its work described the process as “difficult” and
“time consuming”:
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A key aspect of sharing and growing knowledge was in the field of engagement and
co-production with supported people.

In most BCF collaborations, embedding ideas and examples generated from co-
production was credited with both stimulating productive, energising discussion and
enabling progress towards positive change. Several collaborations were informed by
previous co-design work, rather than using BCF funding for that objective, but it was
still a keystone in their collaboration. There was some indication that this aspect of
collaboration opened up access to more information than was usually possible for
one organisation to achieve alone.

New possibilities

Sharing resources was remarked on repeatedly as a benefit of collaboration and a
successful element of BCF work which brought several collaborative teams together.
These were generally resources of the less tangible kind which do not necessarily
relate directly to an organisation’s size or income. For example, ideas, experience,
knowledge and time spent listening were all valued very highly by the majority of
participants.

Partnering with larger organisations also brought benefits. They seemed more likely
to be able to offer back-office service type support such as accounting, HR and
governance advice and support, access to legal advice and to office or meeting
space which helped the collaborations function effectively on a day-to-day basis and
explore different potential futures.

An eye-opening experience for one collaborator was hearing about the creative ways
in which others had used small resources to great effect. This revealed ideas and
possibilities which she felt she would not have come up with alone or within her
much smaller team:
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Confidence, gained from working with like-minded people or people with similar
experiences, also increased for some participants. The sense of shared perspective,
for example of the difficulties of being ignored or overlooked by what they perceived
as more powerful organisations or individuals, was highly valued. As one of the
quotes above shows, there was a keen sense that collaboration can help a collective
voice to emerge which holds more weight than when organisations speak just for
themselves or for their clients.

One collaborator described the possibility of collaboration reducing the risk to service
users when a service which, despite achieving great outcomes, can run into
difficulties such as a funding crisis, which are harder to overcome when working
entirely alone:

The idea that public sector organisations are risk averse surfaced in several
interviews. This was seen on occasion as a barrier to progress. However, there was
some optimism that collaborative working would help in this regard. It was
suggested that sharing the risks of innovation could help reduce the risks of
innovation. For example, by ensuring it is founded on good quality engagement and
co-production work. These were outcomes collaborators felt could be achieved over
time although there was no evidence that this has yet been achieved to a significant
degree in the six BCF collaborations.

Respite from the competitive system
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The continuing dominance of the system of competitive commissioning and its
effects on culture and behaviour was often mentioned as having had a negative
impact on collaboration. The competitive system for awarding contracts might
stimulate healthy competition but several BCF collaborators referred to the system
as one which works directly against the honesty and transparency needed to work
together most effectively. They described it as tiring and divisive.

Despite these concerns about negative impacts of competition, some collaborators
clearly succeeded in building effective, trusting relationships with their partners.
Others found it much harder. This difference appeared to stem from two key
themes:

e Shared history — people having previously worked together as colleagues or
faced similar challenges in their careers seemed to find it easier to trust build
and proceed as planned

e Significant differences in organisational cultures, values, relative power, sector
and size seemed to make progress more challenging

Several collaborations had emerged from informal contact and previous working
relationships and some collaborations pre-existed the involvement with BCF by
several years. Collaborators clearly understood shared history, culture and values to
be a platform for building the trust needed to work well together. Where these were
weaker, achieving the desired progress appeared to be most difficult.

Several tactics were deployed to address this and collaborators remarked on the
supportive programme run by CCPS as a benefit in this regard. Making time to get to
know each other became important. Both the funding itself and the peer learning
programme which ran alongside were resources which collaborators used to achieve
better relationships within, not just between, partnerships. In new collaborations
without a long shared formal or informal history people emphasised the value of
spending time on relationship building:
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Most collaborators mentioned the importance of being able to trust their partners
but also some spoke about trust inside their own organisations. Trusting and being
trusted was described as mattering because:

e It enabled people to think more creatively and test more radical ideas with
each other

e It helped honest conversations to happen without unhelpful conflict

o It helped swift decision-making when senior colleagues, including trustees,
trusted the judgement of lead collaborators

Differences in organisational culture

The theory of embedding co-production and evidence from good quality
engagement work with citizens was clearly embraced and reflected on by all the
collaborators interviewed for this report and addressed in the applications to the
fund. However, both the theory and the learning acquired through good practice in
this area seemed, in some cases, to be insufficient to, as one interviewee put it, turn
the “tanker” around.

Rather than experiencing the culture and behaviour of co-production as being
“embedded in the DNA" of every collaboration, as described in the Collaborative
Providers Index, a minority of BCF collaborators gave examples of partners who
seemed to respond less openly to citizen choice and engagement. In all cases the
criticism was of larger organisations by smaller organisations.

One larger collaborator was described as having moved too rapidly from engaging
service users in a “test and embed” type process to a distant desk-based process
instead of embarking on a more person-centred engagement process exploring how
the service would best be delivered:

Another spoke of a large partner as being more risk averse:
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"The people who are getting support are the experts on what they need,
and how support is working for them at the moment. And the providers
are the experts on how they're delivering support, and then the council ...
I don't know, what are they experts on? Well, in some ways, contracts,
and you know, they hold the money. [...] I think the council is just very
risk averse.”

The work of relationship building and of creating a collaborative culture was
repeatedly linked by collaborators to the ability to achieve agreed outcomes. As one
collaborator put it:

"You need to be really friendly and open and interested and curious about
them [partners]. [...] trying to be personally engaging with each partner,
which is pretty tiring. We were very conscious that some organisations
were bigger than others, but we tried to ensure there was equality in the
partnership. [...] I suppose what I was trying to do, was advocating for
it.”
There was a great deal of frustration expressed by some collaborators who
referenced the power of some organisations to continue business as usual in ways
which they felt undermined their collaboration. This is addressed in more detail in
the section on power below.

Accountability, decision-making & unhelpful behaviours

“Suddenly, you're in a much bigger team. And that can be a little bit more
challenging because you've got another whole load of people who might
have different learning styles. So sometimes when we had our sort of
collaboration workshops, there was a bit of tension. Because people had
different ways of doing things and different ways of learning.”

"I think kind of looking back, I saw myself more as a facilitator, I
suppose, than a leader. And maybe that's where on reflection, I could
have done things differently and taken more of a leadership role. Rather
than seeing myself more as "I'm just bringing you together” to kind of
figure out what you want to do about this.”

The majority of BCF participants interviewed for this report remarked on how
people’s behaviour helped or hindered progress. That people do not always behave
in ideal ways was hardly a surprise to the more experienced participants, but it still
generated frustration.

Behaviours which proved problematic were described in three main ways:

e People directly engaged in the collaboration being unwilling or unable to make
decisions in a timely way
e People not always taking agreed actions
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e People taking actions which had not been agreed or were not in line with the
spirit of a decision

Decision-making was a particularly thorny area in which collaborators expressed
significant frustration. This was typically criticism from smaller organisations directed
at larger partners. Senior staff in smaller organisations were more likely to be the
“hands-on” participants in the collaborative partnership than their senior peers in
larger partner organisations. This often had an impact on relative speed of decision-
making.

A combination of workload issues in the “day job” and slowness in decision-making
often seemed to be the main underlying reason for people failing to deliver agreed
actions. This raised the issue of what “buy-in” at senior level means. One
collaborator from a relatively large participating organisation was very frustrated by
a heavy workload that had a negative impact on her availability for the collaborative
work. In this case it was suggested that a funding team had made errors in
assessing the staff time necessary at bidding stage and that the line manager
seemed not to have anticipated the necessary workload.

Inconsistent attendance and lack of continuity of representation caused problems for
several collaborations. Staff churn seemed to be more prevalent in the larger
partners. When collaborators were replaced in a team there were two examples
given of what appeared to be inadequate handover briefings which slowed progress
and in one case appeared to temporarily derail the project when the successor took
actions which had not been agreed by the collaborative group.

Lack of shared accountability, complicated hierarchies and substitution of senior
people by those with less authority without granting them the necessary decision-
making powers were all cited as examples of challenges which slowed progress.
Some said the frustration of working alongside partners with little or no decision-
making power was compounded by the hierarchies in larger partner organisations
that sometimes made it difficult to hold partners to account for delayed decisions or
actions not taken.

Collaborators mentioned that people were sometimes drawn back into behaviours
which better met the needs of the existing system or their own organisation rather
than the desired outcomes of the collaboration. This was felt to be especially true of
partners with commissioning powers and of larger organisations in general.
However, one collaborator was concerned by any organisation with growth goals
expressed in monetary terms. The question asked was whether this was compatible
with collaborating to sustain or improve support services in ways which might reduce
an organisation’s involvement and also, possibly, its income.
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Leadership behaviours were, not surprisingly, an important aspect of the
collaborations. The collaborators were not asked to reflect on leadership behaviour
using a particular definition or categorisation of leadership styles. Qualities identified
in leaders in collaborations which achieved positive progress included:

e being democratic

e Dbeing reliable (doing what you say you will)
e showing empathy

¢ being challenging when necessary

e having vision

e listening

Whether or not someone was identified as a leader, the types of behaviour seen as
most functional for achieving progress through collaborative working were:

e being flexible

e open to changing plans

e generous — with time, with knowledge and with sharing leadership

e communicating well

e being able to put organisational loyalties aside and focus on a shared goal

e Being firm and consistent in terms of ensuring meetings happened and that
people felt included

e Transparency and honesty

Though the need for clear and strong leadership may seem obvious with the benefit
of hindsight, not all collaborators interviewed seemed to have been as clear about
the need for strong leadership at the start as they were at the point of interview.
When organisations volunteer to participate in achieving a shared goal it is tempting
to assume good intentions and clear plans will get you there. Generally, this was not
true. Lots of small imperfections — including irregular meeting attendance, staff
churn, slowness in taking agreed actions or in reaching or communicating decisions,
poor communication out of meetings, the demands of other projects or people —
combined to delay and undermine plans. Leadership behaviours, including being
willing to have difficult conversations, to keep the focus on shared goals and being
firm and consistent in pursuit of the actions needed to reach them stood out as
indicators of success in terms of progress.

Power differences

Page 16 of 25



Most collaborators reflected on the significant time it takes to bring good ideas and
evidence from co-production and testing work into a multi-organisation partnership,
through a decision-making process and then into a revised plan for delivery. There
were two clear examples of where the routines and targets of the existing system
seemed to undermine this process and the overall purpose of the collaboration:

e Where the routine timing of issuing new contracts was incompatible with the
stage the collaboration had reached in its development of new ideas and
models for service delivery

e Where a perceived need for speed transformed a deliberative, person-centred
engagement process into a desk top tick box exercise.

These examples were nearly always expressed as frustration with larger
collaborative partners, especially those with commissioning powers. When people
identified problems or issues which they felt had slowed or stalled progress they
were often attributed to one of the following:

e Organisations that seemed unable or unwilling to empower their BCF
participants to take decisions in a timely fashion

e Organisations that used their relative power (usually commissioning power) to
insist on courses of action not always supported fully by the collaboration’s
leadership group or the evidence from co-production work

e Organisations that were perceived to be putting pre-agreed business goals
ahead of shared learning which suggested that achieving better outcomes
would require them to change those goals

e Collaborations which, despite staunch efforts to be inclusive in the ways in
which decisions were reached, did not have the power to proceed at the
desired pace or in a way they felt would be best. This was sometimes, but not
always, linked to the lack of a clear decision-making structure or partnership
agreement.

In short, the collaborating teams were all locked, to some extent, inside systems and
organisational cultures that had significant power to influence their collaborative
work and sometimes they indicated that the issue was directly related to differences
in power between organisations. This was expressed very directly in examples given
in which partners had commissioning powers giving them the ability to specify and
award contracts. For example, one public sector partner was criticised for carrying
on with a scheduled tendering process without allowing time for testing on a smaller
scale first as had been envisaged by other members of the collaboration.

However, there was also some indication of power relations within individual partner
organisations having a negative impact on a collaboration. For example, a
collaborator felt her small partnership team’s commitment to equality and
transparency was undermined by a new pay settlement which boosted pay for the
employee of one organisation but not of the fellow staffer employed by the other
partner. Ripples from decisions which made good business sense in one part of the
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organisation were not always seen as positive from the perspective of the
collaborative team.

In the examples given it was clear that some partner organisations felt the need
continue or to re-apply the “old” system even if this was undermining or slowing
progress towards the “new”. This seemed to mirror the difficulties there have been
in devolving more power to those who use support services. It's an old but sound
principle that the people for whom a service is designed should have a say in
designing it. Extending this principle of “nothing about us without us” to the inner
workings of a collaboration also mattered to the people interviewed for this report.

Sometimes the collaborators suggested that the trajectory of a partnership was
perceived as threatening by a participating organisation’s own leadership. There was
an indication that the degree of support on offer from decision-makers sometimes
felt as if it was related to the extent to which the collaboration was supporting the
existing core business plans. A call for significant change, whether born out of good
quality co-production work or not, was described by one collaborator as seeming
unwelcome or responded to as a threat. The need for senior sponsors, where senior
staff are not directly engaged with the collaboration, to help resolve internal
roadblocks was not always anticipated.

Differences in power which related to access to back-up resources was also
mentioned as something that BCF funding mitigated to some extent. In at least one
collaboration, access to independent legal/expert advice had been budgeted for. This
provided a means of countering any possible power imbalance in terms of access to
specialist advice. One collaborator commented on the ease with which a partner can
block steps other partners would like to take, either deliberately or in error, by
accessing in-house or retained legal or other specialist advisors. This collaborator felt
that the power of a well-informed professional opinion from outside the partner
organisation to help open discussion or counter a dogmatic position was likely to
prove invaluable as they moved closer to achieving real change.

How far did collaborators get?
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The Collaborative Providers report described a journey of collaboration which
illustrated some of the common milestones and phases observed in their research.1?

Catalytic Funding
* From independent funds
» For forming collaboration
* For testing and innovation

FUNDING &

RESOURCE

DELIVERY Writing proposals

Awareness as
PARTNERSHIP competitors,

some relationships

InKind Resourcing
* From partners
* For coordination for joint delivery

Defining scope Developing
& plans & iterating

Developing Formalising

Sustainability Funding
*+ From a mix of public and independent funds
* For sustaining activity
* For embedding in wider local provision
+ For extending elsewhere

Reviewing Sustaining/embedding
& replanning & extending

Reviewing > Extending & adapting

PRE-COLLABORATION

PHASE 1 - TEST & EMBED

PHASE 2 - SUSTAIN & EMBED

Figure 2

Participants in the BCF were asked in their application to use this analysis to describe
the stage they had reached in their journey. They were asked this again in the

interviews for this report. The journey, as described by the collaborators interviewed
is summarised on the next page.

10 Figure 2, The Journey of Collaboration (Davidson Knight, A; Olson F, 2018) Collaborate, p.8
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Self-description in Self-description in

Collaboration 2019 application 2021 interview

Early stage Phase 2:

Because Scotland Cares Test & embed Sustain & Embed

On the border of Phase 1
and Phase 2 but in
Connecting danger of slipping back.
Neighbourhoods Test & embed Feels like we've gone
back to pre-collaboration
in a way.

Very early stage of Phase
2 — testing and
Pre-collaboration/Test & embedding will follow a

embed tender process rather
than inform the tender
process.

Penumbra/EVOC

Edging into Phase 2:
Sustain & embed until
Pre-collaboration/Test & Covid slowed down

embed early stage referrals. Described as
“firmly” in Phase 1: Test
& embed.

Quarriers

More firmly in Phase 2:
Sustain & embed but
Vintage Vibes Sustain & embed almost went back to the
pre-collaboration phase at
times.

Moving into Sustain &
Waverley Care/Scottish embed but Covid has held
Test & embed . i
Drugs Forum work back so testing still
needed to some extent.

All collaborators reported progression across the phases. The extent to which this
progression was sustained varied; there was clearly forward and backward travel
along the way. Most journeys appear to be better described as a series of loops with
some backwards but ultimately more forwards movement through the stages rather
than anything approaching the steady, linear process of a train stopping at all
stations. Variations of the phrase “two steps forwards, one step back” were used by
several participants but only one felt that decisions made had disrupted the process
to the point that it could be argued there had been no opportunity to really make
any meaningful headway through the test & embed phase.

In all cases the Covid pandemic was referred to as a disruption which affected
progress. For some it hindered their capacity to test agreed changes in service
delivery, to gather feedback in the ways they would have preferred or to meet and
celebrate achievements. The pandemic also held up the evaluation process. Most
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participants felt their feedback provided in the interviews for this report was less
detailed than it might have been because the events and behaviours which helped or
hindered progress were less easy to remember than if they had been interviewed in
early 2020. However, two collaborators specifically mentioned the potential benefits
of the pandemic-related disruption. One found that the switch to online meetings
was key to achieving more consistent attendance of key people and indicated that
the disruption opened up the path to change:

Another mentioned the way in which commissioning organisations had been forced
to trust providers to adapt services rapidly. They believed the scale of some changes
would not have been tolerated by risk averse organisations pre-Covid and, although
not always positive in nature for supported people, where outcomes remained good,
the experience was proving that trusting the judgement and skills of providers can
bring benefits all round.

Is the journey’s “"end” in sight?

None of the BCF collaborations described their journey as complete or at an end.
Only one described a possible “end” point. This was envisaged to be the
transformation of the collaboration into a wholly new organisation. Progress on this
had been delayed because of the impact of the Covid-19 pandemic. Although
prompted in interviews to share thoughts about next steps no other collaborators
mentioned plans for new entities, mergers or any other outcomes involving
significant organisational change. They all saw themselves continuing work as a
partnership for some time. This was described either as being in line with original
plans or the result of progress having been slowed or stopped by the pandemic.
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CONCLUSIONS

The representatives of the six collaborations interviewed for this report considered
they had made progress towards improving services through collaboration. Most felt
that the pandemic had either slowed or reversed that progress. However, the
sudden and radical changes required of service providers as a result of the pandemic
was thought by some to have positive potential in terms of establishing that rapid
change made possible by commissioners trusting providers to exercise good
judgment and to innovate is less risky than previously assumed.

Overall, they stressed that achieving positive outcomes through collaboration takes a
significant amount of time but that collaborating to improve and to deliver services
was likely to make more effective use of public resources in the longer term.

Only one collaboration had taken steps towards creating a new entity to continue
the collaborative work. The future, in terms of ways of organising ongoing joint work
or building on the outcomes of the work, was not as clearly stated by other
collaborators. This was surprising given the levels of enthusiasm expressed for
continuing the work, the achievements indicated and the challenges encountered. It
is possible that this was related to the unavoidable hiatus imposed by the pandemic.
However, this is an area which would benefit from further focus in any future work.

Key points which emerged from their reflections on working with the support of the
Building Collaboration Fund are:

e Enabling people to share knowledge, experience and mutual support between
different collaborative partnerships is a catalyst for positive progress.

e Progress is rarely linear through the phases identified in the Collaborative
Providers Report—-matters such as membership churn, changes in external
conditions and behaviour of team members can result in collaborative teams
taking a step back before achieving further progress.

e Consistent staffing over time helps but is not essential to effective
collaboration. The quality of briefing and management of nhew members of a
collaborative group has a significant bearing on pace and quality of progress
and outcomes.

e Outcomes in terms of improved services are likely to take longer than when
an organisation works alone but collaboration can offer much greater breadth
of citizen engagement for co-production, can stimulate creativity and make
better use of resources suggesting a higher likelihood of delivering services
which are more cost-effective and of better quality.

¢ No specific leadership style guarantees success but deploying soft skills such
as showing empathy and listening along with timely, transparent and honest
communications are important qualities for making positive progress.

e Behaviours that hindered progress included missing meetings, failing to
progress agreed actions between meetings and meeting the needs of their
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“home” organisation or the existing system in ways which damaged or
disregarded the work of the collaboration.

e Lack of clarity around an agreed decision-making model can be a problem but
failing to empower the most involved and knowledgeable staff to make
decisions has the most marked negative impact on progress.

e Senior buy-in, (at governance as well as exec level) has to include practical
support such as adequate resourcing in terms of staff time and enabling a
decision-making process that keeps pace with the collaboration’s work.

e Sharing data was not a major theme but participants did refer to data sharing
as being challenging. The laws on data protection were not cited as the key
hurdle but rather, the very varied ways in which organisations have chosen to
operate within the law.

e Differences in power between organisations have a marked and usually
negative impact on collaborative processes and outcomes. This was often
seen as a large v. small organisation issue and in some cases seen as an issue
specifically relating to the power held by those in the public sector with
commissioning responsibilities.

Collaboration is highly compatible with Scotland’s direction of travel, as outlined in
policy, but struggles with the reality on the ground. Collaborations which focus on
re-configuring support services in ways which, if successful, would most likely lead
to a different slicing of the funding pie are clearly requiring a degree of altruistic
behaviour from some partners. This is compatible with the values espoused by many
organisations and with principles such as person-centred support but it is much less
compatible with the competitive framework in which providers are currently required
to operate.

Some of the experiences recounted by BCF collaborators suggest that it will be very
hard to move to the “establishment of a more collaborative, participative and ethical
commissioning framework” called for in the Feeley report before the emphasis on
price and competition is removed from the system. However, although the potential
for business self-interest to undermine or impede collaborative work emerged as a
concern of some BCF collaborators there is no substantive evidence from the BCF
programme that this occurred.
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MAKING IT HAPPEN: KEY LEARNING FROM THE
BUILDING COLLABORATION FUND

The potential for positive outcomes from collaborations is not limited to service
improvements or greater cost-effectiveness. The work of collaborating can also have
a positive impact on the workforce.

Investment and support offered by the Building Collaboration Fund helped in the
following areas:

Collaborating needs energy and generates energy

Collaborators described feeling energised, motivated and inspired by working closely
with others to improve systems and services. This was enhanced by the learning and
reflection sessions funded as part of this programme.

Collaborators described reaching agreement and taking actions as a long and time-
consuming journey which can be tiring as well as rewarding. The BCF helped
mitigate this by enabling funding of staff time and additional supports such as
facilitation.

Progress in collaborations is uneven

Two steps forwards and one step backwards was a phrase used to describe
progress. This was generally attributed to two main inter-related factors:

e Inconsistency in staffing on collaborative teams

e Lack of decision-making powers delegated to hands-on members of
collaborative teams

The BCF provided a facilitated space in which to reflect on these and similar
challenges with peers and this was described as helpful by all participants
interviewed for this report. There were sufficient similarities of experience between
collaborative teams to help individual leaders work collectively on practical solutions.

Collaboration requires trust

Collaborators who took time to build trust and to get to know their colleagues
reported the most positive progress and experiences. The BCF helped create the
time and space for work on relationship building where strong relationships were not
already in place.

Collaboration requires leadership

No single leadership style ensures success but collaborations benefit from having key
leadership figures prepared to challenge and support others to help maintain
progress towards agreed shared goals. The supportive architecture of the BCF
helped people to explore both what might be required of them as leaders and access
or learn more about some of the practical tools that might help keep a collaboration
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on track. For example, partnership agreements, clear decision-making models,
access to specialists, such as legal, advice and finding out how others addressed a
range of challenges such as securing senior level sponsorship/engagement.

However, there are limiting factors which small-scale investment and
support of the type provided by the Building Collaboration Fund cannot
mitigate entirely. The two most clearly demonstrated by participants in
this work were:

1. The power of systems, processes, rules and behaviours which make up “business
as usual” to disrupt, delay, undermine and prevent change.

2. Real or perceived risks of organisational loss resulting from proposed changes
which involve working very differently. This could be a loss of income, status,
reputation, or another valued asset.

Several collaborators in this programme indicated that the real or perceived risks to
organisations when collaboration looks set to threaten their current business model
appeared to be a limiting factor on progress. It was clear that power, in particular
commissioning power, is easily deployed in ways which maintain the status quo and
resist change.

Any further investment in supporting or promoting collaboration needs to bear the
issue of power relations in mind. It is not helpful to ignore inequalities in power
between organisations or between collaborative team members and others in their
home organisations.

The experiences of participants in the Building Collaboration Fund work showed that
improvements to support services can be achieved through collaboration within the
current competitive system but that the current system is also a barrier. The work
has not progressed sufficiently to prove longer term change is not possible within
the structures that demand “business like” behaviours of social care providers.
However, it offers some indication that the system which requires social care
providers to behave as competitive businesses is the one least likely to achieve
transformational change in support services through collaboration.
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