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Abstract 
Drawing upon Powell’s (2007) three-dimensional model of a ‘mixed economy of 

welfare’, this thesis examines how initiatives introduced by Aotearoa New 

Zealand’s National-led government (2008-2017) have challenged the ways in 

which social services are provided, funded and regulated. These initiatives include 

the establishment of a ‘social investment approach’, a commission of inquiry into 

‘More Effective Social Services’, reforms to state housing and the piloting of a 

number of new commissioning tools, such as Whānau Ora commissioning 

agencies. Key aspects of these reforms include a strong focus on outcomes or ‘what 

works’, the precision targeting and segmentation of service users and efforts to 

streamline government contracting processes. Drawing upon findings from a series 

of qualitative interviews with key stakeholders in the social services sector, this 

thesis explores how these initiatives have further eroded the boundaries between 

the state, the private sector and the community and voluntary sector and the extent 

to which these changes can be seen as furthering the privatisation of social services 

in Aotearoa New Zealand.  

While drawing upon international theorising around the mixed economy of welfare 

and privatisation, this thesis applies such theories in new ways. In particular, this 

thesis extends Powell’s (2007) model, using the dimensions of provision, finance 

and regulation not only as lenses through which to analyse changes in the 

distribution of welfare across sectors (i.e., the extent to which measures of 

privatisation have occurred) but also to understand how the sectors themselves 

have been transformed. It finds that there have been significant implications for 

community and voluntary sector organisations involved in the provision of social 

services and their clients. On the one hand, community and voluntary sector 

organisations have sought to become more business-like in order to be more 

competitive within the ‘market’ for social service provision. On the other hand, the 

government’s social investment approach has required community and voluntary 

sector organisations to take on behaviours and roles traditionally associated with 

the state sector. There are a number of potential policy implications arising from 

these shifts, including reduced levels of diversity within the community and 

voluntary sector, as well as reduced levels of trust between community and 

voluntary sector providers and their clients. 
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Chapter One: 
Introduction 
 
In 2008, a new coalition government was elected in Aotearoa New Zealand. Led by 

the National Party, the coalition included the Act Party and United Future and was 

further supported through a confidence and supply relationship with the Māori 

Party. Governing in the shadow of a global financial crisis, the new government’s 

policies were aimed at achieving ‘more for less’, in particular via the introduction 

of an actuarially-based ‘social investment approach’ to social services. During its 

three terms in office (2008-2017), the National-led government demonstrated a 

keen willingness to shake-up the social services system, introducing a number of 

initiatives that challenged the ways in which social services were provided, funded 

and regulated. This thesis argues that these initiatives have impacted particularly 

on community and voluntary sector organisations involved in the provision of 

social services and their clients, while also reshaping the social services landscape 

in Aotearoa New Zealand in significant ways.  

 

The genesis for this research project can be found in 2014, when I was employed 

as a research analyst and family violence network coordinator for the Waitakere 

Anti-Violence Essential Services (WAVES) Trust. WAVES is a small community 

and voluntary sector1 organisation based in West Auckland, Aotearoa New 

Zealand. The trust does not provide frontline services; instead, its role is to provide 

strategic backbone support to a network of social service providers who work with 

families and whānau2 impacted by violence within West Auckland. The network 

includes not only community and voluntary sector providers but also statutory 

 
1 The term ‘community and voluntary sector’ is used throughout this thesis to describe community 
based non-profit taking organisations involved in the provision of social services. This term is 
contested and is unpacked in more detail in Chapter Two.  

2 Whānau is an Indigenous concept that is often (mis)translated simply as ‘family’. Unlike common 
(Western) understandings of family, which tend to centre on the nuclear family structure, whānau 
are multigenerational, with lineage traced through both male and female sides. This means that 
individual members are likely to have relationships within and obligations to several whānau 
groups. Whānau are also seen as the smallest social unit in Māori society (Metge, 1990; 1995; Moeke 
Pickering, 1996).  
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government agencies including Police, the Department of Corrections, Ministry of 

Justice, Ministry of Social Development and Oranga Tamariki3. The community 

and voluntary sector organisations that constitute the WAVES network are very 

diverse in terms of structure, workforce and the range of services they provide. 

Some organisations are ‘specialist’ providers, whose core business involves 

working alongside victims and/or perpetrators of family, whānau and sexual 

violence. Other network members provide a broader range of services including 

parenting programmes, children’s services, disability services, community 

development, community housing, community law, counselling, and budgeting 

services.  

 

My role was to coordinate regular network meetings, to provide information to 

network members about changes in government policy that might impact on 

practice, to plan violence prevention campaigns and activities and also to capture 

trends and emerging issues within the local sector and advocate about these on 

behalf of the network back to government. This was achieved through both formal 

submissions and consultation processes to central government and local 

government on proposed policy and legislation and through informal relationship 

building and network interactions. The nature of this work required me to look 

across a broad range of policy initiatives being introduced by government and 

provide analysis about the potential impacts for our network members. Through 

this work, it became apparent that the National-led government, elected in 2008, 

was undertaking a comprehensive programme of policy changes aimed at 

transforming the social services landscape.  

 

These changes were underscored by repeated messages from key ministers that the 

government did not know what benefit it was getting from its investment in social 

services and that there was little useful evidence about ‘what works’, as illustrated 

by the following statement from Minister for Social Development, Anne Tolley 

(2015, n.p.):  

 
3 On the 1st of April 2017, Child Youth and Family, a business unit within the Ministry for Social 
Development, became a stand-alone government agency and was renamed the Ministry for 
Vulnerable Children/Oranga Tamariki. Following the change of government in 2017, the name of 
the Ministry was amended, removing the word ‘Vulnerable’. This change is discussed in more detail 
in Chapter Three.  
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The government currently invests $331 million each year in this sector, and we 
need a structured plan to ensure this funding is making a difference for our 
most vulnerable Kiwis, and that it is being invested in the right places. … At the 
moment there is little evidence of the effectiveness, or not, of funding in this 
sector, because up until now most contracts have focused on the numbers of 
clients receiving services, rather than the effect that the service has on 
improving the lives of vulnerable people.  

 

By 2016, it was clear that the ideology underpinning many of the initiatives 

implemented could be encapsulated within what became known as the 

government’s ‘social investment’ approach. Popularised in the late 1990s by Third 

Way sociologist, Anthony Giddens (1998), the term ‘social investment’ is not new. 

However, while Third Way social investment policies were focused on social 

inclusion and building the capability and capacity of citizens to meet the needs of 

the market, it soon became apparent that the National-led government envisioned 

social investment quite differently. Emerging from work undertaken in 2010/2011 

to reform the welfare system, the National-led government’s version of social 

investment introduced the use of actuarial accounting methodologies to calculate 

the future costs of long term welfare dependency. Policy initiatives that served to 

reduce the number of working age people receiving benefits were subsequently 

seen as an investment against future costs (Chapple, 2013). According to the New 

Zealand Treasury (2020 n.p.), “Social Investment is about improving the lives of 

New Zealanders by applying rigorous and evidence-based investment practices to 

social services”. However, ideas about what constitutes ‘evidence’ and what 

strategies are best for ‘improving the lives of New Zealanders’ are contested. Over 

the course of the government’s three terms in office, the application of a social 

investment approach was expanded beyond an initial focus on people in receipt of 

welfare benefits to people accessing a broad range of government funded social 

services who could be considered to be ‘vulnerable’ (Boston & Gill, 2017). This has 

had significant implications for both the providers and users of social services.  

 

Feedback from members of the WAVES network indicated that many of the 

changes being implemented by the National-led government, coupled with 

ongoing tensions around levels of funding, were creating significant stress for 

community and voluntary sector providers. Commonly expressed frustrations 

included being expected to deliver ‘more for less’ within an environment of rising 
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costs and increasing levels of complexity. Providers also noted that the 

government’s increasing focus on evidence was creating increased workloads due 

to new data collection and accountability requirements. There were also concerns 

expressed within the wider sector that many of the changes were in fact a 

smokescreen for the further ‘privatisation’ of social services. But what exactly is 

meant by the term ‘privatisation’ and what does the privatisation of social services 

look like in Aotearoa New Zealand?  

 

Privatisation and the mixed economy of welfare  
The following comments from the New Zealand Council and Trade Union (CTU) 

(2015, n.p.), made in response to the New Zealand Productivity Commission’s 

(2015) More Effective Social Services report, demonstrate that there are differing 

understandings of what privatisation means in the context of service provision: 

[I]n essence, this report creates the way for the government to shift social 
services away from public ownership and accountability into the hands of 
organisations such as Serco who are focused on profit and have shown 
themselves to be disastrous managers of privately run prisons […] Experience 
has taught us that social services are best run when they are publicly provided, 
focused on providing universal, accessible services and work in collaboration 
with NGOs [non-government organisations] in providing services to our 
communities. When services are fixated with returning a profit their focus 
shifts away from ensuring the best service to ensuring money is saved where 
ever possible. 

In the above quote, concerns about the potential ‘privatisation’ of social services 

are not simply centred on a shift in the provision of particular services to 

organisations outside of the state, but rather are focussed on the type of 

organisation that states contract with. Here, in contrast to the notion of contracting 

to private for-profit organisations such as Serco, it is evident that the CTU does not 

consider state collaboration with community and voluntary organisations 

(described above as NGOs) as ‘privatisation’. 

 

In order to unpack notions of privatisation in relation to the social services system 

in Aotearoa New Zealand further, this thesis draws upon Powell’s (2007) three-

dimensional mixed economy of welfare (MEW) framework to explore how the 

National-led government’s focus on social investment and the transformation of 



 5 

social services has impacted on the distribution of welfare4 in Aotearoa New 

Zealand. Notions of a ‘mixed economy of welfare’ (Webb et al., 1976) stem from the 

understanding that, even when the welfare state model was at its peak (1948-1976), 

states have never been the sole site of welfare provision (Lund, 2007). Instead, a 

wide variety of social support has been provided to citizens by the community and 

voluntary sector, the private sector and the informal sector. While all four sectors 

(state, community and voluntary, private, and informal) play various roles within 

social service provision, the mix has changed over time as government policy 

priorities have shifted.  

 

Powell (2007) argues that mixed economy of welfare perspectives have been 

underutilised in policy analysis due to the fact that they tend to focus solely on the 

provision of welfare. Given that in Aotearoa New Zealand many of our social 

services are funded (and regulated) by the state but provided by a range of both 

community and voluntary sector and private sector organisations, focusing solely 

on the dimension of provision fails to capture the sometimes complex 

arrangements that underpin our social services system. By encompassing not only 

provision but also finance and regulation as dimensions of analysis, Powell’s 

(2007) model enables a more nuanced exploration of how policy changes might 

impact upon the distribution of welfare. In turn, this thesis extends Powell’s model 

using the dimensions of provision, finance and regulation not only as lenses 

through which to analyse changes in the distribution of welfare across sectors (i.e., 

the extent to which measures of privatisation have occurred), but also to 

understand how the sectors themselves have been transformed and the boundaries 

between them challenged.  This is detailed in Chapter Two.  

 

  

 
4 In this thesis the term ‘welfare’ is taken to include both cash transfers such as income support 
in the form of unemployement benefits or pensions (for example), but also services that are 
available to citizens. Some of these services may be universal such as in health and education, 
while others my be targeted towards citizens with particular needs. For example, states may 
fund social services such as counselling or drug and alcohol rehabilitation services. This thesis 
is particularly focused on social services and views such services as a subset of broader welfare 
provision. 
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Research questions 
This thesis is interested in the ways in which the changes implemented by the 

National-led government between 2008 and 2017 impacted upon the boundaries 

between the state, the private sector, the community and voluntary sector and the 

informal sector. By focussing on the community and voluntary sector in particular, 

it seeks to understand the competing forces that are blurring the boundaries 

between sectors and how these shifts may change the way in which citizens access 

or engage with service providers. Specifically, this research asks:  

• How have recent developments in social services in Aotearoa New 

Zealand challenged the boundaries between the community and 

voluntary sector and the state and private sectors? 

• To what extent have these developments resulted in the further 

privatisation of social services in Aotearoa New Zealand? 

• How have changes in the way in which social services are provided, 

funded and regulated impacted community and voluntary sector 

providers who currently deliver social services in Aotearoa New 

Zealand and their clients? 

 

My aim when embarking on this research journey was two-fold. In the first 

instance, I wanted to capture the experiences of the community and voluntary 

sector organisations that I was working alongside as they navigated an increasingly 

challenging social services environment. Secondly, I was interested in uncovering 

the underlying assumptions that underpinned the National-led government’s 

attempts to reform the social services system in Aotearoa New Zealand.  

 

There is a significant body of existing literature that examines welfare state change, 

including the relationships between the various sectors of welfare in Aotearoa New 

Zealand and internationally.  This thesis contributes to this literature in two key 

ways. First, my research encompasses the changes introduced to the social services 

system by the National-led government during the 2008-2017 period. The 

government’s unique application of a ‘social investment’ approach has garnered 

interest from policy makers internationally (see, for example, Australian 

Government Department of Social Services, 2017). But there has been little in-
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depth focus on the impacts of such an approach both for providers but also for the 

users of social services. This thesis fills that critical research gap.  

 

Second, a defining feature of the Aotearoa New Zealand social services 

environment has been the increasing recognition of the Treaty of Waitangi within 

policy and legislation, and the resulting emergence of a growing cohort of Māori 

organisations involved in providing services to their own people. The supply and 

confidence agreements signed between the National Party and the Māori Party 

resulted in the implementation of policy approaches that were both innovative and 

(seemingly) contradictory. The holistic, cross-agency Whānau Ora approach to 

service delivery launched in 2010 is one example of the way in which Māori claims 

for self-determination have disrupted traditional modes of service delivery, and 

blurred the boundaries between sectors. Here the thesis contributes to the 

international literature by highlighting how Indigenous peoples can and should 

play an important role in social policy in colonial settler nation-states but how 

desires for greater self-determination can be both facilitated and thwarted by 

government drives for ‘privatisation’. 

 

Overall, my adaptation of Powell’s three-dimensional MEW model to theorise 

these contradictions and challenges provides new ways of understanding how 

social services have changed in Aotearoa New Zealand. The insights that this 

research offers will also be of use to policy makers both nationally and 

internationally.  

 

Research design 
This research is not focussed on a single sector of social services (for example, 

housing or disability services) but, rather, is interested in a number of policy 

initiatives. When examined collectively, these form what Newman and Clarke 

(2009, p. 22) would describe as a ‘political project’. They argue that political 

projects: 

are more than political parties, involving more or less coherent efforts to bring 
ideas, interests, people and power together. Such projects seek to remake the 
world (or part of it) in a different way: to give power to the people; to 
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concentrate it in the hands of a deserving elite; to create social justice or to 
spread market efficiency.  

For this reason, this thesis uses exemplars from a range of social service areas to 

explore what I argue is a coherent political project to (further) transform the social 

services landscape.  

 

Table 1 outlines some of the significant initiatives that the National-led 

government (2008-2017) implemented across a range of social service areas 

during its three terms in government.  

 

Table 1: Timeline of social policy initiatives implemented by the 

National-led government 2008-2017 

Date Initiative 
Ministry 

Responsible  

2009 

Corrections (Contract Management of 
Prisons) Amendment Act 2009 enabled private 
entities to bid for contracts to manage the operation 
of correctional facilities5 

Department of 
Corrections 

2010 Whānau Ora launched Te Puni Kōkiri 

2010/2011 
Welfare Working Group established to 
undertake programme of welfare reform 

Ministry of Social 
Development 

February 
2011 

Office of the Community and Voluntary 
Sector disestablished with functions transferred 
to Department of Internal Affairs 

Department of 
Internal Affairs 

2011 
Charities Commission disestablished with 
functions transferred to Department of Internal 
Affairs and Independent Charities Board 

Department of 
Internal Affairs 

2013 
Whānau Ora Commissioning structure 
introduced 

Te Puni 
Kōkiri/Whānau Ora 
Commissioning 
Agencies 

 
5 Although for the purposes of this thesis prison management sits outside the remit of ‘social 
services’, this example is briefly discussed in Chapter Five due to its broader relevance to debates 
about the privatisation of public services.  
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2014 
Productivity Commission Inquiry into More 
Effective Social Services  

New Zealand 
Productivity 
Commission 

 October 2014  Community Investment established  
Ministry of Social 
Development 

2015 Social Housing Review Programme launched 
Ministry of Social 
Development, Housing 
New Zealand 

February 
2016 

Social Investment Unit established within 
Ministry of Social Development 

Ministry of Social 
Development 

2016 

Roll out of provider contracts requiring 
providers to collect and provide individual 
client level data to the Ministry of Social 
Development as a condition of funding 

Ministry of Social 
Development 

March 2017 
Announcement that disability services were to 
be restructured. This includes the roll out of 
individualised funding. 

Ministry of Health 

April 2017 
New Ministry for Vulnerable Children 
(known as Oranga Tamariki) implemented to 
replace Child, Youth and Family 

Ministry of Social 
Development/ 
Ministry for 
Vulnerable Children 
(Oranga Tamariki) 

April 2017 
First Social Impact Bond announced in mental 
health 

Ministry of Health 

2017 
Restructure of budgeting services as part of 
‘Building Financial Capability’ programme 

Ministry of Social 
Development 

July 2017 
Social Investment Agency established as a 
stand-alone agency 

Social Investment 
Agency /Treasury 

 

For the purposes of this thesis, I focus on developments summarised above that 

have direct impacts on what could broadly be described as community based social 

services. These are services that are primarily (although not exclusively) provided 

by community and voluntary sector organisations. These services include family 

and sexual violence services, counselling, parenting programmes, budgeting 

services, disability services, Whānau Ora, and family services. Such services are 

funded (in part) through contracts with a number of government agencies 
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including the Ministry of Social Development, Ministry of Justice, Department of 

Corrections, Ministry of Health, Whānau Ora commissioning agencies and Oranga 

Tamariki. Looking across the various initiatives above, it is clear that the 

government was strongly committed to doing things differently in relation to social 

services. Individually these initiatives all have the potential to transform 

relationships between government and organisations involved in social service 

provision. However, it is only when the initiatives are viewed in sum that the scale 

and breadth of the political project undertaken by the National-led government can 

be seen.  

 

In order to gain an understanding of how social services evolved under the 

National-led government (2008-2017) and how policies implemented during this 

period impacted on community and voluntary sector providers, I completed 19 

qualitative semi-structured interviews with key stakeholders involved in the social 

services system in Aotearoa New Zealand. The 19 interviewees were predominantly 

representatives of community and voluntary sector organisations, but also 

included government officials and representatives of key community peak body 

entities. As will be discussed in Chapter Four, clients of community provided social 

services were not interviewed as part of this research project. However, the thesis 

demonstrates that policies enacted by the National-led government (2008-2017) 

had direct implications for social service users including their access to services 

and privacy of client information. Data from interviews was woven together with 

analysis of key policy documents and my empirical chapters structured around 

Powell’s (2007) three-dimensional MEW framework. This framework allows an 

analysis of how government policies impacted on the provision, funding and 

regulation of social services.  

 

Thesis outline 
This thesis consists of eight chapters. Chapter One has outlined the rationale for 

this research project, arguing that during its three terms in government, the 

National-led government (2008-2017) introduced wide ranging reforms to the 

social services system. These reforms have had significant impacts on the social 



 11 

services system in Aotearoa New Zealand. In introducing the thesis, this chapter 

has also outlined my research questions and research design.   

 

Chapter Two seeks to develop a theoretical framework from which to explore the 

ways in which the National-led government’s (2008-2017) suite of policy initiatives 

have reshaped the social services landscape in Aotearoa New Zealand. It begins by 

outlining some of the ways in which notions of privatisation and welfare state 

change have been theorised. In particular, it establishes an understanding of the 

various sectors involved in the provision of welfare – often described as the ‘mixed 

economy of welfare’ (Webb et al., 1976). This concept is then expanded beyond 

welfare provision to encompass models that include finance, decision, regulation 

and political control as added dimensions through which to measure change across 

the sectors (Burchardt 1997, 2013; Powell, 2007; Powell & Miller, 2014). However, 

while MEW frameworks are useful in understanding changes to the distribution of 

welfare across the sectors, this thesis also seeks to understand the ways in which 

the boundaries between the sectors have become less distinct or ‘blurry’ (Billis, 

2010). The second part of this chapter therefore summarises some of the key 

theoretical debates about the ways in which community and voluntary sector 

organisations have evolved (or not) as a result of the various pressures placed upon 

them by shifts in government policy.  

 

Chapter Three traces the key policy shifts in Aotearoa New Zealand from the 

neoliberal reforms implemented during the 1980s and 1990s through to the end of 

2017, and how these have impacted on the various sectors of welfare. It begins by 

describing how the 1980s heralded a period of significant change as policy makers 

within many Western liberal democracies initiated programmes of what was 

described in Aotearoa New Zealand as ‘structural adjustment’ (Kelsey, 2015). 

Policies aiming to reduce the role of the state saw enhanced opportunities for both 

the private sector, as well as the community and voluntary sector, to become 

involved in welfare provision. This period of rapid change was followed by a shift 

towards ‘Third Way’ policies focused on issues of social inclusion. Third Way 

policies framed the role of the state as ‘enabling’ the community and voluntary 

sector in achieving social outcomes rather than direct state provision. Finally, the 

chapter outlines some of the major initiatives introduced by the National-led 
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government elected in 2008. I argue that initiatives such as the government’s social 

investment approach have resulted in significant changes to the mixed economy of 

welfare in in Aotearoa New Zealand that have impacted on both providers and 

users of social services.  

 

Chapter Four describes the research design and methodological underpinnings 

of this research project including key ethical considerations. The project draws 

upon data collected from nineteen participant interviews with key stakeholders 

within the social services system in Aotearoa New Zealand as well as analysis of key 

policy documents and related material.  

 

Chapter Five is the first of three empirical chapters that are organised according 

to Powell’s (2007) three-dimensional mixed economy of welfare model. Drawing 

from interview data, this chapter looks at the ways in which some of the policy 

initiatives introduced in Chapter Three have impacted on the provision of social 

services in Aotearoa New Zealand. I argue that while there are specific instances of 

policy that have resulted in changes to the distribution of provision across the 

sectors, new policy approaches including social investment in combination with 

the ongoing implementation of New Public Management principles have also 

influenced significant changes within sectors.  In particular, an emphasis on 

efficiency and effectiveness by government coupled with a competitive funding 

environment has led to pressure on community and voluntary sector organisations 

to adapt in ways that may undermine their mission and values. As parts of the 

community and voluntary sector have become increasingly commercialised, the 

boundaries between the private sector and the community sector have become less 

distinct. 

 

Chapter Six explores the ways in which the financing of social services changed 

over this period.  In the first instance, the chapter looks at the ways in which overall 

levels of funding for contracted social services have impacted on community and 

voluntary sector providers. Interview data suggests that the government’s focus on 

‘doing more for less’ coupled with legacy contributory funding models and 

increasing levels of demand for services created significant stress for community 

organisations. At the same time, the government was also interested in driving 
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innovation through the introduction of new funding models including social 

impact bonds, client directed budgets and the use of commissioning agencies 

operating outside of government. I argue that such innovations failed to address 

the underlying issues of insufficient government funding for contracted social 

services, however, they did provide opportunities for increased participation both 

through funding and through service provision to private for-profit organisations. 

This suggests that some measures of privatisation did occur during this period.  

 

The final empirical chapter, Chapter Seven, focuses on the dimension of 

regulation in relation to contracted social services in Aotearoa New Zealand. 

Under the three-dimensional MEW model adopted within this thesis, increasing 

levels of privatisation would be evident through diminishing levels of regulation 

and control on the part of the government. However, the data presented in this 

chapter suggests that the government’s move towards a social investment approach 

saw community providers of social services subject to tighter restrictions and 

specifications. This has had a number of impacts, both on the providers of services 

and their clients. While Chapter Five found that the boundaries between the 

community and voluntary sector and the private sector were becoming less 

distinct, I argue here that government policies including new requirements around 

data collection were instead blurring the boundaries between the community and 

voluntary sector and the state. This illustrates the often-conflicting pressures that 

community sector providers are placed under while also attempting to maintain 

the very qualities that render them effective within their communities.  

 

Finally, Chapter Eight seeks to draw the threads of this thesis together by 

returning to the original research questions. It briefly summarises the impact that 

major policy shifts introduced by the National-led government (2008-2017) had 

on community and voluntary sector providers and their clients. It also identifies 

the threads that run across the empirical chapters, including the ways in which 

notions of partnership between the government and the community and voluntary 

sector have evolved over time. While it is clear that some of the tensions identified 

within this thesis predate the National-led government, I argue that such tensions 

have been exacerbated by the policies introduced during this period. Finally, the 

chapter explores the legacy of the National-led government following the change 
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of government in 2017. I suggest that policy approaches such as ‘social investment’ 

have proved to be resilient under a Labour-led government, in spite of changes in 

nomenclature (social ‘investment’ has made way for a focus on social ‘wellbeing’). 

In 2020, as the world turned its focus to the significant impacts of global pandemic 

Covid-19, ideas about the role of community and voluntary sector organisations 

within the MEW shifted again as, on the one hand, strong state intervention was 

needed to contain the virus yet, on the other hand, these non-government 

organisations were critical to the roll-out of many health and other social services 

addressing the social and economic repercussions of the pandemic.  
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Chapter Two:  
Theorising the boundaries between 
‘public’ and ‘private’ in the welfare state 
 

Introduction 
The role that states play in the provision of welfare is central to policy debates. 

Following the implementation of neoliberal policy regimes across many liberal 

welfare states from the 1980s and 1990s, such debates have included the extent to 

which public goods and services have been (or should be) privatised (Boston, 1992; 

Sanger, 2003; Walker, 1984). However, what constitutes ‘privatisation’ is 

contested. Narrow understandings of privatisation tend to focus on the transfer of 

assets and services from the public economy into private ownership and operation, 

while broader views encompass more detailed explorations of the roles of finance, 

regulation and provision (Powell, 2007; Powell & Miller, 2014).  

 

Regardless of the precise definition used, debates about privatisation have a 

tendency to polarise. The political left oppose privatisation on the basis that (in 

their view) the market is an inappropriate mechanism to uphold citizenship rights 

and access to goods and services deemed to be in the public good. Those on the 

political right support privatisation because they see the state as being inefficient 

and overly bureaucratic in its allocation of goods and services, favouring instead 

market, voluntary and informal solutions to social issues (Powell, 2007). There are 

also those who argue that states’ allocation of goods and services has historically 

been uneven, reinforcing inequalities between particular groups (Newman & 

Clarke, 2009). This has led some, for example Indigenous groups, to argue that 

they should have devolved authority and resources to provide services directly to 

their own people in ways which reflect their cultural needs and world views (Durie 

et al., 2012).   

 

This chapter begins by introducing the concept of a ‘mixed economy of welfare’ 

(MEW) by providing an overview of the sectors traditionally involved in welfare 
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provision; namely the state, the private sector, the community and voluntary sector 

and the informal sector. This is followed by a discussion of key terms and concepts 

used throughout this thesis, including ‘neoliberalism’/’neoliberalisation’, 

‘marketisation’, ‘commercialisation’, ‘corporatisation’, ‘financialisation’ and 

‘privatisation’. It then explores the various ways in which MEW has been utilised 

as a framework for understanding changes in the distribution of welfare across 

sectors and, in particular, as a means for assessing processes of privatisation. A 

number of multi-dimensional models that encompass not only the provision of 

services but also dimensions of finance, regulation, publicness and decision are 

explored. Finally, the chapter looks at the ways in which community and voluntary 

sector organisations have been influenced by state contracting practices and how, 

as a result, the boundaries between sectors of welfare have become less distinct or 

blurred. 

 

The mixed economy of welfare 
According to Pierson (2006), the term ‘welfare’ can – in a narrow sense – be used 

to describe the range of services and income transfers provided by the state to meet 

the particular needs of its citizens in areas such as health, education, housing and 

income maintenance. Conversely, welfare can be examined from a much broader 

perspective to look at the particular formations of a state, polity or society. 

Following the end of the Second World War, welfare policies developed in many 

affluent Western countries in response to a sweeping mandate from citizens for 

systems that would provide a measure of protection against some of the worst 

excesses and inequalities of capitalist markets that had culminated in events such 

as the Great Depression of the 1930s.  The long economic boom, beginning in 1945, 

allowed for increased levels of state spending on social policy programmes at the 

same time as wages were increasing, and facilitated the rapid expansion of what 

became known as ‘welfare states’. Following the long post-war boom through the 

1950s and 1960s, an era of “taken for granted, continuous economic growth” 

(Castles 2004, p. 1), many welfare states in the 1970s were threatened by sharp 

economic downturns resulting from oil shocks, rising inflation and sustained levels 

of unemployment, as well as increasing concern over aging populations (Starke, 

2008). Subsequently, sweeping economic reforms implemented across many 
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liberal welfare states in the 1980s and 1990s, saw significant challenges to the 

state’s role as the key provider of social services.  

 

The term ‘mixed economy of welfare’ (also referred to as ‘welfare pluralism’) 

emerged in the 1970s as a means of describing the various sectors involved in 

welfare provision; namely the state, the community and voluntary sector, the 

private sector and the informal or family sector (Webb et al., 1976). The extent to 

which states provide welfare differs between jurisdictions and also changes over 

time (see Esping-Anderson, 1990; 1999). It is important to note, however, that – 

even when the welfare state model was at its peak (1948-1976) – states have never 

been the sole site of welfare provision (Lund 2007). In reference to the welfare mix 

in the United Kingdom (UK), Walker (1984, p. 22) comments:  

…ever since the creation of the infrastructure of services known collectively as 
the welfare state, social services have been provided by a range of both public 
and private institutions. In addition to these ‘formal’ services, there are also a 
large number of ‘quasi formal’ or voluntary services such as the WRVS 
[Women’s Royal Voluntary Service] meals-on-wheels, as well as the ‘informal’ 
sector of family, neighbourhood and friendship networks.  

While all four sectors play various roles within social service provision, the mix has 

changed over time and the sectors themselves have also changed. Each of these 

sectors is now discussed in turn, including the rationale often provided as to why 

they should be involved in delivering welfare state services. 

 

The state 

Walker (1984, p. 20-21) provides a useful summary of the key arguments in favour 

of public control of social services:  

• Public social services promote social purposes and social integration rather 
than self-interest.   

• Collective public control of public services mitigates against the 
exploitation of those in need – i.e. there are conflicting motivations for 
organisations set up to maximise profit which can supersede their 
commitment to achieving the social good.  

• The ability to spread risk throughout the system through the public 
distribution of services. Under a privatised model those vulnerable and 
high risk groups may be excluded from protection.  

• Public control ensures consistency through standardised services. There 
are also advantages in efficiencies of scale, for example in the purchase of 
medications or building materials.  
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• The state is the only mechanism that can counter the tendency of 
capitalism to concentrate wealth and power into the hands of a few through 
its ability to redistribute resources and guarantee minimum incomes.  

There are various arrangements which may be considered to be ‘state’ welfare, 

including: services that are both financed and provided by the state; services that 

are financed by the state but where delivery is contracted out to providers either 

within the community and voluntary sector or the private sector; and, in some 

cases, instances where finance is sourced from outside of the state to fund state 

provision of services.  

 

It is also important to remember that local government has a role in the provision 

of welfare, particularly in education, health and housing, although the extent of this 

role differs between countries.  Lund (2007, p. 45) argues that social services 

provided by local authorities can be considered as state welfare because local 

authorities are elected by the public, they can impose taxation, and they have 

statutory duties related to the ‘public good’. However, Lund (2007) also notes that 

the autonomy of local authorities and their role as direct providers in social services 

has diminished, particularly in the UK, due to the introduction of national 

performance indicators. In Aotearoa/New Zealand, local governments have not 

tended to play as significant a role in the provision of social services, with the 

exception of social housing in some regions. For example, Wellington City Council 

remains one of the largest providers of social housing units in the city, providing 

more housing than Housing New Zealand (Stitt, 2013).  

 

Community and voluntary sector 

Defining what constitutes the community and voluntary sector is fraught with 

difficulty, not only due to the range of terminology used to describe such 

community and voluntary sector organisations but also the diversity in their size, 

workforce, structure and missions. Alcock and Scott (2007) point out that as 

organisations that sit between the state and the market (although sometimes 

overlapping with either at various junctures), they are often defined by what they 

are not; for example, non-profit, non-statutory, or non-governmental.  Kendall and 

Knapp, (1996, p. 133) refer to the sector as a “loose and baggy monster”, a term that 

seems apt in the Aotearoa New Zealand context where there is a lack of consistency 
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in the way in which such organisations are discussed. While there is a ministerial 

portfolio for the ‘Community and Voluntary Sector’ in Aotearoa New Zealand, 

alternative terms such as ‘Non-Government Organisations (NGOs)’ and ‘Not-for-

Profits’ are also often used interchangeably in government websites and policy 

documents. Internationally there are also a range of different terms used to 

describe organisations that sit between the state and the market. While the term 

‘community and voluntary sector’ is widely used in the UK, both there and in 

Australia such organisations are also commonly described as constituting the 

‘Third Sector’ (for example see Alcock, 2010; Lyons, 2001). The term ‘non-profit’ 

is more commonly used in North America (Weisbrod, 1988).   

 

This thesis will adopt the term ‘community and voluntary’ in order to describe 

those organisations in Aotearoa New Zealand that are neither state agencies nor 

part of the private (profit making) sector. However, as a descriptor, this term 

requires some further unpacking. According to the Community and Voluntary 

Sector Working Party (2001, p. 34), “the term ‘community’ is generally used to 

convey the idea of individuals sharing a network of relationships and forming a 

common identity either on the basis of a shared locality, common cultural and 

historical identity or through shared interests.”  

 

The term ‘voluntary’ relates to the fact that people who interact with voluntary 

organisations do so of their own free will (Community and Voluntary Sector 

Working Party, 2001). The voluntary nature of these interactions is in contrast to 

the state’s ability to exercise its coercive powers in requiring citizens to engage with 

statutory agencies. Although the idea of voluntary organisations is often closely 

connected to the notion of unpaid work, the Community and Voluntary Sector 

Working Party (2001, p. 35) point out that voluntary activity can involve paid work, 

as well as unpaid work, and that the “essential characteristic is not the element of 

pay or reward but the notion of freedom to participate.”  

 

However, the term ‘community and voluntary’ does not resonate well with 

particular groups who have distinct understandings of these terms. In recent 

decades, particular sorts of organisations have emerged as partners in the 

provision of social services due to their specific cultural capacities. In particular, 
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Indigenous organisations in countries like Aotearoa New Zealand have emerged to 

meet the specific needs of their peoples. These shifts have been underscored by 

calls to tino rangatiratanga or self-determination and rights guaranteed under the 

1840 Treaty of Waitangi/Te Tiriti, and international legislation including the 

United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP). The 

concept of ‘voluntary’ work is European in origin, and is at odds with a world view 

which sees working collectively for the benefit of whānau, hapū (sub-tribe) and iwi 

(tribal group) as being an intrinsic part of being Māori (Community and Voluntary 

Sector Working Party, 2001). This has led to a more extensive descriptor of a 

‘tāngata whenua, community and voluntary sector’ being adopted by some groups 

(Community and Voluntary Sector Working Party, 2001). Within this thesis, I will 

use the term ‘community and voluntary’ to describe those organisations that are 

not state agencies or private organisations. However, due to their important 

defining characteristics, I consider kaupapa Māori organisations as a particular sub 

set of ‘community and voluntary’ organisations. Given my particular interest in the 

Whānau Ora policy approach discussed throughout this thesis, I refer to kaupapa 

Māori organisations involved in the provision of Whānau Ora services as ‘Whānau 

Ora providers’.  

 

New Zealand’s Department of Internal Affairs (whose responsibilities include, 

amongst other things, providing advice to the Minister for the Community and 

Voluntary Sector) give the following description of community and voluntary 

organisations (Department of Internal Affairs, n.d.): 

Community and voluntary sector organisations are often referred to as non-

profit organisations. We have adopted the United Nations Non-Profit 

Institutions Handbook description of these organisations as being:  

• organisations with some degree of internal organisational structure, 
meaningful boundaries, or legal charter of information  

• non-profit, that is, not returning profits to their owners or directors and 
not primarily guided by commercial goals  

• institutionally separate from government, so that while government funds 
may be received, the organisation does not exercise governmental 
authority  

• self-governing, which means the organisations control their management 
and operations to a major extent  
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• not compulsory, which means that membership and contributions of time 
and money are not required by law or otherwise made a condition of 
citizenship. 

However, while the above description gives some outline of the structure and 

financial arrangements of such organisations, it speaks little to their motivations 

or organisational values. As a number of authors point out, community and 

voluntary organisations are attractive to governments as partners in the provision 

of services due to their significant contribution to social capital (Backman & Smith, 

2000; Neilson et al., 2015; Nevile, 2010; Nowland-Foreman, 2016). Backman and 

Smith (2000, p. 362) comment that “nonprofits may be more capable than 

government or market organizations of generating social norms of trust, 

cooperation, and mutual support due to their noncoercive character and appeals 

to charitable and social motives”. Similarly, Nowland-Foreman (2016, p. 55) 

argues that “[w]hat makes voluntary organisations unique is that they are as much 

about participation as provision. Voluntary organisations, at their best, encourage 

active citizenship and participation, mobilise resources, enhance cooperation and 

trust”.  

 

The ‘added value’ that community and voluntary sector organisations bring to 

social service delivery is also described by Neilson et al. (2015, p. 8) as 

‘organisational-specific capital’, which they define as: 

• Their organisational mission in action;  
• Their accessibility for clients;  
• The fact they are embedded in their community;  
• Their knowledge of government agencies and community;  
• Their networks and ongoing collaboration with other agencies, both 

government and community;  
• Their ability to respond innovatively to identified community needs; and,  
• How they express manaakitanga (that is, how they care for their own 

wellbeing and that of others)  

This kind of organisational-specific capital is seen as being particularly useful when 

providers need to establish trusting relationships with clients, for example where 

clients may be experiencing sensitive issues such as family or sexual violence, or 

where services need to respond to particular cultural needs and perspectives. In 

Aotearoa New Zealand, contracting social services to Māori providers is one 

instance that both recognises Māori aspirations for and rights to self-

determination and is a practical response to the enduring challenges of 
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institutional discrimination, as identified in the watershed report ‘Pūao-te-ata-tū’ 

(Ministerial Advisory Committee on a Māori Perspective for the Department of 

Social Welfare, 1988). Māori organisations are able to offer services that are more 

aligned with Māori worldviews and models of wellbeing than those offered by other 

organisations.  

 

The private sector 

Walker (1984) outlines three key arguments commonly put forward by those who 

support measures to privatise social services. These include:  

• the belief that the provision of welfare serves to weaken individual 
responsibility and initiative;  

• the assumption that the private sector is inherently more efficient and 
effective; and   

• the belief that state spending on welfare, raised through public taxation, is 
a burden on the productive sector due to the way in which it appropriates 
monies that could be spent on private goods and services.  

Drakeford (2007, p. 63) argues that “[p]rivate welfare involves an inevitable and 

intrinsic ideological component – a values into outcomes trajectory – not simply 

just another form of delivery.” For the purposes of this thesis, the ‘private’ sector 

encompasses entities that are held in private ownership and that have the ability 

to generate and – where applicable – distribute profits that result from their 

activities.  

 

The informal sector6  

Aside from ‘formal’ welfare services provided by the state, the community and 

voluntary sector or the private sector, a fourth significant source of welfare and 

support is provided to individuals by relatives, friends and neighbours. Often 

referred to as ‘informal’ welfare, this support is largely unpaid and underpinned by 

relationships of reciprocity (Arksey & Glendinning, 2007). Expectations of what 

the family’s role should be in the provision of welfare and support vary across 

different communities and have also shifted significantly over time. In particular, 

 
6 It is worth noting here that the informal sector is a critical locus for research (particularly feminist 
research), and further attention on how the informal sector has been impacted by the changes 
outlined in this thesis is important. However, this thesis is focused specifically on the shifts that 
have occurred between the state, community and voluntary and private sectors, and there is not 
space to investigate these issues further within the parameters of this project.  
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the role that women have played in caring for children, for disabled, sick or frail 

family members has changed as their role in the paid workforce has increased in 

recent decades, although women still provide the largest share of this support 

(Arksey & Glendinning, 2007, Ministry for Women, 2019).  

 

Looking at the central concept of ‘care’ within feminist literature, Daly and Lewis 

(2000, p. 285) identify three critical dimensions of informal support including care 

as a form or labour, as part of a normative framework of obligation and 

responsibility and as an activity with financial and emotional costs. Drawing from 

this three-dimensional analysis they employ the term ‘social care’, which they 

define as “the activities and relations involved in meeting the physical and 

emotional requirements of dependent adults and children, and the normative 

economic and social frameworks within which these are assigned and carried out.” 

Daly and Lewis (2000, p. 291) also point out that while demographic and financial 

changes across many welfare states have placed increasing pressure on demand for 

care, changing social norms about family, the role of women and kin 

responsibilities have decreased care supply, leading to a ‘crisis of care’. They 

comment that:  

in responding to this crisis, welfare states are increasingly redefining what is 
offered as a public service, who might qualify for cash assistance in respect of 
care, and how much care must remain in the private familial or private market 
sectors.  

How various welfare states respond to the growing gap between demand and 

supply differs according to the nature of the welfare mix, the extent to which social 

care is privatised or collectivised, and the level of policy congruence in relation to 

care for the elderly, children and those with disabilities (Altman & Shore, 2010; 

Esping-Andersen, 1999).  

 

The mixed economy of welfare in the context of 
neoliberalisation  
This thesis explores the extent to which the policies implemented by the National-

led government (2008-2017) have led to the (further) privatisation of social 

services in Aotearoa New Zealand. As such, unpacking what is meant by the term 

‘privatisation’ as well as related terms including ‘marketisation’, 
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‘commercialisation’, ‘corporatisation’ and ‘financialisation’ is important. In order 

to do this, however, I need to indicate what I mean by ‘neoliberalism’. 

 

Neoliberalism 

Described as a ‘promiscuous’ term (Clarke, 2008) that is “widely overused and 

notoriously difficult to pin down” (Newman, 2013; p. 3291), neoliberalism has been 

theorised in a number of different ways within the literature. While some scholars 

have developed typologies that analyse neoliberalism from the perspectives of 

policy framework, ideology and governmentality (Larner, 2000; Springer, 2010), 

or as an ‘assemblage’ (Newman, 2013), others have instead argued for processual 

understandings that speak to neoliberalisation as distinct from neoliberalism 

(Brenner, Peck & Theodore, 2010; Peck & Theodore, 2019; Peck & Tickell, 2002; 

Springer, 2010). Discussion below explores key perspectives on neoliberalism and 

neoliberalisation that are relevant to understanding the policies implemented 

under the National-led government (2008-2017).  

 

Neoliberalism as policy framework, ideology and governmentality 

Larner (2000) outlines a tripartite analysis that variously frames neoliberalism as 

a policy framework, an ideology, and a form of governmentality. She argues that 

the most common understanding of neoliberalism is as a ‘policy framework’ 

emerging from a shift from Keynesian welfarism towards a policy agenda that seeks 

to ‘roll back’ welfare state activities while emphasizing market provision of 

formerly public goods and services. This shift in policy agendas is a result of the 

capture of key institutions and political actors by a political ideology comprised of 

five values: the individual; freedom of choice; market security; laissez faire, and 

minimal government. In turn, she argues that these values provide the foundations 

of new institutional economics (public choice theory, transactions cost theory and 

principal-agency theory) which, in combination with a new emphasis on 

managerialism, “comprise the intellectual basis of the neo-liberal challenge to 

Keynesian welfarism, and provide the theoretical impetus for deregulation and 

privatization” (Larner, 2000, p. 7).  This agenda, popularised by think tanks and 

corporate decision makers, circulates globally, backed by international institutions 

including the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank.  
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According to Larner (2000), the second reading of neoliberalism is as ‘Ideology’. 

Drawing upon neo-Marxist and socialist-feminist theories, she argues that such 

theorisations draw attention to a broader range of institutions, organisations and 

processes while serving to highlight the ways in which new welfare state 

arrangements emerge out of political struggle. As a result, she comments that: 

we are alerted to the possibility that there are different configurations of neo-
liberalism, and that close inspection of particular neo-liberal political projects 
is more likely to reveal a complex and hybrid political imaginary, rather than 
the straightforward implementation of a unified and coherent philosophy 
(Larner, 2000, p. 12) 

Finally, Larner (2000) outlines a third reading of neoliberalism influenced by neo-

Foucauldian literature regarding notions of governmentality. Drawing a 

distinction between governing and governance, this literature highlights the ways 

in which the implementation of neoliberal policies, although ostensibly aimed at 

minimising the role of government, have resulted in new forms of governance that 

transform both institutions and individuals:  

While on one hand neo-liberalism problematizes the state and is concerned to 
specify its limits through the invocation of individual choice, on the other hand 
it involves forms of governance that encourage both institutions and 
individuals to conform to the norms of the market (Larner, 2000, p. 12).  

Larner (2000, p. 13) argues that these new forms of governance are dispersed 

through technologies such as “budget disciplines, accountability and audit”, while 

“competition and consumer demand have supplanted the norms of ‘public 

service’”. At the same time, citizens are reconfigured as active agents, obligated to 

exercise autonomous and rational choices while individually responsible for 

market failure that results in unemployment or poverty (Larner, 2000; Walters, 

1996).  

 

Chapter Three outlines how successive governments sought to implement an 

extensive neoliberal policy framework in Aotearoa New Zealand from the 1980s. 

However, Larner’s (2000) analysis of neoliberalism as both ideology and 

governmentality are equally important in understanding neoliberalism’s 

implications for social service delivery in Aotearoa New Zealand to the present day. 

By reading neoliberalism as a policy framework, ideology and governmentality, it 

becomes easier to see the varied, uneven and often contradictory ways in which 
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neoliberal policies have been implemented within different political contexts and 

over time.  

 

Neoliberalisation 

Rather than conceptualizing neoliberalism as an end-state, a number of other 

scholars have argued that more focus should be given to neoliberalisation as a 

process (Brenner, Peck & Theodore, 2010; Peck and Theodore, 2019; Peck & 

Tickell, 2002; Springer, 2010). According to Brenner et al. (2010, p. 330), 

neoliberalisation “represents an historically specific, unevenly developed, hybrid, 

patterned tendency of market-disciplinary regulatory restructuring.” This is driven 

by neoliberal ideology, but can ‘mutate’ in different local contexts (Peck & Tickell, 

2002).  

 

Understanding neoliberalisation as a process, in concert with the discussion above 

on neoliberalism as governmentality, highlights the ways in which the state and the 

market have become increasingly entangled. Market rationality and cost-benefit 

analyses permeate all state decision making. As Brown (2005, p. 39) comments, 

while a state’s legitimacy is tied to its ability to foster and sustain the health and 

growth of the market, “neoliberal rationality, while foregrounding the market, is 

not only or even primarily focused on the economy; it involves extending and 

disseminating market values to all institutions and social action, even as the 

market itself remains a distinctive player.” Furthermore, under this processual 

understanding, the various ways in which neoliberal political projects have evolved 

over time can be seen; from the aggressive regimes of deregulation and state-

dismantling ‘roll-back neoliberalism’ favoured by the likes of Thatcher and Reagan 

from the late 1970s, to the active state-building and regulatory reform of ‘roll-out 

neoliberalism’ implemented under Third Way administrations (Peck & Tickell, 

2002).  

 

‘Third Way’ politics emerged from the early 1990s, as citizens in many Western 

democracies were beginning to push back against the ‘roll-back’  neoliberal policies 

(Peck & Tickell, 2002) that had seen the traditional role of the welfare state 

diminished in favour of market-based solutions to social issues. However, many 

centre-left leaders elected during this period – including Bill Clinton (United States 
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– US), Tony Blair (United Kingdom – UK), Gerhard Schröder (Germany), Wim 

Kok (Holland) and Poul Nyrup Rasmussen (Denmark) – believed that social 

democracy of old was not feasible given the significant changes to both economic 

and social structures that had occurred during the preceding period of neoliberal 

reforms (Jenson, 2012)7. Instead, Third Way policies focused on issues of social 

inclusion and reducing the intergenerational impacts of poverty, as well as 

ensuring that people were well prepared for the shifting employment conditions 

present within the new knowledge and service oriented economy (Jenson, 2009). 

It was also during this period that the term ‘social investment’ began to emerge 

within policy discourse. Jenson (2012, p. 62) notes that the social investment 

perspective is historically located and rooted. She comments that: 

Governments that adopted it neither began from a clean slate nor developed 
the perspective in an independent fashion. It has been promoted by specific 
political forces, international organisations and policy networks. It has been 
grafted to existing welfare regimes, and many of the familiar differences across 
regime types remain visible even when the social investment perspective 
inspires policy design.  

These international organisations include the Organisation for Economic Co-

operation and Development (OECD, 1997, p. 14) which in 1997 stated that “by 

shifting from a social expenditure to a social investment perspective, it is expected 

that considerable progress can be made in transforming the welfare state.” 

Building upon these ideas, Giddens (1998) coined the term ‘social investment 

state’. Rather than seeking to protect citizens from the market, the social 

investment state framed the state as an ‘enabler’ rather than a direct provider of 

services, while emphasising the role of the community and voluntary sector in 

achieving social outcomes.  

 

Peck and Tickell (2002) argue that Third Way governments have demonstrated 

how neoliberal policy regimes have adapted to accommodate new forms of social 

and penal policymaking, aimed at disciplining and containing those marginalised 

or dispossessed by the neoliberal policies implemented from the 1980s. They argue 

 
7 While the antecedents of Third Way ideas are commonly thought to be found in the New 
Progressivism of the Clinton administration, the Hawke/Keating Labour government in Australia 
(1983-1996) was also influential, particularly as a source of New Labour policy development in the 
UK (for example see Pierson & Castles, 2002).  
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that this has resulted in a range of extra-market forms of governance and 

regulation, including: 

the selective appropriation of “community” and nonmarket metrics, the 
establishment of social-capital discourses and techniques, the incorporation 
(and underwriting) of local-governance and partnership-based modes of policy 
development and program delivery in areas like urban regeneration and social 
welfare, the mobilization of the “little platoons” in the shape of (local) voluntary 
and faith-based associations in the service of neoliberal goals, and the evolution 
of invasive, neopaternalist modes of intervention (along with justifications for 
increased public expenditure) in areas like penal and workfare policy (Peck & 
Tickell, 2002, p. 390). 

This appropriation of notions of ‘community’ and ‘partnership’ is clearly evident in 

Blair’s (1998, p. 14) manifesto on Third Way politics:  

The Old Left sometimes claimed that the state should largely subsume civil 
society; the New Right believes that if the state retreats from social duties, civic 
activism will automatically fill the void. The Third Way recognises the limits of 
government in the social sphere, but also the need for government within those 
limits, to forge new partnerships with the voluntary sector. Whether in 
education, health, social work, crime prevention or the care of children, 
‘enabling’ government strengthens civil society rather than weakening it, and 
helps families and communities improve their own performance.  

A focus on government partnership with the community was also evident in three 

major initiatives introduced shortly after Blair’s election win in 1996: a Treasury-

led Charity Tax Review in 1997; the establishment of a national ‘Compact’ in 

England in 1998; and a commitment by Blair to significantly increase investment 

in the Active Community Unit (formerly the Voluntary and Community Unit and 

Voluntary Services Unit) while also relocating it to the Home Office (Kendall, 

2000). The Compact was an attempt to formalise and provide a framework for 

relations between the third sector and government and, according to Kendall 

(2000, p. 542) represented an “unparalleled step in the positioning of the third 

sector in public policy”. However, as Alcock (2016, p. 101) notes, “the Compact was 

a framework for relations, not a legally binding document; and it required both 

parties to undertake proactive engagement with its guidance and procedures to 

make it work”. As will be discussed in Chapter Three, these ideas about social 

investment – and particularly the model of social investment implemented under 

the Blair government – subsequently influenced the policy direction of the centre-

left government elected in New Zealand in 1999 under the leadership of Prime 

Minister Helen Clark. 
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Many of these neoliberalising forms of governance and regulation can also be 

identified within the various policy initiatives implemented under the National-led 

government (2008-2017). Of particular relevance is the way in which the 

government has continued to frame its contracting relationship with community 

and voluntary sector providers as one of ‘partnership’ while at the same time 

attempting to mobilise such organisations as ‘“little platoons” (Peck & Tickell, 

2002, p. 390) in the service of neoliberal goals. Furthermore, the government’s 

welfare reform and broader social investment approach can be seen as containing 

examples of “invasive, neopaternalist modes of intervention” (Peck & Tickell, 

2002, p. 390), due to the ways in which people’s personal data was collected and 

used to categorise service users and to target (and ration) social services to priority 

groups. The role of state regulation in maintaining and extending these neoliberal 

rationalities is discussed in Chapter Seven. While these dynamics are clearly not 

new, I argue that the government’s social investment approach coupled with 

broader efforts to reform the social services sector has further extended these 

rationalities into the community provision of social services.  

 

Marketisation, commercialization, corporatisation, and financialisation 

While neoliberalisation can be understood as an overarching explanatory 

framework for the ideologically driven policy changes outlined within this thesis, 

there are a number of key values central to that ideology that require definition, 

including ‘marketisation’, ‘corporatisation’, ‘financialisation’ and, ‘privatisation’. 

Although these terms are sometimes used interchangeably within literature 

relating to neoliberalisation, there are differences that are worth noting.  

 

Marketisation is described by Whitfield (2006, p. 4) as incorporating five key 

elements:  

• the commodification of services and infrastructure,  
• the commodification of labour such as the reorganisation of work and jobs 

to maximise productivity and assist transfer to another employer;  
• restructuring the state for competition and market mechanisms;  
• restructuring democratic accountability and user involvement;  
• embedding business interests and promoting liberalisation internationally 

According to Greer and Doellgast (2013, p. 1), the key aspect of marketisation is the 

introduction or extension of price based competition between providers which they 



 30 

define marketisation as “the imposition or intensification of price-based 

competition. It includes a wide range of phenomena, such as outsourcing, 

privatization, active labor market policies, and the international integration of 

markets for goods services, capital, and labor.”  

 

Commercialisation involves the retention of state control while at the same time 

transforming government activities in ways which align them more closely with 

those of private entities. As Brown et al. (2000, p. 207) comment, 

“commercialisation may be concerned both with delivering services on a 

commercial basis to increase efficiency through competitive mechanisms and with 

reorienting budgetary processes and funding regimes to a more commercial focus 

to achieve cost savings.”  

 

Corporatisation is similar to commercialisation in that it imposes the 

characteristics of private enterprise onto state owned and operated activities. More 

specifically, corporatisation involves the setting up of separate legal entities that, 

although controlled by the state, are held at arm’s length from a legal perspective, 

enabling provider autonomy (Smith, 2004). Some authors question whether 

commercialisation or corporatisation of state entities is the first step towards 

eventual privatisation (Powell & Miller, 2014). As discussed in the following 

chapter, processes of commercialisation and corporatisation were implemented as 

part of wider state restructuring of the public sector during the 1980s and 1990s in 

Aotearoa New Zealand.  

 

Finally, financialisation can be understood as processes whereby the activities of 

states, corporations and individuals are increasingly influenced by and measured 

against financial logics. French, Leyshon and Wainwright (2011) identify three 

schools of thought on financialisation: literature that examines the role of state 

regulation in establishing new regimes of accumulation; literature that focuses on 

the logics, practices and limits of financialisation from a political economy 

perspective (including the increasing focus on shareholder value); and literature 

that examines the ways in which financial logics have permeated all aspects of 

social life (the financialisation of everyday life). Grimwood, (2020, p. 18) defines 

financialisation as “the transformation of corporations, and society in general, into 
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financialised terms, including a reliance on financial markets, tools and 

imperatives as a sub-set of a broader cast of private sector actors and 

organisations”. Social impact bonds (SIBs), discussed in Chapter Six, are an 

example of the ways in which governments have mobilised new financial 

mechanisms that tie social outcomes to both public and private finance, while 

enabling a return on investment for private shareholders.  

 

Privatisation 

What constitutes ‘privatisation’ is also contested, with the term being used by 

academics, policy makers and other commentators to describe various processes, 

including the sale of state owned assets and state contracting for services 

(contracting out) (Drakeford, 2007; Powell, 2007; Savas, 1989). As Savas (1989, p. 

344) highlights, “[a]side from their fundamental role of making and enforcing laws 

that enable their societies to function, governments are engaged in planning, 

paying for, and producing various goods and services. Any of these roles can be 

privatized.” It can also mean redrawing the boundaries of responsibility so that 

what was previously considered to be a state responsibility, becomes an individual 

responsibility. Increased unemployment in the 1980s was thus framed by those in 

power not as a failure of the state (or the market) but rather a failure on the part of 

individuals to match their skills to the needs of the market and to price themselves 

into jobs by accepting lower wages (Drakeford, 2007).  

 

How to measure the extent to which privatisation has occurred is also not 

straightforward. While assessing changes to the provision of services is 

straightforward, this often fails to account for the complex arrangements that 

constitute social services systems.  In response to these challenges, a number of 

authors have developed multi-dimensional frameworks of analyses that 

encompass not only provision but also dimensions of finance, regulation, 

publicness and decision (Burchardt, 1997; 2013; Powell, 2007; Powell & Miller, 

2014). Given the centrality of privatisation to this thesis, these are outlined below.  
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Measuring privatisation: multi-dimensional MEW 
perspectives 
While it is important to understand the various roles that different sectors have 

played in the provision of welfare, Powell (2007) argues that MEW perspectives 

have been underutilised within debates on social policy, and that this is in part due 

to an over-emphasis on the provision of welfare as the main site of analysis. This 

does not adequately capture the sometimes complex arrangements that underpin 

welfare provision. For example, while states may contract out the provision of 

particular services, they often still finance these services (either in full or in part) 

and exert measures of control over service providers through contractual 

arrangements and regulatory legislation. This raises the question as to whether 

services can be considered to have been ‘privatised’ where states maintain an 

ongoing role in ‘managing markets’ (Sanger, 2003).  

 

Efforts on the part of states to introduce market like conditions into social services 

has seen the emergence of what are described as ‘quasi-markets’. Le Grand and 

Bartlett (1993, p. 10) argue that there are key distinctions between quasi markets 

and conventional markets. While quasi-markets enable competition between 

independent providers of social services, the structures and motivations of those 

providers may be quite different. For example, community and voluntary 

organisations may compete for clients alongside private or even state 

organisations. In a quasi-market, social services are often provided free (or with a 

minimal part charge) to users, with funding centrally allocated from national or 

local government budgets and distributed through contracting arrangements or 

voucher systems. Le Grand and Bartlett (1993) point out that, in a quasi-market 

system, clients may not always be able to exercise choice with regards to which 

provider delivers the service that they need or the amount of the service that they 

receive. Clients may also be represented in the market by third party ‘agents’ who 

may allocate them to a service on their behalf. For example, agents could include 

general practitioners (GPs), social workers or state agency case workers.  

 

Given the complexities described above, a number of academics have instead 

sought to develop conceptual frameworks that offer more nuanced analyses of 
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MEW. Each of the following models identifies multiple dimensions through which 

we can measure shifts between the sectors involved in welfare. 

 

Public/publicness 

The boundaries of welfare are sometimes described as a division between what can 

be considered as belonging in the ‘public’ domain and what can be considered as 

‘private’. These terms are contestable; what is considered to be public has shifted 

throughout history and the term continues to be used to further sometimes 

contrasting political purposes. As Newman and Clarke (2009, p. 2). comment, 

“Publicness is historically and socially variable – the combination of things, sites, 

people, ideas and the rest are not permanently or intrinsically public: their 

construction as public matters involves political struggle to make them so”. In 

establishing the extent to which an organisation could be considered to be public, 

Powell and Miller (2014, p. 583) posit a model that outlines three dimensions: 

“ownership (public, private or non-profit), funding (government grants versus 

consumer payments) and political control (by political or market forces). The 

model is dimensional in the sense that all three variables should be viewed as 

continuous rather than categorical.”  

 

Wheels of welfare 

Alternatively, Burchardt (1997, 2013) analyses the divisions between the public 

and private in regards to welfare utilising a ‘wheels of welfare’ framework. 

Burchardt’s (2013) model also focusses on three dimensions, which include 

provision, finance and decision. Provision relates to which sort of entity delivers 

the goods or service to the user. According to Burchardt (2013), whether or not an 

entity can be considered private is dependent on whether or not the entity is 

controlled by central or local government. Where does the accountability sit and 

who has control over the governance of the organisation delivering services? In 

reference to the European System of Accounts 1995 (ESA95), Burchardt (2013, p. 

6) describes control as:  

the ability to determine general corporate policy, through ownership, specific 
legislation, or regulation. This may include the power to: 

• Appoint the majority of directors 
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• Replace directors in instances of poor performance 
• Take control in instances of poor performance  
• To decide how much of a service is needed or to choose between providers.  

Finance relates to how the service is funded. According to Burchardt (2013), ‘public 

finance’ is distinguished by its compulsory and collectivised nature. Contributory 

payment via taxation (local or national) is compulsory, whether individuals directly 

use the service or not. Under systems of ‘private finance’, on the other hand, the 

‘user pays’; that is, only the individuals using the service pay for it, and their access 

is usually on a voluntary basis. She notes, however, that new forms of financial 

arrangements have emerged which see some services co-funded through both 

public and private finance.  

 

Decision relates to the extent to which the service user has agency and the degree 

to which the service user has the power of exit. Burchardt (2013, p. 8) defines 

‘agency’ as “how directly the individual consumer/user chooses the provider of the 

service, and how directly s/he chooses the amount of the service. The power of exit 

is influenced by the availability of viable alternatives of similar price and quality.” 

‘Decision’ is a somewhat difficult dimension in the context of social services 

however, as arguably there are some social services where choices on the part of 

the service user are inappropriate; for example, those sentenced or remanded to 

custodial sentences do not have the element of choice. Furthermore, some 

vulnerable groups – for example, people experiencing significant mental health 

illnesses – may have reduced capacity to exercise agency.  

 

Powell’s three-dimensional model of MEW: Provision, finance and 
regulation 

Finally, Powell (2007) offers a further three-dimensional framework. Similar to 

Burchardt’s (2013) wheels of welfare, Powell’s (2007) model encompasses both 

provision and finance as dimensions. However, rather than decision as a third 

dimension, Powell (2007) instead considers the dimension of regulation, which 

takes into account notions of political authority and control. Regulation, even 

where provision and finance have been shifted to either the community and 

voluntary sector or the private sector, can thus enable governments to maintain 

oversight and to promote their own objectives and policy goals (Aulich, 2011). 
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However, Powell (2007) also acknowledges that measuring change through the 

dimension of regulation is problematic. In most instances, the state is the only 

sector that can exert regulatory power across the other sectors. Instead, the 

amount of regulation to which organisations are subjected becomes the focus of 

attention. Borrowing from George Orwell, Powell (2007, p. 15) observes that “some 

organisations are regulated more than others”. While Powell’s (2007) three-

dimensional model indicates that moves towards privatisation would see a 

decrease in the levels of oversight or regulation exerted by the state, this thesis will 

demonstrate that policies implemented by the National-led government instead 

saw levels of regulation increase. As I will argue, this reflects the way in which 

governments are increasingly attempting to manage notions of risk – particularly 

to reputation – in the context of neoliberalism. It is important to note that, even in 

instances where there have been significant levels of privatisation (for example, 

healthcare in the US), states still maintain some level of regulatory oversight 

(Aulich, 2011). 

 

Using Powell’s (2007) framework, privatisation can be understood as a shift from 

one point to another, across one or several of the three dimensions. For example, 

a service which was previously provided and financed by the state may be 

contracted to a private or community and voluntary provider, but remain state 

funded and free to service users. This would constitute a shift in provision, but not 

in finance. As Powell (2007) points out, the most significant move towards 

privatisation would involve a shift from public provision, finance and regulation to 

private provision and finance with low levels of regulation.  

 

All three of the models described above offer differing ways of analysing 

privatisation from an MEW perspective, with provision/ownership and finance 

being common dimensions of analysis. By incorporating the dimension of decision, 

Burchardt’s (2013) model centres the experience of service users by asking to what 

extent they have agency when engaging with social services systems. While this 

could be useful, –  particularly when analysing models such as client directed 

budgets (discussed in Chapter Six) – given the significant focus on the contracting 

relationship between government and community and voluntary sector providers 

explored in this thesis, Powell’s analysis of regulation better captures the ways in 
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which neoliberal logics of regulation and governance have become further 

embedded within the policies implemented under the National-led government. 

Therefore it is Powell’s (2007) trifecta of provision, funding and regulation that will 

be adopted as an organising framework within this thesis.  

 

Blurred boundaries: Distinction and the community 
and voluntary sector 
While MEW theories speak to the changes in distribution of welfare across the four 

sectors, there is also a growing body of literature that examines the ways in which 

the boundaries between sectors are becoming less distinct or ‘blurry’ (Billis, 2010). 

Relationships between sectors involved in the provision of social services have been 

theorised in a number of different ways. Examining the reasons that governments 

choose to contract service provision to the community and voluntary sector, the 

nature of contracting relationships and the potential impacts of those relationships 

between the state and those organisations providing services are critical loci for 

understanding how traditional conceptions of welfare sectors are being challenged. 

As well as challenging notions of ‘partnership’, competitive tendering processes 

increasingly favoured by government have impacted on organisations contracted 

to deliver services in a number of ways. These impacts include: reducing diversity 

amongst organisations (Aiken & Harris, 2017; DiMaggio & Powell; 1983); 

pressures to transform organisational structure, practices and service offerings 

(Considine, O'Sullivan, & Nguyen, 2014; Harris, 2010; Kendall & Knapp, 1996; 

Nowland-Foreman, 2000; Rees, 2014;) changes to relationships with key partners 

and stakeholders (Buckingham, 2009); and reduced capacity to engage in activities 

traditionally seen as important to the mission of community and voluntary 

organisations such as advocacy (Grey & Sedgwick, 2013; Maddison & Denniss, 

2005).  

 

Decisions around what services the state should provide directly and what services 

should be contracted out (and to whom) are central questions in the literature 

concerning social services delivery. For example, the New Zealand Productivity 

Commission (2015b, p. 300) identifies cost, transparency, and the ability to pay for 

outcomes while devolving management authority as key attractions to contracting 
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out services. In examining why community and voluntary sector organisations are 

seen as attractive partners for governments in the delivery of social services, some 

authors point out that such organisations tend to offer a number of both tangible 

and intangible benefits (Neilson et al., 2015; Nevile, 2010; Nowland-Foreman, 

2016; Rees, 2014). For example, Rees (2014, p. 55) points out that the justification 

for contracting to community and voluntary organisations is underpinned by a set 

of qualities attributed to those organisations including “flexibility, ability to 

innovate, closeness to and understanding of the needs of specialist client groups 

and the exhibition of an ethos of care that might involve going well beyond the basic 

requirements of a contract.”  

 

However, the extent to which community and voluntary organisations can be 

considered distinct is contested (Alcock, 2010; Considine, 2003; MacMillan, 2013). 

In her research into welfare sectors in the US, Sanger (2003, p. 4) suggests that 

there is often more variation within sectors than between them: “A large non-profit 

like Goodwill in New York looks more like some of its private sector competitors 

than some of the smaller [community based organisations].” Similarly, in 

examining non-profit organisations involved in the provision of employment 

services in Australia, Considine (2003) argues that over time such organisations 

have become virtually indistinguishable from counterparts in the private and state 

sectors. For instance, he observes that increasingly non-profit providers are “highly 

likely to admit that they select strategies for job-seekers based first of all on their 

desire to maximise their organisation’s financial benefits. They also increase their 

rate of sanctioning, losing their previous independence from the coercive aspects 

of governance” (Considine, 2003, p.75). 

 

Boundaries between sectors are further blurred by new forms of organisations – 

for example, social enterprises – that sit between the state, the market and the 

community and voluntary sector. Newman and Clarke (2009, p. 85) suggest that 

such enterprises are symptomatic of a system in which the distinctions between 

sites of welfare provision are diminishing:  

Social enterprise points us towards a more general conclusion about the impact 
of markets on public service reform. The results have rarely been a direct 
replacement of the state by the market as advocated by enthusiasts or as 
bemoaned by critics. Instead there are murky mixtures of privatisation, forms 
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of marketisation, devices that mimic markets within the state, the promotion 
of regulated forms of competition and non-cash nexus processes of consumer 
choices. 

Milbourne and Cushman (2015) argue that within the context of austerity and 

budget restrictions, the Conservative-Liberal Democrat Coalition government in 

the UK increasingly encouraged community and voluntary sector organisations to 

become more ‘entrepreneurial’. This has seen some community and voluntary 

sector organisations rebrand themselves as social enterprises while adopting 

business models, language and behaviours in order to gain a competitive edge. As 

discussed further in Chapter Five, in Aotearoa New Zealand there have been 

similar exhortations for community and voluntary sector providers to demonstrate 

qualities such as ‘innovation’, although this has been often in the context of 

partnership with the private sector through new arrangements such as social 

impact bonds.  

 

There has been considerable attention focused on the ways in which community 

and voluntary sector organisations have been pressured to remake themselves in 

order to be more competitive within the market for social services. While 

organisational specific capital (Neilson et al., 2015) renders community and 

voluntary sector organisations attractive as partners with states in the delivery of 

services, these contractual relationships can in turn undermine the very qualities 

that make such organisations unique. Eikenberry & Drapal Kluver (2004, p. 132) 

argue that the marketisation of the non-profit sector in the US risks harming 

democracy and citizenship due to the “potential deterioration of the distinctive 

contributions that nonprofit organizations make to creating and maintaining a 

strong civil society”. Community and voluntary sector providers seeking to become 

more professional and ‘business-like’ in order to be seen as more attractive 

prospects for funding has been variously described as ‘mission drift’ (Considine et 

al., 2014), and ‘goal distortion’ (Kendall & Knapp, 1996), while Rees (2014, p. 54), 

suggests that – whether real or perceived – increasing competition for contracts 

creates pressure on organisations to “professionalize, bureaucratize, and scale up”.   

 

Harris (2010, p. 25) argues that, in the UK, four streams of public and social policy-

making have created an environment in which third sector organisations (TSOs) 

face significant pressure to transform themselves. These include: “the emphasis on 
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partnerships and other forms of organizational collaboration; the public services 

agenda; the dominance of market principles in policy making; and rising 

expectations on local communities.” She notes that the pressures created by these 

policy streams create dilemmas for community organisations who are also 

motivated by their mission and values and who seek to maintain their distinctive 

qualities within the social services market:   

[o]n the one hand there are strong pressures on TSOs to take on patterns of 
behaviour which move them towards hybridisation; towards taking on the 
characteristics associated with the public and private sectors. Yet on the other 
hand, there are also strong pressures on TSOs to retain distinctive features and 
roles; in effect, pressures to defend their organisational boundaries (Harris, 
2010, p. 39).  

Harris not only identifies the ways in which community and voluntary sector 

organisations are under pressure to become more marketised – i.e. more aligned 

with private sector practices and principles – but also the ways in which they are 

facing pressure to take on the characteristics of the public sector. The idea that 

state policy may have the effect of governmentalizing rather than privatising is 

echoed by Kettl (cited in Sanger, 2003, p. 11) who examined similar shifts in the 

US, finding that “[i]nstead of privatizing the public sector, the federal government’s 

management strategies have tended to governmentalize the private sector”. This 

has resulted in a mobilisation of non-state organisations as as “little fingers of the 

state” (Nyland, 1993) in the pursuit of government objectives. As this thesis will 

demonstrate, there are a number of ways in which policies implemented under the 

National-led government (2008-2017) have resulted in ‘blurred boundaries’ 

between the state and the community and voluntary sector. These include the 

increasing provision of services by community and  voluntary sector organisations 

that would have previously been delivered as part of a state statutory response (see 

Chapter Five) and the implementation of new mechanisms of data collection and 

analysis to surveil the clients of community and voluntary sector organisations (see 

Chapter Seven).  

 

As well as blurred boundaries or diminishing diversity between sectors, increasing 

pressures as a result of the marketisation of social services – including competitive 

tendering processes – have reduced levels of diversity within sectors. This process 

is described by DiMaggio and Powell (1983) as ‘isomorphism’. They identify three 
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types of institutional isomorphism: coercive, mimetic, and normative. Coercive 

isomorphism results from pressures exerted upon organisations from other 

entities on which they are dependent. This includes formal pressures, for example 

state laws and regulations, but also informal pressures that may arise from social 

or cultural contexts and expectations. As this thesis demonstrates, government 

contracts for social service provision are a significant source of coercive pressure 

brought to bear on community and voluntary sector providers. This has been aptly 

described by Nowland-Foreman (2000, p. 4) as “funder capture”. Mimetic 

isomorphism is where, in response to situations of uncertainty or where there is no 

clear solution to a perceived problem or risk, organisations seek to model 

themselves on other organisations. Finally, normative pressures placed on 

organisations, in particular to professionalise, also create normative isomorphism. 

For example, professional industry standards, networks and associations create a 

certain level of standardisation across member organisations (DiMaggio and 

Powell, 1983). Isomorphic pressures are likely to shape community and voluntary 

sector organisations in ways which render them as less distinguishable from 

private sector organisations, while at the same time taking on some roles and 

characteristics associated with their government funders.  

 

As Chapters Five and Six will illustrate, changes to government policies under the 

National-led government have seen not only new opportunities for privatisation 

within in the social services system, but also the continuing marketisation of the 

community and voluntary sector. This has resulted in increasingly blurred 

boundaries between the private sector and the community and voluntary sector. At 

the same time, as discussed in Chapter Seven, the government’s social investment 

approach and policies around data collection and analysis have co-opted 

community and voluntary sector organisations in order to extend new measures of 

governance and regulatory power over service users. This not only further blurs the 

boundaries between the state and the community and voluntary sector, but is also 

reflects the ways in which processes of neoliberalisation and governmentality have 

become further embedded within the social services system in Aotearoa New 

Zealand.  
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Conclusion 
This chapter has theorised neoliberalisation as an ideological process whereby, 

despite rhetoric to the contrary, citizens and non-government organisations are 

governed via means that are not always evident; not least, because neoliberal 

policies have been implemented in different ways and at different times across 

varied countries.  One reason that the enhanced governmentality associated with 

neoliberalism is not always obvious is because ‘privatisation’ is a key neoliberal 

value, especially in discussions regarding social services, suggesting that 

governments will govern less not more. However, as Powell (2007) argues, 

‘privatisation’ is an inadequate term when attempting to explain the complex 

arrangements that constitute welfare provision. The MEW provides a useful 

framework to explore the role the four sectors (the state, the private sector, the 

community and voluntary sector and the informal sector) play in social service 

provision, yet a focus on provision alone is not sufficient in understanding the 

complex relationships and interconnections between sectors. Three-dimensional 

MEW frameworks, as developed by Burchardt (2013) and Powell (2007), provide 

a more nuanced view of the way in which the distribution of welfare across sectors 

is changing. It is Powell’s (2007) three-dimensional MEW model (capturing the 

dimensions of provision, finance and regulation) that will be used in this thesis as 

an organising framework to explore the extent to which privatisation is a feature of 

more recent policy programmes in Aotearoa New Zealand.  

 

This thesis also explores how government policy in New Zealand under the 

National-led government (2008-2017) has resulted in changes within sectors, and 

in particular, changes within the community and voluntary sector. In doing so, it 

highlights policy shifts that may have been overshadowed by continuing debates 

about increasing privatisation. While MEW frameworks can tell us about changes 

to the distribution of welfare across the four sectors, other theorists have sought to 

explain the ways in which the boundaries between sectors have become less 

distinct as organisations respond to the various pressures placed upon them. 

Notably, pressures on community and voluntary sector organisations to adapt in 

order to meet the needs of funders can in turn alter the relationships that exist both 

between themselves and similar organisations and with clients (Nowland-
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Foreman, 2000). For example, competition for a tightening pool of government 

funding is likely to reduce collaboration between community and voluntary sector 

organisations (Buckingham, 2009), while increasing demands from government 

funders for data gathered from clients risks eroding trust (Privacy Commission, 

2017). This provides evidence of the governmental impacts that so-called 

‘privatisation’ has had on this sector. The ways in which policies enacted by the 

National-led government between 2008 and 2017 have placed pressures on 

community and voluntary sector organisations to become not only more business-

like but also more government-like are explored in Chapters Five, Six and Seven of 

this thesis.  
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Chapter Three:  
Aotearoa New Zealand Policy Context 
 

Introduction 
When the first Labour government passed the New Zealand Social Security Act 

1938, it laid the foundations of what would become a comprehensive modern 

welfare state funded by general taxation. The Act established a wide range of 

benefits aiming to eliminate the main causes of poverty, such as unemployment 

and disability, and introduced for the first time the idea that all citizens were 

entitled to a reasonable standard of living regardless of individual circumstances 

or previous tax contributions (Barnes & Harris, 2011; Boston, 1999).  

 

Although the particular models of ‘welfare states’ which evolved in various 

countries differed (see Esping-Andersen, 1990; 1999), the New Zealand Social 

Security Act 1938 was soon part of a broad political consensus that states should 

play a central role in the provision of welfare. From the 1940s to the 1970s, this 

consensus was underpinned by strong economic growth, low unemployment and 

relative social stability (Boston, 1999). However, by the late 1970s, political 

consensus was weakening in response to economic volatility, as well as the rise of 

new social movements such as feminism and anti-racism (Olsen, 2006). Whereas 

the welfare state had once been framed as inevitable, progressive and a solution to 

voluntary sector failure (Tennant, 2001), it was increasingly seen not as a blessing 

but a curse (Boston, 1999). According to Boston (1999), critics claimed – amongst 

other things – that the welfare state failed to address poverty and disadvantage, 

encouraged dependency on welfare benefits and displaced private and voluntary 

welfare.  

 

In Aotearoa New Zealand, a sharp turn towards neoliberal ideas and policies began 

in the 1980s. As described in more detail below, this saw the centrality of the state 

in the provision of welfare including its role in social services strongly challenged. 

As a result, the role of community and voluntary and private organisations in the 
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provision of welfare became a key focus for New Zealand policy makers. As 

Tennant (2001, p. 149) comments:  

in place of analyses of the state, notions of a ‘mixed economy of welfare’, 
‘welfare pluralism’ and welfare ‘sectors’ have taken hold. The balance of the 
different sectors is seen as shifting over time, and not inevitably in the direction 
of state predominance.  

Findlayson (1990) describes the boundaries between the state and voluntary sector 

as a ‘moving frontier’ that shifts constantly in response to the prevailing ideology 

of the time. This chapter will trace some of these shifts by identifying key political 

developments from the neoliberal reforms of the 1980s and 1990s through to the 

period of ‘Third Way’ policies implemented in the late 1990s and early 2000s. 

Finally, the chapter will outline some of the major initiatives, including the social 

investment approach introduced by the National-led government in New Zealand 

which came to power in 2008. Each of the three periods outlined below have 

resulted in significant changes to the mixed economy of welfare in New Zealand, 

and for both the providers and users of social services.  

 

The neoliberal turn and the mixed economy of welfare 
In 1984, the election of the New Zealand Labour Party heralded a significant 

turning point in New Zealand’s history. The incoming Labour government set 

about introducing a raft of policy reforms which emphasised market liberalisation 

and macroeconomic management and included sweeping changes to social policy, 

taxation and industrial relations legislation (Roper, 2005). New Zealand’s ‘brand’ 

of neoliberal reforms reflects similar projects in other Western liberal democracies. 

However, the speed and extent to which these changes were enacted has led to New 

Zealand being described by some commentators as like Pinochet’s Chile but 

‘without the gun’, while others suggested that Rogernomics (a play on the name of 

then Minister of Finance Roger Douglas) had managed to ‘out-Thatcher Thatcher’ 

(Choudry, 1996, n.p.). The programme of reforms initiated by the Labour 

government and then extended by a National government from 1990 would have 

lasting effects on almost all aspects of New Zealand society. In particular, attempts 

to reduce the role of the state in the delivery of social services saw opportunities for 

both community and voluntary and private sector organisations to increase their 
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own participation in the provision of welfare through partnerships with 

government (Ashton, 1999; Boston, 1998; Stace & Cumming, 2006).  

 

Economic rationalism and New Public Management 

The incoming Labour government was heavily influenced by theories of 

managerialism – in particular, ‘New Public Management’ (NPM) – which were 

circulating in international policy circles (Boston, 1996; Hood, 1991; Roper 2005). 

Hood (1991) suggests that NPM represents the marriage of two sets of ideas. On 

side was ‘new institutional economics’, which evolved in the post-Second World 

War era and was underpinned by notions of “contestability, user choice, 

transparency and close concentration on incentive structures” (Hood, 1991, p. 5). 

On the other side was ‘scientific managerialism’, which prioritised professional 

management over technical expertise, required high levels of discretionary power 

to achieve results (freedom to manage) and the active measurement of 

organisational outputs (Hood, 1991). These ideas were particularly embraced and 

championed by the New Zealand Treasury in its briefing to the incoming 

government (New Zealand Treasury, 1984), which found a receptive ear in the new 

Minister of Finance, Roger Douglas.  

 

Boston (1998) summarises the reforms as encompassing strategies of 

corporatisation, privatisation and contracting. In the first instance, the 

government sought to distinguish between commercial and non-commercial 

activities. In the interests of efficiency, transparency and enhanced accountability, 

state-owned entities in commercial industries such as electricity generation, 

telecommunications, postal services and television became companies under the 

State Owned Enterprises (SOE) Act 1986. Such entities were managed at arms-

length from government and, under Section 4 of the SOE Act, were “required to be 

as profitable and efficient as comparable businesses that are not owned by the 

Crown” (Jennings & Cameron, 1987, p. 128). However, as Boston (1998, p. 34) 

points out, they were also mandated to “display a ‘sense of social responsibility by 

having regard to the interests of the community’ in which they operate.” Balancing 

these two imperatives would prove to be challenging, particularly in light of the fact 

that the expectation of returning profits to their government shareholders saw a 

substantial reduction in the workforce (Kelsey, 2015). Once such enterprises were 
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operating in ways that were largely comparable to the private sector (including 

returning profit), the Labour government announced its intentions to take their 

programme of reforms to the next stage by privatising a significant proportion of 

its commercial assets. ‘Asset sales’ were justified on the basis of reducing 

government debt levels (Roper, 2005), but the prevailing ideology also regarded 

private ownership as more efficient, and that such commercial interests were 

outside of government’s ‘core business’ of providing social services and public 

goods (Boston, 1998).  

 

Although not in line for outright privatisation, principles of corporatisation were 

also applied to non-commercial core government services. Roper (2005, p. 190-

191) identifies four main features to the subsequent reforms of New Zealand’s 

public sector: “(i) extensive reorganisation of the machinery of government; (ii) 

industrial relations reform; (iii) financial management reform; and (iv) 

reorganisation of the provision of advice.” In particular, Roper (2005) argues that 

the strong emphasis on financial management and the use of monetary incentives 

to enhance performance led to an increased focus on inputs (the resources 

including cash required to produce particular goods and services), outputs (the 

number of goods and services produced and delivered) and outcomes (the results 

achieved through the delivery of those goods and services). However, as Roper 

(2005, p. 191) comments, “in practice, the focus of management and ministers was 

primarily on the relationship between inputs and outputs, with little emphasis 

placed on assessing whether ‘outputs’ were generating desired outcomes.”  

 

In 1990, the Labour Party was defeated at the polls following a backlash from their 

traditional voting base who felt that Labour had introduced sweeping neoliberal 

reforms without a mandate. Although not made clear during the election, the 

incoming National government not only sought to continue with the neoliberal 

agenda introduced by the previous administration, but to significantly extend its 

reach, introducing sweeping reforms to almost all aspects of New Zealand’s welfare 

state (Boston, 1999). Aimed at reducing the “crushing burden of government 

spending” (Richardson, 1990, p. 17), the reforms included significant cuts to 

benefit payments, increased targeting in the areas of health and education, the 

introduction of market-based rents for state housing tenants and the introduction 
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of student loans to fund the shortfall resulting from reduced levels of government 

subsidisation of tertiary education (Boston, 1999).  

 

One of the most significant changes introduced within the state sector was the 

structural separation of administrative functions such as policy advice, purchasing, 

provision and regulation (Ashton, 1999; Christensen & Lægreid, 2010). This 

separation of functions was particularly evident in a series of reforms to the health 

sector, implemented in 1993, which saw a four-tier structure established which 

included ministers, monitors and advisors, purchasers and providers. While 

government agencies such as the Department of Health provided monitoring and 

policy capacity, newly created Regional Health Authorities (RHAs) were 

responsible for identifying the health needs of their populations and purchasing 

the required services from a range of public and private providers. Under this 

model, Crown Health Enterprises (CHEs) were responsible for running hospitals 

but would operate alongside community organisations and private practitioners 

such as General Practitioners (GPs) within quasi-markets. It was expected that 

CHEs would operate as commercially viable entities and generate profits (Ashton, 

1999). Furthermore, the separation of functions increased the role of both 

community and voluntary and private sector organisations in the provision of 

health services (Ashton, 1999).  

 

New Contractualism: a shift from grants to contracts 

Attempts to cut costs, reduce the size and scope of the state and increase consumer 

choice saw contracting become a key feature of public management.  Described as 

the ‘new contractualism’ (Boston, 1998; Stace & Cumming, 2006), the creation of 

quasi-markets provided new opportunities for community and voluntary sector 

organisations to bid for contracts to deliver services on behalf of government. With 

the devolution of service provision, government financial transactions with 

community and voluntary organisations thus shifted from grants-in-aid to highly 

specified contracts with agreed outputs and accountabilities. The increased use of 

contracting as a mechanism for the provision of public services offered particular 

opportunities to community and voluntary sector organisations, including 

significant financial resources which enabled some organisations to grow 

(Tennant, 2007). However contracting also fundamentally altered their 
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relationship with government. Whereas under the previous system community and 

voluntary sector organisations were largely autonomous in setting and pursuing 

their own objectives, the shift to contracts for service meant that organisations 

were tied more closely to pursuing the objectives of government (O’Brien et al. 

2009). Previously collaborative organisations found themselves competing with 

each other for government contracts. Furthermore, pressure placed on 

organisations to become more corporatised in order to tender for government 

contracts led to increased compliance costs which placed particular strain on 

smaller organisations (Nowland-Foreman, 1998).  

 

Māori organisations 

In Aotearoa New Zealand, state policy making in regards to Māori is significantly 

influenced by two key factors. The first is the relationship between the state and 

Māori that has been forged under the auspices of the Treaty of Waitangi (the 

Treaty). Signed by representatives of the British Crown and Māori rangatira 

(chiefs) in 1840, the Treaty – at least according to the English language version – 

provided the basis for the British Crown to claim sovereignty over Aotearoa New 

Zealand while at the same time protecting Māori rights to their lands and resources 

and giving Māori the same rights as British citizens. However, as a foundation for 

partnership, the Treaty has proved problematic due to the differences in 

translation between the Māori language version (te Tiriti, signed by the large 

majority of rangatira), which gave the British Crown the right to establish systems 

of governance over their own subjects, and the English language version, which 

gave the British Crown sovereignty over the entire territory (Mutu, 2010).  

 

The significance of the Treaty in respect to state policy and legislation declined 

steadily post-1840, with it being famously described by Judge Prendergast as a 

‘simple nullity’ in 1877 (Te Aho, 2010). However, from the 1970s, thanks in part to 

the impact of international movements for social change including the civil rights 

movement, growing calls from Māori for the recognition of Indigenous rights saw 

a renewed emphasis on the Treaty of Waitangi (Hill, 2009; Moore, 2014). As a 

result, the Treaty of Waitangi Act 1975 resulted in the implementation of the 

Waitangi Tribunal; established to address Māori grievances over Crown breaches 

of the Treaty. In 1985, amendments to the Act saw the mandate of the Tribunal 
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extended to consider not only contemporary breaches, but also breaches dating 

back to 1840 (Ruru, 2010).  

 

A significant outcome of the legislation and the Tribunal is the Treaty settlement 

process, which has enabled some iwi and hapū to make claims not only regarding 

the loss of physical resources such as land and fisheries, but also over the loss of 

less tangible things such as language and culture (Ruru, 2010). However, the 

Treaty settlement process has also been criticised on a number of fronts, including 

that the Tribunals findings are non-binding on the Crown (Ruru, 2010), the levels 

of reparation for Crown breaches are inadequate (Te Aho, 2017) and for the ways 

in which the settlement process has been shaped by the neoliberal agenda of 

government (Bargh, 2007). Since the 1980s, there have also been increasing 

references to the principles of the Treaty within state legislation. There is no agreed 

list of complete Treaty principles; instead they are referred to in general terms (see 

Hayward, 2004). 

 

The second significant factor influencing policy making is an electoral system that 

makes provision for dedicated Māori representation. Under the Māori 

Representation Act 1867, four dedicated Māori electorates were created, 

guaranteeing Māori representation in Parliament. The number of Māori seats was 

not proportional to the Māori population which, in 1867, was roughly the same size 

as the Pākehā8 population. This changed following the Electoral Act 1993, which 

saw a shift from a First Past the Post (FPP) voting system to a Mixed Member 

Proportional (MMP) system, while also allowing for the number of Māori 

electorates to vary according to the number of Māori enrolled on the Māori 

electoral roll. This saw the number of Māori seats increase from four in 1993 to 

seven by 2002 (Sullivan, 2010). The Māori electorates, particularly following the 

shift to an MMP electoral system, have enabled a level of Māori influence within 

 
8 ‘Pākehā’ is understood here as the term given by Māori to British and European settlers and their 
descendants living in Aotearoa New Zealand. More broadly, it encompasses New Zealanders of 
European descent. It is a term that speaks to the unique relationship of such people to Aotearoa 
and to Māori as tāngata whenua. As Grimshaw (cited in Mikaere, 2011, p. 119) comments, “I am 
Pākehā because I live in a Māori country”. However, it is also a term that is rejected by some New 
Zealanders on the basis that they do not want to be identified using Māori words, they believe there 
are racist connotations to the term ‘Pākehā’, or that they prefer other terms of identification (Gray, 
Jaber & Anglem, 2013).  
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the policy making process that is unique internationally, as the larger mainstream 

political parties have been further incentivised to compete for Māori votes 

(Sullivan, 2010).  

 

The neoliberal reforms introduced during this period had significant implications 

for Māori, both in terms of the treaty settlement process and in efforts to encourage 

Māori enterprise and ‘development’ through programmes of devolution (Bargh, 

2007). The separation of funding and provision within the social sector, which 

occurred under both the Labour and National governments during this period, 

coincided with a concerted effort on the part of Māori to gain more control or self-

determination over their own affairs. As Humpage and Craig (2008, p. 45) 

comment:  

the language of the market (choice, self-reliance, and devolution) appealed to 
a range of groups, not just free market economists, because it appeared to meet 
the calls by Māori, women and other identity groups for improved access, 
cultural appropriateness and control over the services they used.  

It was clear to both Māori and government policy makers that mainstream 

government services were failing to meet the needs of Māori. Puao-te-ata-tū, a 

report commissioned by the Department of Social Welfare in 1988, found that 

institutional racism was an issue relevant to all government departments, and that 

“national structures are evolved which are rooted in the values, systems and 

viewpoints of one culture only. Participation by minorities is conditional on their 

subjugating their own values and systems to those of ‘the system’ of the power 

culture” (Ministerial Advisory Committee on a Māori Perspective of the 

Department of Social Welfare, 1988, p. 19). A discussion document subsequently 

released in 1988 by the Department of Māori Affairs, Te Tirohanga Rangapu 

(Partnership Perspectives), and followed by the policy statement called Te Urupae 

Rangapu (Partnership Response) outlined the Labour government’s vision for 

honouring the Treaty relationship and increasing participation of Māori in decision 

making through a programme of devolution. This would see the Department of 

Māori Affairs abolished to enable a more direct relationship to develop between iwi 

and the government, with iwi taking on new roles in the delivery of programmes 

(Department of Māori Affairs, 1988). However, in order for this to happen, iwi were 

required under the Runanga Iwi Act 1990 to create new corporate governance 

structures in order to obtain government contracts (Hill, 2009; Sullivan, 2006). 
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This imposition of governance structures upon iwi is illustrative of the way in which 

state policy has served to extend neoliberal market rationalities into non-state 

institutions (Brown, 2005; Larner, 2000).  

 

One of the areas where Māori saw particular opportunities to become involved in 

service provision was the health sector. As discussed above, the separation of the 

funding and provision aspects of health services in 1993 saw contracting become a 

central part of the health system, and Māori saw these changes as an opportunity 

to deliver services to their own people that were aligned with their own customs 

and world view. At the same time, the state saw the development of Māori health 

providers as an opportunity for Māori to develop an economic base through 

partnerships in the health and disability sector (Chant, 2013). The number of 

kaupapa Māori organisations offering services underpinned by tikanga Māori 

(Māori values and practices) and Māori models of holistic wellbeing expanded 

rapidly, from around twenty five in 1993 to somewhere is the region of three 

hundred such organisations currently (Boulton et al., 2013; Chant, 2013).  

 

The period of roll-back neoliberal reform in New Zealand beginning in 1984 and 

continuing until the end of the 1990s left a lasting legacy. The strategies of 

privatisation, corporatisation and contracting saw a significant downsizing within 

the state sector and a corresponding sharp rise in unemployment. At the same 

time, sharp cuts to the level of benefits implemented in the 1991 ‘mother of all 

budgets’ meant that those people relying on state assistance were made more 

vulnerable, increasing demand for social services. The reforms also opened up new 

opportunities for non-government organisations from both the private and 

community and voluntary sectors to increase their role in the provision of services. 

However, the increased levels of competition and regulation inherent in the new 

contracting regime as well as inadequate funding led to difficult relationships 

developing between the state and the community and voluntary sector. These 

tensions and the subsequent attempts on the part of incoming Third Way 

governments to foster ‘partnerships’ with the community and voluntary sector are 

discussed in the following section.  
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Third Way: the ‘social investment state’ and the myth 
of ‘partnership’ 
The Labour-led government formed in Aotearoa New Zealand in 1999 under the 

leadership of Prime Minister Helen Clark was strongly influenced by the Third Way 

ideas favoured by the UK’s New Labour movement. The new government in 

Aotearoa New Zealand adopted concepts associated with the Third Way to form 

the basis of a new approach to social security which aimed to create a shift from 

‘social welfare’ to ‘social development’. This ‘social development’ framework took 

a two-pronged approach, encompassing both social protection and social 

investment (Lunt, 2009), where social investment was understood as government 

programmes that would yield future benefits to society and, therefore, to 

government (Baker & Cooper, 2018). Titled ‘Pathways to Opportunity’ the 

approach outlined six key areas of focus:  

• building a simpler benefit system; 
• making work pay and investing in people; 
• supporting families and children; 
• building partnerships with the community; 
• outlining mutual responsibilities; and 
• tackling poverty and social exclusion (Office of the Minister of Social 

Services and Employment, 2001, p. 5). 

In a media statement on the launch of the approach, Clark (2001, n.p.) argued that 

the traditional welfare system, which provided a modest income to people unable 

to earn a living, was no longer fit for purpose commenting that: 

over the years the structure of the economy and of families has changed. In a 
dynamic economy and society more passive forms of assistance are no longer 
sufficient. The modern social development approach recognises that helping 
the individual means addressing problems such as lack of skills or loss of 
confidence. Further, it recognises that this is best done by working in 
partnership with the communities in which people live.  

However, as the following discussion highlights, ‘partnership with communities’ 

would prove to be challenging on a number of levels.  

 

Partnership? 

The neoliberal reforms enacted during the 1980s and 1990s in Aotearoa New 

Zealand and internationally brought the role of the community and voluntary and 
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private sectors in providing welfare services into sharp focus. Given the significant 

changes experienced by the community and voluntary sector and the resulting 

challenges and tensions described above, achieving a genuine ‘partnership’ 

relationship with the community and voluntary sector became a priority for the 

new government. Speaking to this shift in focus, Matheson et al., (2005, p. 2) 

comment that “the arms-length, outputs-focused, prescriptive contracting 

environment of the 1990s has been replaced, in many policy areas, by the rhetoric 

of partnership as a means of delivering social goals”.  

 

In 1999, a new ministerial portfolio responsible for the community and voluntary 

sector was created. In 2000, the Community and Voluntary Sector Working Party 

was formed as a joint initiative between government and the community sector. In 

their final report, the Working Party recommended that the Minister for the 

Community and Voluntary Sector issue a statement of intent “making a 

commitment to a positive working relationship with community and voluntary 

organisations and setting out the principles on which government’s own attitudes 

and behaviour would be based” (Community and Voluntary Sector Working Party, 

2001, p. 140). This recommendation was realised with the release of the Statement 

of Government Intentions for an Improved Government-Community 

Relationship (SOGI), signed by Prime Minister Helen Clark and the Minister for 

the Community and Voluntary Sector, Steve Maharey. The SOGI included the 

statement that: 

[g]overnment acknowledges the valuable contribution made by the 
community, voluntary and iwi/Māori organisations to the achievement of 
shared social, cultural, environmental and economic goals. Government 
agencies will, together with the community sector, undertake a programme of 
work to address concerns about funding arrangements, effectiveness, 
compliance costs and related matters (Office for the Community and Voluntary 
Sector, 2001, n.p.).  

Modelled on England’s Compact9, the SOGI was seen as an aspirational document 

and there were no formal accountabilities for ministers of government agencies. As 

 
9 Butcher (2015b, p. 148) argues that the use of Compacts as a means of normalising cross-sectoral 
relationships is “intimately linked with the transformation of the welfare state”. Following the 
implementation of New Labour’s Compact in 1998, such mechanisms for state-community sector 
relations became widespread both throughout the UK and also internationally, including in 
Australia.  
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such the impact and reach of the SOGI was limited (O’Brien et al. 2009). According 

to O’Brien et al. (2009), few organisations outside of Wellington knew the 

document even existed and there was confusion on the part of senior officials 

within government agencies about what, if any, responsibilities it entailed for 

them. Although further traction was gained with the establishment of an Office for 

the Community and Voluntary Sector situated within the Ministry of Social 

Development (MSD) in 2003 (O’Brien et al. 2009), over the next few years progress 

to implement measures of accountability and monitoring of the government’s 

relationship with the community and voluntary sector stalled (Nowland-Foreman, 

2010).  

 

Partnership with Māori: Testing times 

Partnership between the government and Māori was also a priority for the new 

government, although this was underpinned as much by obligations under the 

1840 Treaty of Waitangi as it was by contractual relationships for service delivery. 

In 2000, the government introduced the first piece of social policy legislation to 

make specific reference to the Treaty of Waitangi. The New Zealand Public Health 

and Disability Act (NZPHDA) 2000 aimed to ‘reduce health disparities by 

improving the health outcomes of Māori and other population groups’, while also 

including provisions for Māori participation in decision making through mandated 

representation on the newly established District Health Boards (DHBs). Although 

the commitment to the Treaty and to Māori was significantly watered down from 

that found in the initial Bill (Humpage, 2015), the Act was influential in the 

development of a dedicated Māori health strategy, He Korowai Oranga, launched 

in 2002 by Associate Health Minister Tariana Turia. This strategy and Turia’s role 

in its development were influential in the eventual creation of the Whānau Ora 

approach, discussed later in this chapter.  

 

On the heels of the NZPHDA Act, the government also launched its flagship 

‘Closing the Gaps’ strategy in the 2000/2001 budget. The policy built upon a report 

published by Te Puni Kōkiri titled, Progress Towards Closing the Social and 

Economic Gaps Between Māori and Non-Māori (Closing the Gaps) (1998), 

released under the previous National-led coalition. Closing the Gaps sought to hold 

the government accountable for improving Māori outcomes by setting a series of 
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benchmarks in areas such as health and education against which progress in 

reducing disparities between Māori and non-Māori could be measured. The policy 

also included a programme aimed at building the capacity of Māori providers to 

bid for government contracts (Poata-Smith, 2008). Closing the Gaps was promoted 

to Māori through frequent references to notions of partnership and the Treaty of 

Waitangi and as a means of enhancing Māori autonomy and self-determination 

(Humpage, 2006). However, Humpage (2006, p. 230) contends that instead the 

policy “positioned Māori as the deviant excluded and non-Māori as the normalised 

included by pursuing the traditional goal of reducing Māori socio-economic 

disadvantage.” As it transpired, Closing the Gaps proved short-lived due to the 

confluence of a number of factors that would significantly erode the relationship 

between the Labour-led government and Māori.  

 

The first of these factors was the increasing politicisation of attempts to target 

Māori within government policy. In 2002, Bill English, then Leader of the 

Opposition, argued that, by signing the Treaty of Waitangi, Māori had ceded 

sovereignty and he campaigned on the basis of “one standard of citizenship for all” 

(English, 2002, n.p.). However, it was his successor, Don Brash, who would ignite 

a sustained public backlash against the government’s attempts to focus on Māori. 

Taking aim at the Treaty settlement process, Brash (2004) delivered a speech on 

‘Nationhood’ to the Orewa Rotary Club in 2004 which suggested that Māori were 

receiving special privileges not available to all New Zealanders. Public support for 

such sentiments was soon evident, as the polls showed a 17% boost in support for 

the National Party (Tunnah, 2004). The Labour-led government’s response to the 

increasing rhetoric of Māori ‘privilege’ was to shift away from targeted policies. 

Closing the Gaps was thus repackaged as ‘Reducing Inequalities’ and broadened in 

scope to address other groups assessed to have high levels of needs, including those 

with disabilities (Ringold, 2005). The government also moved to establish a new 

ministerial portfolio on ‘Race Relations’ which was given to (Pākehā) MP Trevor 

Mallard. As part of this new portfolio, Mallard initiated a review of all government 

policies to ensure that they targeted ‘need’ and not ‘race’ (Sullivan, 2006).  

 

The foundations of a partnership relationship between the government and Māori, 

by this stage already on shaky ground, were damaged beyond repair with the 
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passing of the controversial Foreshore and Seabed Act 2004. Introduced in order 

to quell fears raised by an appeal court ruling that Māori rights to parts of the 

foreshore and seabed had not necessarily been formally extinguished, the Act 

removed the rights of Māori to test their customary rights within the Māori Land 

Court by vesting ownership of the foreshore and seabed in the Crown (McHugh, 

2005). For Māori, this was seen as a further Crown confiscation of Māori land, and 

resulted in nationwide protests. Māori MP Tariana Turia, whose portfolios 

included Associate Minister of Health and Minister for the Community and 

Voluntary Sector, refused to support the Bill through Parliament. Instead, she 

resigned in protest. Following victory in the subsequent by-election for the Te Tai 

Hauaruru seat, Turia returned to Parliament as co-leader of a new political 

movement, the Māori Party. At the general election the following year, the swing 

in Māori support away from Labour was clear, with four of the seven Māori seats 

won by the Māori Party (Smith, 2010).  

 

During its final term in government, the Labour-led coalition continued to 

demonstrate that its commitments to partnership with Māori were more rhetoric 

than reality. The government’s refusal to sign the United Nations Declaration on 

the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP) in 2007, in spite of the significant 

contribution of Māori to its creation at the international level, further signified the 

government’s continued reluctance to recognise Māori rights to self-

determination. As Labour minister Parekura Horomia (2007, n.p.) argued, while 

“the government strongly supports the full and active engagement of indigenous 

peoples in democratic decision-making processes […] these articles imply different 

classes of citizenship, where indigenous peoples have veto rights not held by 

others”.   

 

For many Māori, the developments described above were confirmation that, 

counter to policies such as Closing the Gaps, the solutions to Māori issues did not 

lie within state structures and state driven policies. Instead, Māori wanted greater 

levels of control over resources, decision making and provision of services to their 

people. The relationship that was formed in 2008 between the Māori Party and the 

National-led government, discussed later in this chapter, enabled some of these 

aspirations to be realised through the implementation of Whānau Ora.  
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Pathway to Partnership and Missed Opportunities 

In spite of attempts on the part of government to foster a ‘partnership’ relationship 

between government and the community and voluntary sector during the early 

2000s, challenges have persisted. As noted by the Auditor General (2006, p. 4): 

Collaboration and partnership between local and central government public 
entities and communities is now often expected if public policy objectives are 
to be realistic and achievable. However, I acknowledge that strong and 
sustainable relationships and, most particularly, partnerships, may be difficult 
to achieve where there are major disparities between public entities and NGOs 
in terms of relative power, size and governance structures. 

While there were attempts to both define and strengthen relationships between 

government and community and voluntary organisations, these were somewhat 

aspirational, with no shared understanding of how the commitments made in 

documents such as the SOGI might be implemented, or how the parties could be 

held accountable.  

 

Towards the end of the Labour-led government’s three terms in office, there was a 

renewed effort to improve government relationships with the community and 

voluntary sector. In 2007, a sector hui was held in Wellington, at which a challenge 

was issued to progress the SOGI from ‘good intentions’ to the basis for a formal 

partnership relationship (Nowland-Foreman, 2010). In response to this challenge, 

in 2008 the government commissioned the Association of Non-Governmental 

Organisations of Aotearoa (ANGOA) to undertake an assessment of government 

responsiveness to the SOGI. The same year, the government launched a ‘Pathways 

to Partnership’ initiative that was aimed at strengthening the capacity of the 

community and voluntary sector to deliver services. According to MSD, the $446m 

multi-year strategy would:  

• move existing essential family, child and youth focused services to full 
funding by 2011 

• address forecast volume increases 
• provide for annual cost adjustment payments 
• focus on achieving outcomes 
• enable providers to build workforce capability and capacity 
• support organisations to work more closely together to reduce duplication 

(MSD, 2008, p. 28).  
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However, ultimately it proved too late for the Labour-led government to progress 

these goals further, as it lost the 2008 general election held in November. This saw 

much of the funding earmarked for the Pathway to Partnership strategy re-

directed, with a significant portion eventually being used to launch a new Whānau 

Ora policy approach (Bennett, 2009a), as discussed in the following section.  

 

A new paradigm? Social investment and beyond  
New Zealand’s 2008 general election saw the National Party form a minority 

government with support from the New Zealand Act Party, United Future and the 

Māori Party. The incoming National-led government initially made attempts to 

maintain some of the initiatives introduced by the Labour-led government to build 

better relationships with the community and voluntary sector. ANGOA’s final 

report ‘Good Intentions’ (ANGOA, 2009) was presented to the new Minister for the 

Community and Voluntary Sector, Tariana Turia, who subsequently sought 

approval from the Cabinet Social Policy Committee to begin work on a draft 

relationship agreement (Butcher, 2015a). Kia Tūtahi/Standing Together was 

subsequently developed as a Relationship Accord between ‘the Communities of 

Aotearoa’ and the government of New Zealand (Office for the Community and 

Voluntary Sector, 2011).  

 

However, although the Accord formalised the relationship between ‘community’ 

and the government as had long been desired by the community and voluntary 

sector, it was also criticised on a number of fronts. At only two pages long, the 

document failed to acknowledge or commit to any of the 15 specific 

recommendations that were included within ANGOA’s review of the SOGI. 

Furthermore, it was unclear as to who was included within the vague terminology 

of ‘Communities of Aotearoa’ and therefore with whom the government was in a 

relationship with (Butcher, 2015). As Butcher (2015, p. 36) observes, “whereas the 

SOGI recognised community sector leadership, the Accord de-emphasises 

community and voluntary sector organisations whilst elevating the value of 

voluntary effort.” Furthermore, even before the Accord was officially launched, the 

government was already undertaking significant reforms of the sector, including 

relocating the Office for the Community and Voluntary Sector from MSD to the 
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Department of Internal Affairs (DIA) in February 2011. The office was fully 

disestablished shortly thereafter, although the ministerial portfolio was retained. 

The Charities Commission, responsible for regulating charities, was also 

disestablished with its functions integrated into the DIA (Butcher, 2015). In spite 

of the Accord, the relationship between the government and the community and 

voluntary sector was significantly challenged as the National-led government’s 

second term in office progressed, by both a lack of investment in the sector and by 

the government’s social investment approach which became a defining feature of 

its social policy platform.   

 

Two models of social investment  

As discussed above, ‘social investment’ is not a new term in social policy literature 

internationally; the term has been used for decades in Scandinavian and other 

European countries to describe attempts to build the human capital of citizens and 

reduce unemployment through targeted spending on education and training 

(Boston & Gill, 2017). However, the model of social investment that evolved under 

the National-led government has several distinctive features. Boston and Gill 

(2017) suggest that Aotearoa New Zealand’s social investment approach evolved in 

two phases, resulting in two models. The first model of social investment (Model 

1) evolved through the government’s review of the welfare system which was 

initiated in 2010, and was primarily focussed on concerns of ‘long term welfare 

dependency’ (Chapple, 2013). A Welfare Working Group (WWG), chaired by Paula 

Rebstock, was formed in April 2010 and tasked by the Minister of Social 

Development Paula Bennett to examine: 

• ways to reduce benefit dependence and get better work outcomes 
• how welfare should be funded, and whether there are things that can be 

learned from the insurance industry and ACC in terms of managing the 
Government's forward liability 

• how to promote opportunities and independence from benefit for disabled 
people and people with ill health; 

• whether the structure of the benefit system and hardship assistance in 
particular is contributing to long-term benefit dependency (Bennett, 2010, 
n.p.). 

Following two rounds of public consultation, the WWG released its final report in 

2011. As well as streamlining the benefits system, one of the key recommendations 
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arising from the final report was that an actuarial approach should be adopted in 

order to assess the future costs of long term welfare dependency.  As Chapple 

(2013, p. 56) explains, the approach described variously as ‘forward liability’, 

‘future liability’ or ‘long-term liability’ borrows concepts from actuarial accounting 

and finance methodologies and calculates “the total current and future fiscal costs 

of welfare, appropriately discounted”. Policy initiatives that served to reduce the 

number of working age people receiving benefits were subsequently seen as an 

investment against future costs (Chapple, 2013). The WWG report (2011, p. vii) 

emphasised the importance of “investing early to reduce the long-term social, 

economic and fiscal costs of welfare dependency”. The management of forward 

liability subsequently became a key measure of performance for Work and Income, 

the agency tasked with improving employment outcomes for those deemed at risk 

of long-term welfare dependency (Boston & Gill, 2017).  

 

Boston and Gill (2017) note that although forward liability was not seen as the only 

measure in terms of the performance of the welfare system, it rapidly gained 

political and bureaucratic significance. They thus summarise the key elements of 

social investment ‘Model 1’ as comprising: a primary focus on the welfare system 

and welfare beneficiaries in particular; a strong focus on reducing the long term 

fiscal liability of the benefit system, with this being seen as a proxy for improved 

societal outcomes; the use of actuarial analysis to calculate the long term fiscal 

liability of different benefit categories; the use of active labour market policies and 

better service delivery to move people off benefits; the assumption that benefit 

exits equate broadly to employment gains; and a “performance management 

system for Work and Income in which the target of reducing the Crown’s long-term 

fiscal liability is prioritised” (Boston & Gill, 2017, p. 18).  

 

In response to the WWG report, the government initiated a number of reforms to 

the welfare system in 2012 and 2013 that placed strong emphasis on paid work over 

income support (Child Poverty Action Group, 2017; O’Brien, 2013). Particular 

focus was placed on ensuring that young people receiving state support did not 

become benefit dependent in the long term. Young people aged sixteen or 

seventeen who were not in education, employment or training (NEET) and young 

parents under the age of twenty were subject to new income management policies, 
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which saw benefits managed by Work and Income on their behalf to cover living 

expenses and payment cards allocated which contained small amounts of money 

for discretionary spending.10  The number of main benefit categories was reduced 

from seven to three: Jobseeker Support, Sole Parent Support and Supported Living 

Payment. Sanctions were introduced for people for refusing drug tested jobs and 

benefits were stopped for anyone with outstanding arrest warrants. For sole 

parents, a number of new work obligations were introduced. Parents with children 

over five years were required to be available for part time work, while parents with 

children over fourteen were required to be available for full time work. Women who 

had subsequent children while receiving Sole Parent Support were required to be 

available for part time work once the youngest child turned one. As well as these 

work requirements, new ‘social obligations’ for sole parents were introduced 

(Bennett, 2013; Child Poverty Action Group, 2017). These obligations reflected the 

new focus on ‘investment’ (Child Poverty Action Group, 2017) and required parents 

to enrol their child with a doctor, complete WellChild checks, and to ensure that 

their children were enrolled in either Early Childhood Education (ECE) or at school 

(Bennett, 2013).  

 

A number of criticisms were made of these reforms. In particular, some argued that 

a reduction in the number of people receiving benefits did not necessarily equate 

to employment gains – and that many people were being pushed into more 

precarious situations by increasingly punitive sanctions. As Chapple (2013, p. 58) 

comments, “in a system where forward liability is used for performance 

management, achievements by the agent in dissuading legitimate benefit claimants 

by various administrative or other means will be seen as successful business 

behaviour”. Rosenberg (2015) argues that the investment approach undertaken by 

MSD was ‘fatally flawed’ in that while it calculated future costs, it did not account 

for benefits. He comments that “[m]inimising fiscal liability is therefore simply a 

policy to minimise public expenditure rather than maximise welfare” (Rosenberg, 

2015, p. 35).  

 

 
10 There were limitations on what payment cards could purchase, for example the cards could not 
be used to purchase cigarettes or alcohol.  
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Beyond its focus on the welfare system, the government also looked to reform other 

services provided by the state, setting up an advisory group to explore state sector 

reform in 2011. Citing the Global Financial Crisis (GFC) as a significant factor in 

efforts to reduce government expenditure in a statement to Parliament, Prime 

Minister John Key (cited in English & Ryall, 2011, n.p.) announced that “the 

government is committed to getting better value for money from public spending 

so we can deliver better public services to taxpayers with little or no new money 

over the next few years”. Following the release of the Welfare Working Group’s 

report in November 2011, the government identified 10 ‘Better Public Services’ 

targets, which were spread across five result areas: 

• Reducing long-term welfare dependence 
• Supporting vulnerable children 
• Boosting skills and employment 
• Reducing crime 
• Improving interaction with government.  

Each of the ten targets had a set of measureable outcomes, for example reducing 

the number of people on working age benefits by 20,000 (Key, 2012). Following 

the 2012 election, John Key announced that “delivering better public services 

within tight fiscal constraints” (Key, 2012, n.p.) was one of the government’s top 

priorities.  

 

Over its three terms in office, the National-led government continued to expand its 

notion of social investment, broadening its initial focus on benefit recipients to 

include people who were considered ‘vulnerable’, including children in close 

proximity to Aotearoa New Zealand’s care and protection system (Boston & Gill, 

2017). Boston and Gill (2017) argue that the second model of social investment, 

Model 2, which emerged during 2015-16, is characterised by this expansion beyond 

welfare system reform. Key features of Social Investment Model 2 include: 

• A broader target population, encompassing those considered to be 
‘vulnerable’ 

• A broadening of the goals beyond reducing long-term welfare dependency 
to reducing the number of people on benefits and improving outcomes for 
other target populations 

• A broadening in the range of analytical tools beyond actuarial analysis to 
the use of big data and data analytics 

• The creation of new governmental infrastructure including the creation of 
a Ministerial portfolio for Social Investment, the Social Investment Unit 
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(which later became a stand-alone agency) and a Social Investment Board 
(Boston & Gill, 2017).  

Indeed, by the end of the National-led government’s third term in 2017, the 

government’s social investment approach had become the unifying principle 

underpinning a significant amount of work aimed at improving the social services 

system.  

 

More effective social services 

The provision of effective social services was clearly going to be critical in order for 

the National-led government to implement its flagship social investment approach. 

‘More Effective Social Services’ was also flagged as one of eight key themes in the 

WWG’s (2011, p. 2) report: 

An outcomes-focused delivery agency will need new skills and capacity to 
deliver effective services to people at risk of long-term welfare dependency. 
Responsiveness can be increased through a greater focus on community-based 
solutions (including for Māori, Pacific people, migrants, refugees and young 
people). Contracted not-for-profit and private sector providers also need to be 
part of the solution and such contracts need to be rigorously designed and 
managed. The delivery agency needs to be accountable for reducing the forward 
liability and the associated reduction in long-term welfare dependency. 

The above quote demonstrates not only the central role of the community and 

voluntary and private sectors in the provision of services, but also the need for 

increased government oversight and control over purchased services. In June 

2014, the New Zealand Productivity Commission was tasked by the government to 

investigate how to best enhance value and productivity in the state sector with a 

particular focus on the purchasing of social services (Productivity Commission, 

2015b). The Commission’s investigation was guided by two broad questions: 

• What institutional arrangements would support smarter 
purchasing/commissioning? 

• What market arrangements, new technologies and contracting or 
commissioning tools would help achieve results? (Productivity 
Commission, 2015b, p. v) 

The final report, released in August 2015, made a total of 60 recommendations. 

Amongst other things, these recommendations included the introduction of client 

directed budgets, the leveraging of data and analytics, increased devolution and the 

introduction of integrated service models. The report also distinguished the role of 
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the government as being one of ‘system stewardship’ in which government has 

responsibility and oversight for the social services system as a whole, while 

devolving commissioning related responsibilities to entities that would operate 

closer to clients and providers: 

System stewardship importantly includes responsibility for ensuring that the 
social services system is an effective learning system. Government agencies are 
more likely to meet this challenge if they step back from being providers of 
services and focus on system stewardship tasks. These include clearly defining 
desired outcomes; and promoting diverse approaches, monitoring them, and 
encouraging the spread of successful ones (Productivity Commission, 2015b, p. 
14).  

The inquiry drew significant attention from stakeholders in social services, with 

the Productivity Commission receiving a large number of submissions from 

community and voluntary sector providers, government agencies, service users 

and other stakeholders. Following the report, the National-led government sought 

to pilot several new funding models, including client directed budgets within 

disability services (Wagner, 2017) and social impact bonds (Adams & Joyce, 2017). 

These models are discussed in more detail in Chapter Six. As illustrated by the 

quote in Chapter One from the New Zealand Council of Trade Unions (2015), such 

moves were seen by some stakeholders as signalling the government’s intention to 

privatise social services.  

 

Whānau Ora 

Innovation in social services was also influenced by the relationships that the 

National Party formed with minor parties while in government. A significant 

example of this is Whānau Ora, which was a major policy initiative that was 

developed by the Māori Party and was central to the supply and confidence 

agreement it signed with the National Party following the 2008 election (Boulton 

et al., 2013; Boulton, 2019; Moore, 2014; Smith et al., 2019). Launched in 2010, 

the approach was ground breaking not only for the way in which it sought to place 

Indigenous values and practices at the heart of government social policy (Boulton 

et al., 2013; Moore, 2014), but also for the way it enabled the government to devolve 

funding closer to communities through the establishment of commissioning 

agencies (Smith et al., 2019). The approach had two distinct phases. The first phase 

focused on efforts to improve aspects of provision. The goal was to overcome the 
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silo-ed nature of social services by setting up collectives of providers, who could 

then wrap services around whānau. Overseen by regional leadership groups with 

funding managed by government agency Te Puni Kōkiri (Ministry of Māori 

Development) (TPK), whānau were encouraged to apply for funding to develop 

whānau plans that empowered them to establish their own priorities and build on 

whānau strengths.  Whānau were assisted in this process by ‘navigators’ who could 

act as brokers between whānau and service providers from both government 

agencies and community providers (Moore, 2014). 

 

The second phase of Whānau Ora saw innovation in how social services were 

funded. Three non-government commissioning agencies were established, one for 

the North Island, one for the South Island and one that was focussed on Pasifika11 

communities. The commissioning model constitutes a step towards contracting for 

outcomes, as commissioning agencies make decisions about which services and 

activities will be funded from government investment. In order to manage this, new 

accountability frameworks were developed by TPK including letters of expectation, 

outcome agreements, investment plans and quarterly reports (Productivity 

Commission, 2015b). Delegating decision making outside of government has 

enabled the three commissioning agencies to evolve into distinct entities, with 

differing priorities and areas of focus reflecting the needs of their communities of 

interest.  

 

However, although the approach could be seen as a step forward from policies such 

as Closing the Gaps enacted under the previous government, Whānau Ora suffered 

from limited state investment, tensions around how issues of oversight and 

regulation should be managed and the ongoing political nature of Māori policy 

making.  These issues are discussed in more detail in Chapters Five, Six and Seven.  

 

 
11 ‘Pasifika’ is a term used by government agencies (in particular the Ministry of Education) to 
describe peoples who have migrated from Pacific nations and territories to Aotearoa New Zealand. 
It also refers to the Aotearoa New Zealand-based (and born) population, who identify as Pasifika, 
via ancestry or descent. ‘Pasifika’ encompasses Samoan, Cook Islands Māori, Tongan, Niuean, 
Fijian, Tokelauan and Tuvaluan peoples (the largest Pacific ethnic populations in Aotearoa New 
Zealand) as well as peoples from Vanuatu, New Caledonia, Tahiti, Hawai'i, Palau, Solomon Islands, 
Bougainville, Palau, and Papua New Guinea. While useful in some respects, there is also a risk that 
terms such as ‘Pasifika’ makes invisible significant cultural and linguistic diversity between these 
ethnic groups (Anae & Mila-Schaaf, 2010).  
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Vulnerable Children  

The second phase of the government’s social investment approach included moves 

to broaden the focus beyond welfare recipients to those considered ‘vulnerable’ 

with a particular focus on ‘vulnerable children’. Concern about outcomes for 

children is a feature of Third Way politics. As the “future bearers of human capital”, 

children hold a place of privilege in terms of policy priorities (Myles and Quadagno, 

2000, p. 158). However, while health and education policies that focussed on all 

children were the focus of Third Way policies in relation to children in the 2000s, 

in Aotearoa New Zealand, the National-led government’s focus was highly targeted 

towards children regarded as at risk of abuse and neglect.  

 

Early in the government’s second term Paula Bennett, Minister for Social 

Development, initiated a process of consultation aimed at gaining insights into 

public attitudes towards raising children in Aotearoa New Zealand. The Green 

Paper (MSD, 2011) and subsequent White Paper (MSD, 2012) formed the basis for 

the government’s Children’s Action Plan, launched in 2012 (MSD, 2012). This plan 

included initiatives such as: the development of Children’s Teams (multi-

disciplinary teams of professionals set up within select locations to better integrate 

services to children with multiple and complex needs); improved information 

sharing; Predictive Risk Modelling (PRM); and legislative change in the form of the 

Vulnerable Children’s Act 2014. In the first instance, the Act made chief executives 

from Social Development, Health, Justice, Police, Housing and Te Puni Kōkiri, 

jointly accountable for achieving results for all vulnerable children. It also 

introduced new requirements for all government funded organisations working 

with children to undertake police checks for their workforce every three years and 

to develop and implement child protection policies (Oranga Tamariki, n.d.).   

 
In line with a narrow focus on children who had either experienced or who were at 

risk of harm or neglect contained within the White Paper, MSD commissioned a 

piece of work exploring the use of predictive risk modelling (PRM) as a means of 

identifying children at risk of abuse and neglect. PRM used a linked data set that 

included administrative data from Aotearoa New Zealand’s welfare system 

(focusing on children who had experienced a period of time being supported by 

some kind of welfare benefit) and child protection data sourced from Child Youth 
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and Family (Vaithianathan et al., 2012). Although the use of PRM is relatively 

advanced within healthcare settings, there was no known precedent internationally 

for its application to the issue of child maltreatment (Blank et al., 2015). As such, 

it proved to be contentious on a number of fronts. As well as tying the concept of 

vulnerability to the receipt of welfare, it also had significant implications for Māori. 

Given the existing overrepresentation of Māori children within the care and 

protection system, PRM is likely to identify Māori children more frequently, 

leading to a risk of hypervigilance and the further stigmatisation of Māori 

communities (Blank et al., 2015). Furthermore, while PRM may be effective in 

identifying children at risk of becoming ‘vulnerable’, it did not offer solutions as to 

how to test the model or what interventions might be effective in altering their 

assumed trajectories. Ultimately, ethical challenges such as these meant that the 

use of PRM was not progressed further with regards to implementation by the 

government at that time (Kirk, 2015). However, the use of data to predict risk in 

relation to children was continued through other initiatives.  

 

Community Investment Strategy 

One of the most tangible ways in which the National-led government’s social 

investment approach and its focus on children was implemented in relation to 

contracted social services was through its ‘Community Investment Strategy’, 

which was launched in June 2015. As discussed above, while working age benefit 

recipients had been the target population under Model 1 of the government’s social 

investment approach, Model 2 saw a particular focus on ‘vulnerable children’ 

emerge. The Community Investment Strategy identified three new priority areas: 

• Supporting vulnerable children, children in hardship, and reducing child 
maltreatment. 

• Supporting vulnerable young people, including youth offenders, and 
reducing youth crime. 

• Supporting victims/survivors, addressing perpetrators' behaviour, and 
reducing violent crime (family violence, sexual violence) (MSD, 2016a, p. 
26). 

The New Zealand Treasury was given the task of establishing what ‘vulnerable’ 

meant in relation to children. They identified four risk factors: a CYF finding of 

abuse or neglect; being mostly supported by benefits since birth; a mother with no 

formal qualifications and; having a parent with a prison or community sentence 
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(New Zealand Treasury, 2015).  As part of the Community Investment Strategy, a 

‘line-by-line review’ of all services funded by MSD was undertaken in order to 

ensure that services were aligned with the new priority areas.  

 

The government’s continued focus on children as a site of policy change culminated 

in a review of Child Youth and Family, announced in 2015. Reflecting the view that 

the Children’s Action Plan and the Vulnerable Children’s Act 2014 had not been 

effective in eliciting the scale of change needed to transform outcomes for 

vulnerable children, the incoming Minister for Social Development, Anne Tolley, 

announced that an Expert Advisory Panel would be established with a mandate “to 

determine how to tackle this most pressing issue that faces contemporary New 

Zealand: How can we transform the lives of our vulnerable children once and for 

all?” (Modernising Child, Youth Family Expert Panel, 2015, p. 3, italics in original). 

The Panel’s final report, released in December 2015, stated that a new approach 

was needed in order to support good outcomes for vulnerable children:  

The future system is not a social welfare system but a cross-sector social 
investment system, drawing on the capability of professionals, the community and, 
most importantly, New Zealand families to enable children to have happy 
childhoods and grow into flourishing adults, and to reduce the over-representation 
of Māori within the system (Modernising Child, Youth and Family Expert Panel, 
2015, p. 10). 

 

Significant outcomes of the Expert Panel’s report included the establishment of a 

stand-alone Ministry for Vulnerable Children/Oranga Tamariki and two phases 

of legislative change, amending the Children Young Persons and their Families 

(1989) Act. The new Ministry replaced Child Youth and Family which had 

operated as a service unit within MSD. The first of six ‘building blocks’ of the new 

operating model, ‘an investment approach to prioritise long-term outcomes’ 

describes how an investment approach can be taken to enable early intervention 

activities in order to reduce future statutory involvement:  

By using a long-term investment model that recognises the future costs of 
inaction and the long-term benefits of improved outcomes for children, the 
department will have the levers required to prioritise investment early. This 
will include direct purchasing of services on behalf of children and families, 
and working across the sector to ensure access to the right services at the right 
time. Access to data and information on the uptake and effectiveness of existing 
services, long-term outcomes for children and families, and a complete set of 
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risk indicators will be essential for the investment approach (Modernising 
Child, Youth and Family Expert Panel, 2015, p. 10-11). 

 

As part of the structural changes, the functions of MSD’s Community Investment 

Unit relating to vulnerable children were moved to the new Ministry. The changes 

in contract management that arose from this shift caused a number of issues for 

community and voluntary sector providers which are explored in more detail in 

Chapter Seven.  

 

Client segmentation and the role of data in social investment 

As the interest in policy tools such as PRM demonstrates, the National-led 

government’s social investment approach used data in order to target particular 

groups of people deemed to be at risk of poor future outcomes. Accessing and 

leveraging data about people in order to target interventions and services thus 

became a key concern for the government. A number of initiatives aimed at 

maximising the potential of ‘big data’ in the management of social services were 

launched including the Data Futures Partnership and the Integrated Data 

Infrastructure.  The Data Futures Partnership was an independent cross sector 

working group appointed by the Ministers of Finance, Justice and Statistics and 

built upon the work of the New Zealand Data Futures Forum. The purpose of the 

Partnership was to encourage data innovation, by harnessing the energy of 

organisational leaders, data users and innovators (Cabinet Economic Growth and 

Infrastructure Committee, 2015). A further key development was the creation of 

the Integrated Data Infrastructure (IDI), a large database of de-identified 

information, which is held by Statistics New Zealand. The IDI contains data 

sourced from a range of government agencies, population surveys and NGOs about 

education, health, income, benefits, migration and justice and service access (Stats 

NZ, n.d.).  

 

However, while the IDI was effective in terms of gaining insights into groups of 

people who shared particular sets of characteristics, the fact that data was de-

identified meant that tracking the outcomes of specific individuals over time was 

not possible. In 2016, the Ministry for Social Development informed providers of 

contracted services that in line with the Community Investment Strategy, they 
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would now be required to collect and provide individual client level data (ICLD) to 

the Ministry as a condition of ongoing funding. As well as the identity of clients 

accessing services, providers were required to disclose demographic data including 

clients’ ethnicity and geographic location, the names and details of dependents, the 

types of services being accessed and the outcomes of those services. The new 

requirements caused widespread concern amongst community and voluntary 

sector providers, many of whom were concerned that clients who did not trust how 

the data was to be used by government may delay or discontinue efforts to seek 

help from community providers (Office of the Privacy Commissioner, 2017). In 

spite of these concerns and in spite of a highly critical report from the Privacy 

Commissioner (2017) which questioned the basis on which such data was required 

by government to achieve its stated outcomes, the Minister for Social 

Development, Anne Tolley, signalled the government’s intention to continue with 

the policy, pending the development of a secure data management platform 

(NZFVC, 2017).  

 

In March 2016, the National-led government established a new ‘Social Investment 

Unit’ (SIU) within MSD, thus embedding ‘social investment’ as the overarching 

principle of their programme of social sector reform. The SIU was a cross-agency 

initiative, designed to “advance and embed a social investment approach across the 

social sector, complementing investment activities already underway in a number 

of agencies” (MSD, 2016a, p. 5). In April 2017 it was announced that a new Social 

Investment Agency (SIA) and ministerial portfolio was to be created. According to 

the new Minister for Social Investment, Amy Adams (2017, n.p.): 

The new agency will replace the Social Investment Unit currently operating as 
part of MSD and will provide robust all-of-government social investment 
advice about which people we should be investing further in, and in what ways. 
This includes applying rigorous and evidence-based investment practices to 
social services. It will also be tasked with building the social investment 
architecture for all government and NGO agencies to use to help frontline staff 
fine-tune services and make them better targeted. 

 

The momentum that was gathering around the government’s social investment 

approach stalled when the National Party failed to garner enough support to form 

a government following the 2017 general election. The new Labour-led government 
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that came to power had campaigned on the basis that ‘social investment’ was a 

significantly flawed approach. However, as Chapter Eight will briefly explore, 

although some policies – such as the collection of ICLD from community 

organisations were swiftly abandoned –  the SIU and the support for data led policy 

making have continued, albeit with a shift in focus towards ‘wellbeing’.  

 

Conclusion 
This chapter has made clear that the social services landscape has proved to be 

fertile ground for reform as successive governments have attempted to achieve 

better social outcomes for New Zealanders. The neoliberal reforms enacted in 

Aotearoa New Zealand and elsewhere during the 1980s and 1990s had significant 

impacts on the distribution of welfare across sectors. In particular, policies of 

corporatisation, privatisation and contracting aiming to reduce the size and scope 

of the state saw increased opportunities for both the private sector and the 

community and voluntary sector to engage in the provision of social services 

(Boston, 1998). The subsequent shift from a system of grants to contracts had 

significant and ongoing impacts on the community and voluntary sector in 

Aotearoa New Zealand.  

 

The late 1990s/early 2000s saw Third Way ideas soften the hard edges of 

neoliberalism in many Western liberal democracies. Under the Third Way, the 

contracting out of social services provision continued; however governments 

increasingly sought to position the community and voluntary sector as a key 

partner in delivering on government priorities. It was also during this period that 

the concept of ‘social investment’ first emerged as a means of describing efforts to 

build the capacity of citizens to meet the needs of the market. However, following 

the 2008 general election, the direction of policy changed again, as a new 

government, led by the centre-right National Party came to power.  

 

As this chapter has demonstrated, the new National-led government was ambitious 

in its attempts to shake up the social services sector. The breadth of initiatives 

introduced by the government, including welfare reform, the Productivity 

Commission Inquiry into More Effective Social Services, MSD’s Community 
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Investment Strategy and the piloting of new funding mechanisms such as social 

impact bonds, client directed budgets and Whānau Ora Commissioning agencies is 

significant. However, the defining social policy approach of the National-led 

government is its social investment approach. Whereas Third Way social 

investment was focused on social inclusion and increasing the capacity of 

individuals to operate within the market by enhancing skills and investing in 

technology, the National-led government’s version firmly focussed on reducing the 

forward liability of welfare recipients and reducing government expenditure on 

social services. As the approach evolved, the government strengthened its focus on 

outcomes, ‘evidence-based-policy’ and the use of data and analytics. As a result, 

new targets for policy intervention emerged, namely ‘vulnerable’ children and 

adults. These changes, which in turn have influenced new contracting and funding 

arrangements, have had significant implications for community and voluntary 

sector organisations involved in the provision of state contracted social services. 

Adopting Powell’s (2007) three-dimensional MEW model, these changes are 

explored in more depth in Chapters Five, Six and Seven of this thesis.  The 

following chapter outlines the research design and methodology that was 

implemented to support this analysis.  
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Chapter Four:  
Research Design 
 

Introduction 
This thesis aims to develop a deep understanding of the ideological underpinnings 

of recent social policy formation in Aotearoa New Zealand, and the impacts that 

recent policy approaches such as social investment have had on the ways in which 

social services are provided, funded and regulated in Aotearoa New Zealand. Social 

policy is often contested and inconsistencies in the approaches of governments 

shaping policies are common. Often such policy is seeking to respond to what are 

described as ‘wicked problems’ that have no single obvious solution (Rittel & 

Webber, 1973), and instead can be “messy, circular or aggressive” (Savin-Baden & 

Major, 2013, p. 5).  

 

Given this messiness, the qualitative approach taken enables a multi-dimensional 

exploration of the ways in which the National-led government framed particular 

policy ‘problems’ (Bacchi, 2009) and the way in which this has transformed the 

social services landscape. Holloway (1997, p. 2) describes qualitative research as “a 

form of social inquiry that focuses on the way people interpret and make sense of 

their experiences and the world in which they live… the basis of qualitative research 

lies in the interpretive approach to social reality”. Together with the analysis of 

policy documents and related materials, 19 in-depth interviews with key 

stakeholders were undertaken to uncover meaning and offer insights into the social 

services system. This chapter describes the way in which the research was carried 

out and the key methodological and ethical considerations that underpin the 

project. It then outlines how the data was synthesised and analysed in order to 

create coherence out of the chaos and identify the impact that this period of social 

service reform has had on those delivering and accessing social services in Aotearoa 

New Zealand. 
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Methodology 
I am a researcher of both Pākehā and Māori heritage. The pepeha (proverb), 

included at the beginning of this thesis, illustrates my whakapapa (genealogical) 

links to my iwi (tribe) Rangitāne o Wairau. My research practice is in turn shaped 

by my whakapapa, including aspects of Māori philosophy and principles while also 

influenced by feminist methodologies.  

 

Māori centred methodology 

Linda Smith (2012, p. 30) argues that for Indigenous peoples “the term ‘research’ 

is inextricably linked to European imperialism and colonialism”. There is a risk 

that research, particularly that undertaken by non-Indigenous researchers, serves 

to perpetuate cultural deficit theories that frame Māori as the ‘problem’ and 

suggestions that the solutions are to be found in changes in the behaviours and 

choices of individuals rather than addressing structural inequalities and 

institutional racism (Cram, 1997). In response, research methodologies 

underpinned by kaupapa Māori values, have emerged within the wider project of 

Māori struggles for self-determination. According to Graham Smith (1990, cited in 

L. Smith, 2012), kaupapa Māori research:  

• Is related to being Māori;  
• Is connected to Māori philosophy and principles;  
• Takes for granted the validity and legitimacy of Māori, the importance of 

Māori language and culture, and;  
• Is concerned with the struggle for autonomy over our own cultural 

wellbeing.  

Kaupapa Māori approaches must encompass more than simply observation of 

phenomena, they must engage in practical ways with Māori struggle for self-

determination (Smith, 2012).  

 

Although I have attempted to weave the story of Māori policy-making under the 

National-led government throughout, this thesis cannot be considered to be 

kaupapa Māori research because it primarily focuses on Pākehā institutions and 

organisations.  Nonetheless, the policies and practices of the state examined have 

significant implications for Māori communities. Gaining insights and perspectives 

from Māori organisations involved in the provision of social services has thus been 
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an important aspect of this research. In terms of my research practice, I am guided 

by core values influenced by kaupapa Māori approaches including reciprocity, the 

importance of conducting my research kanohi ki te kanohi (face to face), and 

ensuring that the connections I have forged through this research project are 

maintained and that my research findings are shared with the communities that 

have contributed to them. These are values that guide not only my engagements 

with Māori participants, but engagements with all of my research subjects. By 

highlighting the ways in which Māori organisations and the communities that they 

work within are impacted by state policy approaches, it is my hope that this 

research can contribute to the development of policy that better meets the needs of 

Māori and, in response to Smith’s (2013) challenge above, supports Māori 

struggles for self-determination.  

 

Locating myself within the research process 

Drawing on feminist methodologies (Haraway, 1991; Harding, 1987; Hesse-Biber, 

2007; Letherby, 2011), I also acknowledge the importance of reflecting upon the 

ways in which my own positionality and also my professional background have 

influenced my choice of research topic, the methods I have employed and the ways 

in which I have analysed and interpreted the data. While there is no singular 

‘feminist method’, feminist methodologies value reflexivity as an essential part of 

the research process while also challenging traditional (male dominated) appeals 

to the ‘scientific method’ as a means of uncovering objective ‘truths’ about the 

natural and social world (Letherby, 2011). Drawing upon feminist scholar Donna 

Haraway’s (1991) concept of ‘situated knowledges’, Hesse-Biber, (2007, p. 9 

original emphasis) instead argues that “knowledge and truth are partial, situated, 

subjective, power imbued, and relational. The denial of values, biases, and politics 

is seen as unrealistic and undesirable”.   

 

I have been the beneficiary of a stable middle class upbringing in Aotearoa New 

Zealand within a family that valued education and instilled in me strong 

communitarian values. Both of my parents have had careers within both the public 

and the community and voluntary sectors that have provided me with connections 

to a diverse range of people, as well as a keen sense of social justice. My university 

studies in sociology and Māori studies have further honed these core social justice 
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values and the belief that structural inequalities have a critical impact on people’s 

lived realities.  

 

As discussed in Chapter One, the topic of this thesis was substantially influenced 

by my work within the community and voluntary sector. In my professional 

capacity as a research analyst and family violence network coordinator with 

WAVES Trust, part of my role was to identify issues facing the local family violence 

sector and advocate on behalf of the sector to both local and central government 

decision makers. This advocacy, often achieved through formal submissions 

processes, was undertaken in order to influence policy decisions on issues that 

impacted the lives of clients, such as alcohol licencing or access to housing, to give 

sector feedback on family violence legislation and in some cases to highlight issues 

faced by providers that impacted on service quality or viability, such as funding or 

contract issues. As an example, I took a lead role in preparing a collaborative 

response to the Productivity Commission’s (2015b) consultation on More Effective 

Social Services on behalf of a number of community and voluntary sector 

organisations based in West Auckland. As well as formal processes such as 

submission writing, I facilitated network meetings, attended meetings with 

government officials, and for a period of approximately one year was involved in 

co-facilitating (alongside Police) local Family Violence Interagency Response 

System (FVIARS) meetings that included both statutory and community and 

voluntary sector crisis response organisations. Through this work, I built up a 

significant network of professional relationships both within the community and 

voluntary sector but also with people working within government agencies 

including Police, Ministry of Justice and Ministry of Social Development (MSD).  

 

This work experience inevitably impacted my choice of research topic and also 

shaped the ways in which I designed my research project, the types of questions I 

asked, the literature I selected for review and the decisions I made when analysing 

my data. It also gave me access to a number of networks that were beneficial when 

it came time to recruit research participants. To some extent my experience and 

networks give me a measure of ‘insider status’ (Savin-Baden & Major, 2013). There 

are both advantages and disadvantages to insider knowledge and status. On the 

one hand, as Tierney (1994) suggests, insider status may serve to break down the 
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barriers between researcher and researched and encourage those being 

interviewed to talk more freely. A small number of the providers that were 

interviewed knew me from my work with WAVES Trust and this meant that, 

because we already had an existing rapport, there was a certain amount of trust on 

their part that I would ‘get where they were coming from’. Having worked in the 

community and voluntary sector also meant that I had significant prior knowledge 

and experience about the issues that were being discussed which in turn enabled 

the interviews to delve deeper into the questions more quickly than might have 

been possible otherwise.  

 

While acknowledging the limits of notions such as objectivity (Harding, 1987; 

Letherby, 2011), there is also a risk that as an interviewer I might make false 

assumptions or jump to conclusions too quickly (Devault, 2004; Savin-Baden & 

Major, 2013). I have attempted to manage the risk of bias – defined by Savin-Baden 

and Major (2013, p. 70) as “a preconception or preference that limits one’s ability 

to consider alternatives” – by recruiting participants that represent not only a 

diverse range of providers but also other non-provider stakeholders including 

government officials and peak body representatives. It is also important to note 

that I did not have any prior connection to the majority of interviewees and they 

were unaware of my background outside of my academic position and research 

interests. In some cases, I was asked why I had chosen this particular topic of 

research at the close of an interview, whereby I disclosed my prior background 

which often led to longer conversations. In these cases, I turned the recorder off 

and treated these aspects of discussion as informal.  

 

Letherby (2011, p. 63) comments that “one significant difference between 

traditional and feminist approaches is the insistence that research should mean 

something to those being studied and should lead to change.” This also reflects the 

discussion above about kauapapa Māori research as an emancipatory project. 

Ultimately my goal in conducting research on the social services system in 

Aotearoa New Zealand is to inform policy change that ensures that people in need 

are able to access social support without stigma that enables them to live lives of 

dignity.  
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Methods 
In order to understand both the policy changes that occurred under the National-

led government (2008-2017) and the impacts that these changes had on providers 

of social services and their clients, I employed two research methods; in-depth 

semi-structured interviews with key stakeholders in the social services system; and 

analysis of relevant policy documents and materials.  

 

In-depth, semi-structured interviews 

In-depth interviews provide an opportunity for a rich discussion of ideas, as well 

as a more flexible approach than what is possible through other forms of data 

collection such as surveys (Curtis & Curtis, 2011). The interviews undertaken for 

this research aimed to gain a range of views about the nature of the contractual 

relationships that exist between government funders and community and 

voluntary sector social service providers. The interviews were semi-structured with 

a set of broad questions that enabled me to ask a series of follow up questions in 

order to drill down into discussions regarding the government’s social investment 

approach, contracting relationships, the impacts on providers and clients and also 

the ways in which providers adapted in response to policy changes. A schedule of 

broad questions and topics was prepared and approved by the University of 

Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee (UAHPEC). However, in allowing 

for a fluid approach to the research (Curtis & Curtis, 2011; Ragin, 1994), the specific 

questions asked during the interviews evolved over the course of the series of 

interviews, as earlier interviews clarified the key areas of focus. As Curtis and Curtis 

(2011, p. 21) explain, “interactive research means the creation of data at the point 

of its collection”. Adopting a fluid rather than fixed approach to the interviews was 

further necessary given the rapidly shifting political environment, including a 

change of government partway through the completion of this thesis. Questions 

also differed according to the particular areas of expertise and experience within 

the different cohorts of research participants recruited for this research.  

 

Sample 

The aim of this research is to understand how the social services system in Aotearoa 

New Zealand has changed as a result of policies implemented by the National-led 
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government between 2008-2017. This includes changes to the distribution of 

welfare across sectors (including privatisation) as well as how particular policy 

approaches have impacted on community and voluntary sector organisations 

involved in the provision of social services and their clients. While the ways in 

which access to state funded social services for clients has changed is discussed in 

this thesis (for example through changes in eligibility criteria), it is important to 

note that this research does not attempt to assess the effectiveness of any individual 

service. A decision was made early in the research process that interviewing the 

clients of social services was therefore not necessary in meeting the particular aims 

of this project. Given that the range of services discussed in this thesis include 

services addressing sensitive issues including family and sexual violence, there is a 

risk that interviewing service users may inadvertently result in further trauma.  

This decision removes that risk. Instead, the focus has been on talking to key 

stakeholders within the social services system including providers, community and 

voluntary sector peak bodies and government officials.  

 

Interviews were conducted with participants representing four groups or cohorts. 

Table 2 provides a summary of the interviews undertaken for this research. Where 

participants have chosen not to be named they have been given a pseudonym 

indicating the type of organisation they represent. A broad description of each 

organisation is also provided including the size of the organisation12 (small, 

medium or large); over what area they deliver services (local, regional or national); 

and the range of services they offer (narrow, medium or broad). Further details of 

each cohort are discussed below.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
12 Size was determined by assessing their annual income via the New Zealand Charities register. 
Small organisations have an annual income of less than $2 million, medium organisations between 
$2 million - $10 million and large organisations over $10 million.  
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Table 2: Interview participants  

Interview Participants Number 

Community and Voluntary Sector Peak Body 
Organisations  n=4 

Name Organisation 

Brenda Pilott Social Service providers Aotearoa/ComVoices 

Simon Cayley Hui E! Community Aotearoa 

Trevor McGlinchey New Zealand Council of Christian Social Services 

David Hanna Wesley Community Action/ Inspiring Communities 

Community and Voluntary Sector Providers n=11 

Pseudonym  Description 

Community Provider 1 Medium; regional; narrow service range 

Community Provider 2 Medium; regional; narrow service range 

Community Provider 3 Small; local; narrow service range 

Community Provider 4 Medium; local; medium service range 

Community Provider 5 Large; national; narrow service range 

Community Provider 6 Large; regional; broad service range 

Community Provider 7 Medium; regional; narrow service range 

Community Provider 8 Large; national; broad service range 

Community Provider 9 Small; local; medium service range 

Community Provider 10 Large; national; broad service range 

Community Provider 11 Small; local; narrow service range 

Whānau Ora Providers  n=2 

Pseudonym  Description 

Whānau Ora Provider 1 Medium; local; broad service range 
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Whānau Ora Provider 2 Medium; regional; broad service range 

Government Officials n=2 

Name/Pseudonym  Description 

Dorothy Adams Acting Chief Executive, Social Investment Agency 

Government Official 2 Senior government official in large government 
agency 

Total n=19 

 

Community and voluntary sector peak body organisations  

There are a number of ‘peak body’ or umbrella organisations in Aotearoa New 

Zealand that operate on behalf of social sector organisations. These organisations 

play an important role in advocating to government on issues impacting the 

community and voluntary sector, as well as acting as conduits for information 

across sectors and organisations. Therefore, peak bodies are key sources of 

information about the community and voluntary sector and about the policy 

developments that impact on them.  

 

Interviews were conducted with key stakeholders representing four organisations 

who undertake advocacy and/or coordination roles on behalf of the community 

and voluntary sector at both a regional and national level. However, although 

participants were initially recruited on the basis of their professional roles within 

specific entities, in two cases the interviewees were actively involved in more than 

one entity that could be considered to be taking a ‘peak body’ or broad view of the 

community and voluntary sector. Given the interconnectedness and, in relative 

terms, small scale of the sector in Aotearoa New Zealand these connections are 

unsurprising. Such interviews were conducted at the beginning of the data 

collection process as a means of testing assumptions and refining my interview 

questions for subsequent interviews with service providers.  

 

Community and voluntary sector providers 

These stakeholders included the chief executives or senior managers of community 

and voluntary sector organisations involved in the delivery of social services. The 
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purpose of these interviews was to gain an understanding of the impacts 

experienced by such organisations as a result of shifts in government contracting 

practices. In particular, I was interested to understand what strategies 

organisations had undertaken in order to adapt to changing government priorities 

and the extent to which they felt that these strategies fit with their organisational 

mission and values. For example, did changes in contracts with government change 

the relationships that such organisations have with their clients, and if so how? 

 

Kaupapa Māori organisations 

One of the unique characteristics of the Aotearoa New Zealand social services 

environment is the significant role played by Māori organisations, which deliver 

services to their communities that are aligned with particular models of health and 

wellbeing. The place of such organisations has been underscored by the 

implementation of Whānau Ora, including the commissioning agencies which 

serve to allocate government resources towards to Māori and Pasifika 

communities. By interviewing chief executives of Māori service delivery 

organisations, I hoped to gain an insight into what (if any) impacts these 

organisations have experienced as a result of government policy developments. For 

example, how do funding relationships with commissioning agencies differ from 

those between mainstream organisations and government? How do these sorts of 

organisations navigate the tensions between organisational kaupapa (purpose) and 

funder priorities? Furthermore, given the fact that my research topic examines the 

impact of government policy on users of social services, it is also vitally important 

to consider specifically the way in which such policy approaches impact upon 

Māori. As Indigenous peoples, Māori have borne the brunt of policies of 

colonisation that have seen the loss of land, language and culture. Given the 

resulting over-representation of Māori in negative social statistics, the policies and 

approaches explored within this thesis are likely to have a disproportionate impact 

on Māori communities while at the same time potentially exacerbating deficit 

understandings of Māori (Gulliver et al., 2018; Walter, 2016). 

 

I am grateful to the two representatives of Māori providers who agreed to be 

interviewed. Both provided important insights into the Whānau Ora policy 

approach and also into the issues experienced by Māori providers more broadly. 
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Although the sample size is small, I was able to supplement this interview data with 

my own previous research into the Whānau Ora approach (Moore, 2014), as well 

as a number of government reports (Independent Whānau Ora Review Panel, 

2018; Office of the Auditor General, 2015).  

 

Government officials 

These interviews aimed to explore in depth the values, ideas, and, in some cases, 

instances of political pragmatism, that shaped the development of key policy 

decisions and approaches in relation to social service delivery. For example, how 

do policy makers view the role of government in relation to other stakeholders 

involved in the provision of social services? In what ways did government 

stakeholders envision the social investment approach changing the nature of social 

service delivery and the relationships between government and service providers? 

What do key stakeholders from both sides of the political spectrum see in terms of 

the future potential of social investment as an organising principle?  

 

Recruitment 

Representatives from peak bodies were identified through a review of key reports, 

media articles and community and voluntary sector websites. Potential 

participants were approached directly through email and invited to take part in an 

interview.  

 

I employed several different strategies in order to recruit community and voluntary 

sector providers. A small number of recruits came from within my own 

professional networks. These were people I had spoken to about my research at 

conferences or other events I attended and who expressed an interest in taking 

part.  I also prepared an advertisement that was distributed through local 

(Auckland-based) networks of community and voluntary sector organisations. I 

had several participants contact me as a result of this method of recruitment. 

Finally, in an attempt to ensure that I had participants from a broad variety of 

organisations, I directly emailed the chief executives of several large social service 

providers to invite them to participate. This was successful in one case (I was 

referred by the chief executive to a senior manager). This was successful in one case 

(I was referred by the chief executive to a senior manager). The majority of 
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providers were located in Auckland, however interviews were also carried out in 

Wellington, New Plymouth and a smaller regional centre in the North Island.  

 

In terms of recruiting Māori organisations, I identified potential participants 

through Te Puni Kokiri’s (Ministry of Māori Development) website, which listed 

providers contracted to deliver Whānau Ora services. Despite contacting seven 

different providers with an invitation to participate, both via telephone calls and 

also via email, I was only successful in recruiting two providers to take part in the 

research. Research suggests that while Māori providers are addressing high levels 

of demand within their communities, they receive less funding and are audited 

more regularly than mainstream organisations (Came, 2012). Therefore, this low 

response is not surprising given that Māori provider organisations are often 

operating under difficult circumstances and consequently, being in a position to 

give time to research may be limited. As discussed above, research undertaken by 

non-Indigenous researchers has often served to de-centre Māori knowledge and 

experiences while reinforcing hegemonic norms and understandings of Māori 

lives. Research has often been carried out on Māori, rather than with Māori (Cram, 

1997). As such, Māori have good reason to be cautious about engaging where there 

is a lack of certainty about the intentions and cultural safety of the researcher. With 

this in mind, it is possible that the information (particularly the Participant 

Information Sheet) that I provided to potential research participants was not 

sufficient in outlining the potential benefits to their participation and that my 

attention to undertaking a process of whakawhanaungatanga (establishing 

connections) was not sufficient within my research design and fieldwork. I will 

reflect on these issues for future research projects.  

 

Although the sample size of providers (including Māori providers) is modest 

(n=13), in the end a mix of both large national organisations and small local 

organisations were recruited from a broad geographical base that included large 

cities (Auckland and Wellington), as well as smaller regional centres.  Recruited 

organisations delivered a wide range of services, including (but not limited to) 

family and sexual violence services, budgeting services, counselling, parenting 

programmes, advice services, disability services, aged care and housing assistance.  
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Government stakeholders (including politicians, senior policy analysts and other 

senior government officials) were identified through the analysis of publicly 

available documents, press releases and websites and their contact details were 

sourced from publicly available information. Potential participants were then 

approached directly through email and invited to take part in an interview of 

between one to two hours at a time and place convenient to them.  

 

A koha (gift) was offered to each of the research participants as an 

acknowledgement of their time. They were given a choice of either a $50 petrol or 

supermarket voucher. Both government officials were unable to accept this gift due 

to their status as public servants, and both noted that taking part in such research 

was a routine part of their roles.  

 

In practice, recruiting government officials and politicians to take part in this 

research proved to be quite difficult for a number of reasons. One factor that 

complicated the collection of data from this cohort was the general election held in 

2017 which resulted in a change of government. The period leading up to the 

election in September 2017 and the months following proved (unsurprisingly) to 

be extraordinarily busy for both politicians and government officials. Furthermore, 

the research questions touched upon policy approaches and decisions, including 

the National-led government’s social investment approach and the collection and 

use of citizen data, that had been debated within the public sphere during the 

election. This meant that there may have been a perception that, should the outputs 

of this research be critical of policies or decisions made by politicians, this could 

result in political fallout. While several key politicians were invited to participate 

in this research including the (outgoing) Minister for Social Development, Anne 

Tolley, and the (outgoing) Minister for Social Investment, Amy Adams, all requests 

for interviews with politicians were denied. Two interviews were conducted with 

senior government officials: Dorothy Adams, the interim chief executive of the 

Social Investment Agency, and a second senior government official who opted not 

to be identified. A considerable amount of time was expended attempting to set up 

interviews with several other potential senior government officials; however, given 

the dual constraints of time and distance (all government officials were based in 

Wellington whilst I reside in Auckland), further interviews did not eventuate.  
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Given the small number of participants offering a government perspective, it is 

difficult to draw conclusions solely on the basis of the interview data collected. In 

order to overcome these limitations, a triangulated approach (Denzin, 1970) was 

undertaken that incorporated critical policy analysis of other data including that 

sourced from government policy documents, media appearances, press releases 

and so on. This approach is described in more detail below. In particular, in the 

absence of face to face interviews with key ministers, Cabinet papers – including 

some obtained through the Official Information Act 1982 – were critical in gaining 

insights into the ways in which policy issues were framed and what solutions were 

proposed (Bacchi, 2009). The Beehive website also proved a particularly rich 

source of examples of press releases from Ministers about social investment and 

other policy issues.  

 

Ethical Considerations 

Ethics approval to undertake interviews for this research was sought from the 

University of Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee (UAHPEC) and 

granted on the 11th of August 2017 for a period of three years. Consideration within 

the research design has been given to particular issues as described below. Before 

the interviews took place, all participants were provided with a Participant 

Information Sheet and were asked to sign a Consent Form. These forms outlined 

the participants’ right to withdraw from the research at any time without 

explanation or penalty.  

 

Confidentiality and anonymity  

According to the UAHPEC guidelines (2020, p. 42), “participation in a research 

study is ‘anonymous’ if it is impossible for the researcher or anyone else to connect 

a research participant with the data that the participant has provided.” In contrast, 

UAHPEC (2020, p. 43) define ‘confidentiality’ as situations whereby “information 

is private to the researcher and participant; that is, the information is held by those 

who share the confidence.” Given that I conducted all communication and face to 

face interviews with my research participants, the anonymity of participants was 

not possible. However, all practicable steps were taken to ensure that 

confidentiality of participants’ personal data was maintained in accordance with 

their stated preferences.   
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This research involved talking to representatives from organisations that receive 

government funding to deliver social services, representatives from community 

and voluntary sector peak body organisations and government officials. All 

participants were able to choose whether they were identified in the thesis and any 

other related research outputs such as journal articles and book chapters. Those 

who were happy to be identified indicated this on the Consent Form.  

 

Decisions made in terms of participant confidentiality differed depending on their 

professional roles and status. One of the government officials that took part in the 

research agreed to be named on the basis that they were explicitly commenting on 

the basis of their expertise and professional role while the identity of the second 

government official has not been disclosed in order to protect their professional 

interests. The four representatives of peak body organisations agreed to be 

identified as, without exception, they viewed contributing to research about the 

community and voluntary sector as being important and as part of their 

professional roles. The names and professional affiliations of these individuals 

have been included in the thesis. However, representatives of organisations that 

received government funding to deliver social services chose not to be identified. 

This was to protect the interests of their organisations, including their contractual 

relationships with government agencies. This also enabled full and frank 

discussions of the issues that they were facing as providers of social services. These 

providers were allocated a number and where direct quotes have been included 

they are referenced within the thesis as ‘community provider [number]’.  

 

All practicable steps have been taken to ensure that participants taking part in this 

research that did not explicitly agree to be named are not identified in any research 

outputs in ways that might impact negatively upon their relationships with 

government funders or their employers. Identifying information including 

transcripts, consent forms and contact details remain confidential and will not be 

disclosed in any research outputs. Other identifying information including the 

names of providers, locations and details of contracts that were discussed within 

interviews have also been removed from any quotes used in this thesis and other 

research outputs. It is possible that due to the comparatively small number of social 

service providers in Aotearoa New Zealand that the identity of some organisations 
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(particularly large or specialist providers) may be discoverable. These risks were 

outlined to potential research participants in the Participant Information Sheet, 

and participants were asked to sign the consent form acknowledging that they 

accepted these risks. These forms, alongside hard copies of interview transcripts 

are securely stored in a locked filing cabinet in the research supervisor’s office. 

Digital recordings and other information gathered from interviews is stored 

securely on a password protected computer and recordings will be destroyed after 

six years following the conclusion of this research project.  

 

Policy analysis 

Analysis of both primary materials including policy documents and government 

reports, cabinet papers, political speeches, media articles, press releases, radio 

interviews, and secondary materials including a review of the relevant academic 

literature was undertaken for this research project. Materials were sourced through 

online searches of government websites, databases including Google Scholar, news 

websites, political blogs, policy think tanks and other relevant community and 

voluntary sector websites. Key word searches included the terms ‘social services’, 

‘human services’ and ‘public services’ in conjunction with terms including 

‘privatisation’ ‘marketisation’, ‘commissioning’ ‘mixed economy of welfare’ 

‘outcomes’ ‘provision’ ‘funding’, ‘regulation’ and ‘social investment’. There were a 

couple of key government reports that are given particular attention within my 

analysis. These include the New Zealand Productivity Commission’s (2015b) 

Inquiry into More Effective Social Services, the Modernising Child Youth and 

Family Final Report (Modernising Child, Youth and Family Expert Panel, 2015) 

and the Whānau Ora Review (Independent Whānau Ora Review Panel, 2018).  

 

Shore and Wright (2011, p. 11) conceptualise policy as a “lens though which to study 

processes of political transformation”. They argue that with this approach in mind, 

“the field of research becomes not a particular people or organisation – far less a 

reified policy itself – but a ‘social and political space articulated through relations 

of power and systems of governance’ (Shore & Wright, 2011, p. 11). In order to 

locate policy approaches such as social investment within this broader conception, 

Marcus (1995, p. 97) argues that research cannot focus on a single site, but instead 
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should engage more fluid strategies which follow “connections, associations, and 

putative relationships”.  

 

It is clear that conventional approaches to policy analysis that frame policies as 

rational responses to objectively identified policy problems are inadequate and that 

we need to understand these as socially constructed in different ways by different 

actors at different times (Bacchi, 2009). It is important to note that the intent of 

this research is not to assess the effectiveness of any particular policy (or service), 

but rather to make visible the assumptions that have led to the identification and 

shaping of particular ‘problems’ as outlined in selected reports and policy 

documents. For example, looking across various reports from government officials 

in Aotearoa New Zealand it was clear that the National-led government elected in 

2008 was grappling with how to increase the effectiveness and efficiency of social 

service systems. This framing suggests that it is services themselves that are 

currently neither effective nor efficient, while ignoring the role that structural 

factors such as income inequality, racism or inadequate funding may play in 

achieving outcomes. Such framings provide the parameters for public debate as to 

what potential solutions to these issues may exist. Furthermore, these assumptions 

are subsequently tied to the way in which services are contracted, provided and 

regulated. The way in which these two methods of in-depth interviews and policy 

analysis have been woven together is discussed below.  

 

Analysis 
As Robson (2011, p. 466) observes, when it comes to qualitative data “[t]here is no 

clear or universally accepted set of conventions for analysis corresponding to those 

observed with quantitative data”, and for many researchers such analysis is viewed 

as “an art rather than a science”. However, there are a number of approaches that 

have been developed in order to balance the ‘art’ with the ‘science’, including quasi-

statistical approaches (for example, content analysis), thematic coding approaches 

and grounded theory approaches (Robson, 2011). For this research project, a 

process of thematic analysis was adopted as a means of making sense of the 

qualitative data gathered through the interview process. As Braun and Clarke 

(2006, p. 78) note, “[t]hrough its theoretical freedom, thematic analysis provides 
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a flexible and useful research tool, which can potentially provide a rich and 

detailed, yet complex, account of data”. While such flexibility is useful, some 

structure is also needed to support academic rigour and to enable confidence in the 

validity of research findings. In attempting to provide such structure, Braun and 

Clarke (2006, p. 87) suggest that the process of thematic analysis can be divided 

into six phases: familiarising yourself with your data; generating initial codes; 

searching for themes; reviewing themes; defining and naming themes and 

producing the report. The following section of this chapter maps my own research 

project against the first five of these phases. It should be noted that, while Braun 

and Clarke’s (2006) model provides a useful overarching structure, I have adapted 

it to meet the needs of my own research project. 

 

Familiarising yourself with your data 

Interviews were audio recorded and I undertook the process of transcribing all 

interviews manually. Although time consuming, choosing to undertake this 

process myself rather than contracting this out or using transcription software 

meant that I was re-engaging with the data as I was transcribing the interview. As 

a result, ideas about themes were being formulated as the series of interviews 

progressed, and I was able to adapt some questions or incorporate new questions 

as a result of interesting data gathered from early interviews.  

 

Generating initial codes 

Coding is a means of defining the data that is being analysed and involves grouping 

together passages of text that represent particular topics or ideas (Gibbs, 2007). 

This phase was significantly informed by the theoretical framework that was 

adopted early on in the research project. Powell’s (2007) Mixed Economy of 

Welfare (MEW) model (discussed in Chapter Two) adopts a three-dimensional 

framework that considers the provision, financing and regulation of welfare.  These 

three dimensions therefore were selected as the main organising framework for 

data analysis, and a close reading of interview transcripts was undertaken to 

identify and extract excerpts of discussion that related to each of these dimensions.  
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Making decisions even at this level was not always straightforward. In some 

instances there was overlap, and the same extracts of data were copied into 

documents relating to more than one dimension/code. In other cases, the 

connections between discussion that seemed important and the three dimensions 

of provision, finance and regulation were not always readily apparent. This meant 

that initially even where connections between the data three dimensions seemed 

tenuous, an inclusive and iterative approach was taken. Sections of text were 

assessed and reassessed many times and moved several times as the process of 

analysis evolved.  

 

Searching for themes/reviewing themes/defining and naming themes 

Although Braun and Clarke’s (2006) model suggests an orderly progression 

through the phases, in practice I found that the process of searching for themes, 

reviewing them and naming them was less linear and certainly messier – involving 

a long period of organising, reorganising and rethinking they ways in which the 

various amalgamations of data fit together. Initially each dimension (provision, 

finance, regulation) was mapped individually. Once this was done, the three 

dimensions were mapped against each other to understand how these themes 

related back to my original research questions. An example of how this process was 

undertaken is shown in Table 3 below.   

 

Table 3. Example Analysis Matrix 

 Provision Finance Regulation 

What 
happened/policy 
examples 

• State housing to 
social housing 

• Social impact 
bonds 

• Child Youth and 
Family review 

• Whānau Ora 

• Social impact 
Bonds 

• Client directed 
budgets 

• Whānau Ora 

• No funding 
Increases 

• Social Investment 

• Collection of data 

• Focus on 
Outcomes 

• Contract changes 

Changes 
between sectors 
- MEW 

• Shift from state to 
community and 
voluntary sector 
(housing) 

• Increased private 
provision (child 

• Private 
involvement in 
financing of 
public services 
through SIB 
model 

• Increasing levels 
of regulation 
through 
contractual 
relationships 
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protection, 
employment 
services) 

• Relationships 

• Philanthropic 
funding 

• Relationships 

Changes within 
sectors   

• Diversity of 
services 

• Service coverage 

• Increased 
reliance on non-
state sources of 
funding 

• Relationship to 
clients 

What were the 
impacts for 
providers and 
for clients? 

 

• Organisational 
Structure 

• Roles e.g. 
advocacy 

• Access 

• Viability 

• Staff wages and 
training 

• Fees for clients 

• Compliance 

• New 
requirements 
related to data 

• Eligibility for 
services 

 

Weaving the threads together 

Once the thematic analysis of the in-depth interviews was completed, this was 

woven together with relevant policy examples and analysis of policy documents. 

Not only was this process important in highlighting key themes within each of the 

dimensions of provision, finance and regulation, but mapping the data in this way 

also makes visible the threads that run across the three dimensions. For example, 

‘relationships’ has emerged as a key theme, not only between the government and 

the community and voluntary sector, but also between the government and Māori, 

and between providers and their clients.  

 

Conclusion 
This chapter has outlined the central research design and methodological 

underpinnings of this project including key ethical considerations. Taking a 

qualitative approach has enabled a measure of flexibility in my approach, which 

has been critical in navigating the complex and sometimes contradictory accounts 

of policy change and the impacts that this has had for providers of social services. 

By combining both participant interviews and analysis of key policy documents, it 

is possible to identify the ways in which the National-led government (2008-2017) 

framed particular policy issues and how this in turn provided the parameters for 

their policy solutions, including their social investment approach. These issues are 

explored in the remaining chapters of the thesis. 
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Chapter Five:  
Provision 
 

Introduction 
According to Powell (2007), the dimension of provision has traditionally attracted the 

most analysis within Mixed Economy of Welfare (MEW) perspectives. Who provides 

social services (the state, the community and voluntary sector, the private sector or the 

informal sector) is important because it has direct relevance on how citizens access 

services. Extending Powell’s (2007) model, which primarily examines shifts between 

sectors, this chapter also explores the ways in which government policy during this 

period resulted in changes to provision within sectors. The government’s drive for 

efficiency and also innovation within the social services system placed significant 

pressures on the community and voluntary sector to remake themselves in ways that 

rendered them more attractive as partners to government.  

 

This chapter explores the dimension of provision, firstly by identifying examples of 

where services previously provided by the state sector were contracted out to both 

private and community and voluntary sector providers under the National-led 

government elected in 2008. For example, changes to child protection legislation 

opened the door for increasing participation by the private sector in child protection 

work. At the same time, the community and voluntary sector has taken on work with 

families that would have previously been undertaken by statutory services due to 

increasing levels of need in the community, coupled with an increasingly high 

threshold for state intervention. The management of Corrections facilities and ‘state’ 

housing are further areas in which the government sought to open up the market in 

terms of provision.  

 

However, while these examples demonstrate a straightforward shift in provision of 

services away from the state (i.e. privatisation), I argue that the impact of market 

driven policies has also served to erode the boundaries between the state, the 
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community and voluntary sector and the private sector, which has in turn increased 

pressure on community and voluntary sector providers to adapt in order to survive.  

 

Towards Privatisation? 
As discussed in Chapter Two, defining ‘privatisation’ in the context of social service 

provision in Aotearoa New Zealand is far from straightforward. Given the extent to 

which successive governments have contracted out social service provision to the 

community and voluntary sector over the last several decades, there are varying 

understandings about whether privatisation indicates any shift of provision outside of 

the state sector, or whether privatisation only really occurs when provision is 

contracted to private (for-profit) entities. This ambiguity is summed up in the following 

statement made when I interviewed Brenda Pilott (Social Service Providers Aotearoa, 

SSPA): 

At the PSA [Public Service Association], particularly when National was in power, 
we spent a lot of time thinking about privatisation, because a National government 
will want to privatise things, they generally want a smaller state, a smaller public 
sector and a larger market sector. And I always thought that in a way – and I 
probably have a different perspective now – but at the time I was thinking that in 
a way when you are supporting the public sector, I used to think that the 
community sector was the soft edge of privatisation. You know that [the 
government] could feel comfortable saying ‘we are no longer going to be delivering 
these things from the state, but we are going to get these community organisations 
to do it.’ And that is a much more comfortable place for any government to be at 
rather than saying ‘we are going to be hiring Serco’. Or, you know, whoever, G4S 
in the UK. It is a much softer argument to make [Brenda Pilott, SSPA]. 

These distinctions are not straightforward, given that some areas of social service 

provision have arguably emerged out of community action and advocacy and have 

never been provided by the state. For example, the women’s refuge movement grew 

out of feminist action and existed before both state legislation recognising violence 

against women and children within families as a crime and state funding to support 

service delivery for victims. It is here that multi-dimensional MEW models are useful 

in recognising the ways in which privatisation can occur within different dimensions 

or in stages.   
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Private prisons 

There are a number of instances where the National-led government demonstrated its 

preference for transferring the provision of state services to the community and 

voluntary and/or private sectors. Although for the purposes of this thesis prison 

management sits outside the remit of ‘social services’, it is worth briefly discussing the 

Corrections (Contract Management of Prisons) Amendment Act 2009, which paved 

the way for an increasing role for the private sector in prisons. The legislation enabled 

private United Kingdom (UK) based company Serco to operate correctional facilities 

at Mt Eden and Wiri prisons in Aotearoa New Zealand (Mills, 2017). Announcing the 

move, Minister of Corrections Judith Collins commented that “[g]reater involvement 

of the private sector not only has the potential to deliver more efficient prisons, but 

also prisons that are safer and have new, innovative approaches to the rehabilitation 

of prisoners” (Collins, 2011, n.p.). This comment clearly links the notions of efficiency 

and innovation with the private sector. However, ultimately the decision to award the 

Corrections contracts to Serco proved to be a liability for the government as issues 

around the management of Mt Eden Correctional Facility, including human rights 

infringements and the prevalence of ‘fight clubs’ for prisoners, caused public outcry. 

The scandal surrounding Serco’s mismanagement of correctional facilities served to 

undermine the legitimacy of private sector involvement in public services (Boyle & 

Stanley, 2019).  

 

Care and protection of children 

The care and protection of children was another area where the National-led 

government was looking to increase the participation of the private sector in services 

that had previously been provided by the state. A senior government official 

interviewed for this research pointed out that changes in legislation placed new 

statutory requirements on Oranga Tamariki to meet the needs of children in care, 

irrespective of who provides those services. Coupled with increasing levels of funding 

for Oranga Tamariki, this opened the door to a more mixed market in terms of service 

provision: 

if we had fair funding of things that we needed to deliver social services, then we 
would have private sector organisations in the mix. Because they would look at that 
and say there is an opportunity for us. And we are starting to see that in care, 
because we are having to properly fund care, and coming into next year with the 
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new Act and the new Care Standards and so on and so forth we can’t not fund 
something – there is a statutory responsibility to do it. And the care system here 
has been underfunded for a long time, and so now when we see a child’s obvious 
needs we are meeting them – [as a result] there are now private for-profit 
organisations that are starting to come into the care market. Because the price 
point has reached a level where it is profitable [Government Official 2].  

 
The Children, Young Persons, and Their Families (Advocacy, Workforce, and Age 

Settings) Amendment Act 2016 enabled statutory functions to be delegated by the chief 

executive to individuals outside of the state sector. Such individuals did not need to be 

qualified social workers provided they were ‘appropriately qualified’. While the 

changes were framed by Minister for Children Anne Tolley as being necessary in order 

to transition to a system that is ‘child centred’ (Tolley, 2017), there were concerns 

within the child protection sector that the role of statutory social workers was being 

undermined. When asked about whether the changes opened the door to privatisation 

of care work, Brenda Pilott (SSPA) commented: 

Yes, and it also downgrades the role of social workers. Social workers are now only 
mentioned a couple of times in the legislation, so the tasks that were previously 
required to be done by a social worker are now described as being the responsibility 
of the chief executive, who can then delegate to whomever he or she wants, 
including externals. So it’s definitely opened the door for that, and of course that 
was intentional to allow for greater market participation in the statutory child 
protection and youth justice systems [Brenda Pilott, SSPA].  

These concerns were amplified by media reports suggesting the potential involvement 

of Serco in child protection services (see Jones, 2015). Unsurprisingly given the 

controversy surrounding their involvement in prison management, the spectre of Serco 

loomed large in discussions with interview participants in relation to notions of 

privatisation, with many explicitly naming Serco as an exemplar of why the 

privatisation of social services was problematic.  
 

From ‘state’ housing to ‘social’ housing 

Another example of the National-led government’s interest in reducing its role in the 

provision of social services is its Social Housing Reform Programme (SHRP). The 

intention was to increase the supply of what the government began referring to as 

‘social housing’ by creating a ‘quasi-market’ in which a broader range of both 

government and non-government housing providers would compete against each 

other for contracts to deliver social housing (Dykes, 2016). During a ‘State of the 
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Nation’ Speech delivered at the Auckland Rotary Club in January 2015, Prime Minister 

John Key suggested that the community and voluntary sector were already involved in 

the provision of housing and that they were better placed to provide housing solutions 

that reflected the particular needs of their communities: 

Locally-based providers can be closer and more responsive to their community. 
Providers that focus on particular types of tenants can integrate housing with the 
other services they provide, like mental health, disability or budgeting support. 
Non-government housing providers can also bring in new approaches and access 
new sources of funding (Key, 2015, n.p.).  

The groundwork for Key’s speech, and the SHRP, was laid in 2010 when the 

government established a Housing Shareholders’ Advisory Group (HSAG). The 

group’s final report promoted a restructure of the state housing system in which 

government-provided housing was residualised, providing support only to those with 

the highest levels of need, alongside a much-increased role for third party providers 

including both community housing providers and the private sector (Murphy, 2020). 

In order to achieve a level playing field between Housing New Zealand, the agency 

responsible for state rental houses, and non-government housing providers, the 

government passed the Social Housing Reform (Housing Restructuring and Tenancy 

Matters Amendment) Act 2013. The Act extended the government’s income-related 

rent subsidy (IRRS), previously only paid to Housing New Zealand, to approved 

community housing providers. The subsidy (which filled the gap between the capped 

income-related rents paid by tenants and market rates) would provide community 

housing providers with the income stream needed to cover costs and enable them to 

compete with Housing New Zealand. At the same time the government’s intention was 

to initiate a large-scale transfer of housing stock from the government to community 

providers (Dykes, 2016).  

 

What the government failed to take into account was the lack of capacity within the 

community and voluntary sector to raise the capital required to purchase housing 

stocks (being sold at market rates) from government and to set up the structures 

required to manage it (Dykes, 2016). As a result, there were significant delays in 

progressing the plan to transfer housing stocks. There were also significant 

implications for those community housing providers that accessed the IRRS. In the 

first instance, the acceptance of the subsidy required community housing providers to 

align themselves with the Ministry of Social Development’s (MSD) operational 
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guidelines, which included tenant selection, the setting of rents and other management 

procedures (Murphy, 2020). As Murphy (2020, p. 243) argues, “accepting the IRRS 

fundamentally alters the nature of these community organisations. In effect, they 

evolve to serve the interests of the Ministry of Social Development rather than the 

needs of a specific community”. At the same time, there is also an element of risk that 

is transferred from the government to community housing providers. There is a 

possibility that if client needs or the housing market changes, community providers 

may be left with assets that no longer align with government priorities, leading the 

government to withdraw subsidies or renegotiate terms (Dykes, 2016).  

 

Furthermore, although the move was promoted as representing a greater role for the 

‘community’ within the housing sector, Johnson (2016, p. 2) argues that the 

programme was in fact part of an agenda of privatisation: 

While social housing outside of the state has been presented in rosy terms as being 
locally based and community centred, the government’s move towards the term 
and the policy of social housing is effectively privatisation and is masking a down-
grading of state housing. The real agenda was at least partly one of privatising 
social housing through state house sales and the payment of on-going rent 
subsidies to the new owners for some indeterminate time into the future.  

In spite of the emphasis on the increased role for community housing providers, many 

of the consortiums putting forward bids for housing stocks represented the interests of 

private capital, illustrating that privatisation (at least within the dimension of 

provision) was indeed occurring.  

 

While the above examples demonstrate a willingness on the part of government to open 

up the for-profit market for social services in some areas, these were often not entirely 

successful. It is also evident that in the large part the non-profit community and 

voluntary sector was still seen as an appropriate partner to government in the 

provision of a significant number of services. However, the following sections outline 

the way in which the ‘organisational specific capital’ (Neilson et al., 2015) that was 

often seen as justification for choosing to contract to the community and voluntary 

sector (see Chapter Two), was at risk of becoming significantly eroded through top 

down pressures from government.  
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Increasing complexity: blurred boundaries between the 
state sector and the work of the community and voluntary 
sector  
At the same time as there were concerns about the ingress of private providers and 

specialists into the area of statutory care and protection of children, the boundaries 

between the state sector and the community and voluntary sector were also becoming 

increasingly blurred. The government’s push for providers to collect and provide 

individual client level data (discussed in more detail in Chapter Seven) was seen as one 

way in which community and voluntary sector providers were at risk of being seen as 

‘defacto arms of government’ (McGlinchey, 2016, n.p.). However, there are other 

examples of the ways in which providers were increasingly taking on work that 

previously would have taken place within the state statutory system.   

 

In 2014, a report from the Office of the Chief Social Worker (2014) found that a 

significant rise in notifications to Child Youth and Family (CYF), coupled with an 

increasingly neoliberal managerial context (Hyslop & Keddell, 2019), was impacting 

the ability of Child Youth and Family social workers to manage caseloads. One of the 

outcomes of the review was a tightening of criteria for notifications to be actioned 

within CYF and an increase in referrals outside of this agency to ‘partner’ organisations 

(including community and voluntary sector organisations) for follow up. As Hyslop 

and Keddell (2019, p. 104) explain, “this was essentially ‘demand management’ of the 

crisis caused by growing public expectations, the absence of a prevention focus and 

rapidly increasing workload”.  

 

The flow on impacts of these changes were evident in the interview data collected for 

this research. Community and voluntary sector providers reported that the nature of 

the cases that they were dealing with became increasingly complex and, that in many 

cases, they were working with families who previously would have met the threshold 

for a statutory response. However, the level of complexity (and risk) of the cases that 

community and voluntary sector providers were addressing was often not 

acknowledged by government in terms of sufficient resourcing, as indicated here by 

Trevor McGlinchey (New Zealand Council of Christian Social Services, NZCCSS):  
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I think that within the government agencies they have this view that actually 
community services don’t work with very complex cases when in fact the people 
being worked with are the same as they are working with. It’s just whether or not 
they have reached the level of being in risk or at risk. Following the Child Youth 
and Family workload review that came about five years ago, six years ago, they 
decided that Child Youth and Family would only work with families where child 
abuse and neglect actually existed, rather than where there was a high risk of it 
occurring. [As a result], our members started working with more and more people 
who were once worked with in that statutory space and have now been shifted into 
the community space. But again, no shift in resources [Trevor McGlinchey, 
NZCCSS].  

The result of these changes within CYF, coupled with stagnant levels of government 

funding, was that community providers were increasingly required to undertake a 

process of ‘triaging’; that is, assessing who was most in need of support and prioritising 

limited resources to working with those clients. As McGlinchey explains, this 

represented a fundamental shift from earlier practices, when clients who self-identified 

as needing assistance could walk through the door and, in most cases, get some sort of 

assistance from community and voluntary sector organisations: 

When you have got a big increase in demand – and I think what became really 
obvious post GFC [Global Financial Crisis] is a big increase in complexity as well – 
but no increase in resources, then you have to get really focussed about who you 
work with. And I think what happened as a result of that is it’s that kind of situation 
where you have to wait for people to become unwell enough to qualify for service 
delivery. So people who may have self-identified as needing some support 
reasonably early in the cycle didn’t get that support. And as things spiralled out of 
control they finally reached a point where their level of trauma, their level of 
complexity had reached a stage where it was “oh, well we can help you now”. So 
highly inefficient really.  

 

The blurring boundaries between statutory and non-statutory responses to social 

needs also raises important questions about the relationships between community and 

voluntary sector organisations and the clients that they engage with. As discussed in 

Chapter Two, the term ‘voluntary’ as it is understood in relation to community 

organisations speaks to the notion that people freely choose to associate with them 

(Community and Voluntary Sector Working Party, 2001).  However, it is evident that 

in some cases, the extent to which clients are able to ‘choose’ to engage with 

government contracted services is constrained. As one provider noted, many of the 

clients attending their community provided stopping violence services are mandated 
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to attend by the Courts as a condition of avoiding or reducing custodial or community 

based sentences for domestic violence offences: 

So the clients that come via the Corrections or MoJ [Ministry of Justice] referral 
pathway probably see us as part of the machine at the start of that process. Often 
by the end of that process (if they complete) then that perception has changed. But 
most people who go through those kinds of pathways don’t perceive any difference 
between NGO organisations, government organisations or anyone else. They are 
all having things done to them because the courts or the probation officers or 
whoever have said this is what needs to happen [Community Provider 2].   

Likewise, referrals for the Family Start13 programme increasingly come from the 

statutory agency Oranga Tamariki. In these instances, where parents are at high risk 

of having their children removed from their care if they fail to comply with directives 

to attend such programmes, it is difficult to see how their engagement with these non-

government providers can be truly ‘voluntary’. The referral pathways from statutory 

government agencies to community and voluntary sector organisations thus 

fundamentally alter the relationships between clients and providers by positioning 

community and voluntary sector organisations as quasi-government agencies.  These 

issues are explored further in Chapter Seven.  

 

Merge, collaborate or die: Reshaping the community and 
voluntary sector 
While the National-led government saw particular benefits in contracting services to 

the community and voluntary sector, it also attempted to shape the sector in particular 

ways in order to meet its own objectives. The resulting pressure on sector providers to 

scale up, professionalise and collaborate risks creating situations of ‘mission drift’ 

(Considine et al., 2014), whereby the particular qualities and value that community 

and voluntary sector providers bring to the table are lost.  

 

Increasing efficiencies: the push for fewer contracts with larger providers 

One of the ways in which the government sought to increase the efficiency of the social 

services system was to rationalise the number of contracts it held with non-

government providers. There was a perception amongst providers that smaller local 

providers were losing contracts to larger organisations that had a national reach. 

Although the extent to which this actually occurred nationally for the services 

 
13 Family Start is an early home visiting service focussed on children.   
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examined here is difficult to ascertain, a precedent for such a move can be found 

during this period in the reduction of the New Zealand Accident Compensation 

Corporation (ACC) home support contracts (from 86 to six) and similar moves from 

various District Health Boards to significantly reduce the number of contracts held 

with local organisations. (Neilson et al., 2015; Nowland-Foreman, 2016). Interviews 

with representatives from community and voluntary sector peak bodies identified 

some concern about how the tangible and intangible benefits of small local 

organisations could be lost in a shift towards larger more corporate entities. Simon 

Cayley, Co-Chair of Hui E! Community Aotearoa (Hui E!) argued that smaller, local 

community organisations were part of the fabric of Aotearoa New Zealand and that 

the National-led government was conflating a diverse and vibrant community sector 

with an oversupply of small social services providers: 

I think that you saw that in some of the really misguided material that came out of 
National around the number of social services in community sector organisations 
… But actually, when you unpacked it all a lot of those are tiny sports clubs, 
volunteer groups, and they are a fabric within New Zealand. […] If you played the 
National commentary into that you would strip [smaller providers] away, I mean 
you would try and make them part of a bigger more efficient body. And again, I 
think that you lose something there, because the connection with the people, with 
the families and whānau on the ground had huge value that you lose the instant 
that you make something bigger and more centralised [Simon Cayley, Hui E!]. 

Brenda Pilott (SSPA) also challenged the idea that Aotearoa New Zealand’s community 

sector was inefficient or unsustainable due to the high number of small organisations 

operating:  

Why would you want to say ‘here are the six providers that we are funding’? Why 
would you want to do that, when the community, left to its own devices, will create 
many centres of activity? I think that not seeing that is a problem and a hurdle, and 
we are hearing those messages from the current government. That is a worry, 
because it suggests that there is line of thinking there that is about efficiency. Of 
course it is more efficient for Oranga Tamariki to have 10 contracts rather than 
600, but what do they lose? How does that improve services to those that need it? 
It is not clear to me that that would do that [Brenda Pilott, SSPA].  

However, she commented that this way of thinking was being replicated by the Labour-

led government elected in 2017: 

But when we hear ministers in the current Labour government saying that ‘we have 
600 contracts with providers in the social services area and there are all these 
thousands of charities and why do we need so many?’ Rather than saying 
‘Fantastic! We have got all of this effort from the community, all of that interest 
and involvement and commitment, you know all of that free good and service 
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availability – what a great gift’. It’s like the message from government is ‘Oh that’s 
a problem, it takes us all this effort to contract with those organisations so let’s not 
do that – let’s have fewer’.  

 

Examining similar debates within the UK, Aiken and Harris (2017) argue that there is 

a risk of a ‘hollowing out’ of small to medium third sector organisations. While some 

organisations have expanded rapidly – or ‘scaled up’ – others have been forced to shut 

completely. Those organisations that have survived pressures around funding, 

accountability and collaboration have done so through creating financial efficiencies 

including:  

• withdrawing from activities other than externally funded direct service 
provision; 

• changing their goals and ‘customer focus’; 
• ‘casualising’ staff; 
• employing less skilled and experienced staff who are cheaper but are given 

little discretion to innovate or respond to new needs (NCIA, 2015, cited in 
Aiken & Harris, 2017, p. 337) 

The potential loss or transformation of smaller organisations reduces the options 

available to people seeking support within their communities. There is a risk that 

specialist services catering to particular groups, for example refugees, may be 

subsumed within more generic organisations that lack the local relationships and 

context that enable smaller providers to be effective.  

 

From a government perspective, one interview participant argued that the extent to 

which it was inefficient for government agencies to contract to small local 

organisations depended upon whether the investment by government was leveraging 

resources that came from other sources including philanthropic funding: 

I should say that the general view amongst chief executives in the public sector still 
is that we have got too many small organisations and too many micro investments 
and that can’t be efficient. If you have got an arrangement where you are giving an 
organisation $25,000 and so are a couple of other people and that basically means 
you are paying for one person in an office to give advice on a high street then that 
is not a particularly efficient way of running things. […] If you are giving $75,000 
to an organisation with a half a million-dollar turnover because they are leveraging 
other philanthropic funding or whatever, then is that an inefficient investment? Or 
actually, is that a 20% contribution and you are getting 50 to 60% of the output 
from that organisation. I think there are some quite interesting tensions on that 
[Government Official 2].  
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These comments highlight the fact that, for the most part, government agencies do not 

fully fund services, even where they are fully specified. The expectation that 

community and voluntary sector organisations are able to attract funding from other 

sources which can then be ‘leveraged’ by government is unpacked in more detail in the 

following chapter.  

 

The downsides of supersized providers 

There is also evidence that there are a number of risks involved in shifting towards 

contracting a smaller number of organisations, for both government and providers. 

The ability to subcontract creates a tiered system which places larger providers with 

regional or national reach in a favoured position with government. Brenda Pilott 

(SSPA) noted that, in these instances, risk is shifted from government to larger 

providers who then subcontract to smaller local or specialist providers where needed 

or appropriate. There are costs involved in this model, and smaller providers are likely 

to see lower contract rates once administration and contract management costs have 

been recouped by the super-provider:  

Well I mean that is the ACC [Accident Compensation Corporation] model – they 
went down from a much larger number of contracted organisations to a smaller 
number that then sub-contract – so at least those organisations are still there, but 
it passes the risk on doesn’t it, for contract management and other forms of risk, 
from the government agency to the super-provider. They then have to manage all 
those contracts and all of that sort of stuff [Brenda Pilott, SSPA].  

There is also a risk that as larger providers are encouraged to become more corporate 

in their structures and operations, financial considerations are prioritised over 

community need. It was noted by one provider that other larger providers, who had 

won contracts for delivery in regional areas of the South Island, eventually retreated 

from these due to the high overhead costs of delivery in smaller centres. In the 

meantime, the smaller local organisations that had previously delivered services in 

these areas had closed, leaving some areas with significant gaps in available services. 

Furthermore, some providers raised the issue of the loss of specialist sector 

knowledge, as smaller providers lost contracts to larger organisations that were 

moving into new areas of service provision. For example, as one provider commented: 

The other thing that I felt came of the last National government was that one size 
fits all approach. So we were seeing nationwide organisations get funding that I am 
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sure had good workers but didn’t necessarily have the expertise [Community 
Provider 3]. 

While smaller community and voluntary sector providers faced a number of challenges 

during this period, larger organisations were also faced with a number of risks that 

had the potential to impact on their viability. For example, the collapse of 

Relationships Aotearoa in 2015 following a breakdown in contract negotiations with 

MSD demonstrated that even a well-established provider that held contracts with 

multiple government agencies was not immune to the impacts of government policy 

changes or the difficulties resulting from the tight funding environment.  

Relationships Aotearoa was a large national provider of family and counselling 

services (including family violence services) that held contracts with a number of 

government agencies including MSD, the Department of Corrections and the Ministry 

of Justice. When the organisation failed to renegotiate its contract with MSD, the 

organisation shut its doors amid considerable public controversy. This left many 

communities without access to services (NZFVC, 2015a). As one provider 

representative noted: 

But what happened with Relationships Aotearoa, when they had to close their 
doors there was no more service. That service was no longer there. Stand picked 
up the contract, but that happened some weeks down the track, and clients had 
been told that the service was no longer available so they had left and gone 
elsewhere. […] The loss of that sort of thing from communities – I know that in 
some communities we have picked up where we have been the only provider left in 
town, and other communities, other providers will have picked up. And they might 
have been given a little bit more funding to do it a bit more but it wouldn’t have 
been a lot. I couldn’t quantify that, how much access has been lost [Community 
Provider 10]. 

 

Cordery (2017) argues that, in reality, government is not able to transfer all risk when 

contracting out to larger providers. She points out that the fall-out from the collapse 

of Relationships Aotearoa caused significant reputational damage to government, as 

media reports fuelled an empathetic public response that favoured Relationships 

Aotearoa as a victim of a government that had hung them out to dry as an example to 

the broader sector. Several providers commented that the government’s focus on 

shifting contracts to larger national providers cooled considerably post-2015, 

speculating that this may have been a result of the difficulty the government 

experienced in transitioning Relationship Aotearoa’s contracts to other providers. 

Other policies also suggest government thinking around the benefits of national 
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providers and approaches was shifting. For example, initiatives such as Whānau Ora 

indicate that policies that supported localised coordination and responses to social 

issues were gaining traction.  

 

The push for community sector collaboration 

As well as appearing to favour larger organisations for social service contracts, the 

government also exerted pressure through the tendering process itself, encouraging 

smaller providers to bid for work through collaborative arrangements with other 

providers: 

Because it felt for a while there like, if you weren’t going to collaborate, you weren’t 
going to get funding. Because the National government were definitely looking at 
bigger organisations and giving contracts to bigger organisations, that whole one 
size fits all thing. We will just throw money at Barnardos, or Family Works, or PSN 
[Presbyterian Services North] and see if that makes any difference [Community 
Provider 3]. 

It was made clear that government expected community and voluntary sector 

providers to collaborate to gain administrative efficiencies. In practice, while many 

providers made an effort to set up collaborative structures, these rarely achieved the 

outcomes that the government was seeking, and in many cases created inefficiencies 

for providers. This contradicts the rhetoric that social service reforms would improve 

efficiency. The following quote from one provider representative aptly illustrates how 

collaboration for the sake of it created added burdens for the provider in terms of time 

and costs: 

The other thing they did was they tried to merge organisations into consortiums 
with the idea that they would use each other’s resources. It kinda sounded OK, in 
practice everyone became terrified that they wouldn’t get a contract – well they 
were told that they wouldn’t get a contract by putting in their own tender. We all 
had to re-tender for our funding that we had had for twenty years. And you were 
asked to do it in groups with other providers. So everyone kind of went ‘oh well, do 
you want to come in with us?’ It has been a pointless exercise but it did get us the 
contract.  

It started out – I guess we all tried to at least pretend we were meeting and sharing 
resources, um, we didn’t really gel for whatever reason. And geographically, we 
would have a meeting in [South Auckland] – who has got four hours? By the time 
you go out there and go ‘Yes, here we all are meeting, how are you going, how are 
you going, let’s all go home’-  It’s 1pm and you left at 8:30am in the rush hour. So 
it kind of petered out. And in theory we are still a consortium, and I actually think 
the last time we had an audit and met with our funding manager she said, ‘Oh I 
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don’t think they are going to continue with that, I think that is a failed experiment’  
[Community Provider 4]. 

 

This experience was shared by another provider representative who commented that, 

while collaboration was good when it was a result of natural synergies within the 

sector, the suggestions from government on how to collaborate for efficiency were not 

appropriate given the nature of the work that they undertook:  

What I get asked in funding applications all the time is ‘who are you collaborating 
with?’ And we collaborate with all sorts of people, but it is harder than what people 
think, and I am not sure how cost effective it is. You know, MSD [Ministry of Social 
Development] were saying things to me at the time like, ‘well you could share a 
photocopier with [other agency]’ who are in the building with us. And I am 
thinking, what – that is going to save us five hundred bucks a year? If that? And 
because we deal with personal and sensitive information we are not going to share 
a photocopier with anyone. We are just not going to – all of the stuff that we do is 
highly confidential [Community Provider 3]. 

A senior government official argued that collaboration can be valuable, but only if it is 

driven by the community sector itself, rather than through top-down ‘collaborate or 

die’ directives from government agencies.  They suggested that what is currently 

missing are the mechanisms to enable that to happen in terms of contracting 

agreements and local governance structures that are resourced to support collective 

efforts:  

Something that we have been pushing for across other agencies, is to figure out 
what the mechanism is for local bodies to propose to us the dissolution of the 
contractual and funding boundaries that we have put in place that are inhibiting 
them from doing what they want to do together? […] Actually, if you create a 
mechanism for communities to propose and then you say well how is that going to 
work from a democratic deficit? How is your transparency and accountability going 
to work? And actually entering into a dialogue on that basis. That would be the way 
through the lots and lots of little contracts, not the top down consolidate, 
collaborate or die, forced marriage kind of thing [Government Official 2].  

Collaboration within the community sector was always going to be difficult within an 

environment of constrained funding and competitive tendering processes 

(Buckingham, 2009). There is an irony in expecting the community sector to overcome 

these significant challenges given the fact that overcoming siloed structures and 

collaborating effectively within the public sector has proved to be somewhat of a 

‘wicked problem’ for successive governments over the past several decades (Harris, 

2010). Although there are numerous examples of where government has attempted to 

implement more joined up approaches (for example, Whānau Ora, Children’s Teams 
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and the Social Investment Agency), Brenda Pilott (SSPA) argues that the effectiveness 

of these approaches is limited particularly by the Public Finance Act:  

Notwithstanding some imprecations within the State Sector Act [1988] to play 
nicely together – to work together, joint outcomes – those are fine words but the 
rubber hits the road in the Public Finance Act [1989] where chief executive A is 
only responsible for the outcomes that relate to the appropriations that they have 
got. So there is a contradiction between those two pieces of legislation, and that 
hits people in the face really when they are having to seek funding from multiple 
sources. […] I think it is almost like there are two systems that look like they really 
ought to be the same but they are not. So you have the way that the community sets 
up services that respond to the presenting needs of clients in all of their complexity 
and breadth. And then you have all of these government funding silos which relate 
to the public service construct. And you simply wouldn’t do that if you had landed 
from Mars and decided to set up a social services system where these two things 
had to work together. You just wouldn’t do it like that [Brenda Pilott, SSPA].  

 

The government’s attempts to increase collaboration within the community sector was 

driven by a desire to increase the efficiency of the sector. However, the above examples 

demonstrate how in many cases they placed further costs upon the community sector 

with little evidence that the effectiveness of services increased. Furthermore, the way 

in which the public sector is structured, which inhibits the very collaboration sought, 

remained unchanged.  

 

Innovation, added value and extracted value 
The drive for innovation is a key theme that unites many of the various initiatives 

explored by the National-led government’s three terms in power. Indeed, the 

Productivity Commission’s (2015b) final report on More Effective Social Services 

includes the term ‘innovation’ no less than 476 times. Social impact bonds, client 

directed budgets, Whānau Ora commissioning agencies (discussed in more detail in 

Chapter Six) are all examples of the ways in which the government was looking to shift 

the status quo in the area of social services. However, Judith Collins’ above quote 

about private sector involvement in prison management makes evident that the 

government saw innovation as a quality abundant within the private sector, and less 

evident within the community and voluntary sector. The idea that innovation is 

connected to the profit motive has been challenged. For example, a report into the 

Social Impact Bond (SIB) pilot at Peterborough Prison in the United Kingdom (Disley 

et al., 2015, p. 59) found that: 
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[T]here is no compelling reason to believe that SIB funding on its own fosters 
innovation. A more plausible conclusion is that innovations are fostered in projects 
and initiatives led by committed partners who are able to look at service delivery 
with ‘fresh eyes’ and with an outcome-focus, question traditional approaches, and 
who have freedom to make changes and test new ways of working. Such features 
might be more likely to be present within SIBs – because SIBs are often established 
to encourage new approaches to service delivery, and require substantial attention 
to outcomes due to their payment structure – but these kinds of innovations are 
not necessarily lacking in other funding and delivery models. 

 

The ability of community and voluntary sector providers to be able to ‘make changes 

and test new ways of working’ was limited by the amount of resources available 

through the National-led government’s contracting regime. One representative of a 

large provider argued that the contracting relationship between government and the 

community and voluntary sector made no allowances for the design of services or for 

innovation in how services were developed or delivered:  

If there was more funding for people to design stuff – we do all of that ourselves. 
There is no money to have someone go off and do some meaningful work around 
co-design. That is not funded. You have to prove that first before you get a contract, 
or not… I think they might have perhaps started to give us a little bit more in 
contracts that are a little bit more ‘loose’ in terms of being able to do some exploring 
as well, but it is still a top-up model. You are not going to be able to go and pay an 
evaluator and someone to go off and spend $80 -$90,000 to get the calibre of 
person you need to go and really do a co-design process that is meaningful. We do 
that, we have a team, but that is not funded. It’s the other way round really isn’t it 
– some experts will tell you here is what the programme is, here is a contract, go 
and tender for it. And who are the experts? That seems to be the model 
[Community Provider 6]. 

 

Furthermore, interview data suggest that, even where community and voluntary sector 

providers had used their own resources and experience to develop services that were 

innovative and successful in achieving outcomes within their communities, there was 

a tendency on the part of government to extract that added value in ways that were 

problematic. The following quote from David Hanna (Wesley Community Action) 

discusses the way in which ‘co-design’ approaches were adopted by government as a 

means of utilising the expertise of the community sector and service users in order to 

develop more effective services. Considerable input from Hanna’s organisation and its 

clients in the development of the government’s new Building Financial Capability 

programme led to the new programme ‘Money Mates’, which included significant 
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elements of their own ‘Good Cents’ programme. Yet Hanna indicated that the 

contracts that were offered back to deliver the new programme were wholly 

inadequate: 

[MSD] started all of these co-design and sprint14 groups. Early on they clicked into 
this ‘Good Cents’ initiative that we had that had been going for eight years and they 
sucked up basically a whole lot of our IP [intellectual property]. So lots of people 
who had been on our Good Cents course were on their sprint groups and I would 
say of the final design of Money Mates, 80% has its origins in our Good Cents 
initiative. […] But when [MSD] did the funding for it, their funding was about 40% 
for us to run the course. And we said, ‘well why would we run this when you are 
only funding us for 40% of what it costs us to do this well?’ So we didn’t take the 
contract. Although the irony was that although we contributed significantly in one 
way, we didn’t end up running the Money Mates course [David Hanna, Wesley 
Community Action].  

This was not the only example of where collaboration between community providers 

and government was premised on notions of partnership and shared vision, but 

resulted in outcomes that did not benefit those organisations that had contributed to 

the development of particular services and approaches. Domestic violence specialist 

provider Shine was heavily involved in the development of the government’s National 

Home Safety Service. The service was modelled on a Safe@Home programme that had 

been designed and developed by Shine in partnership with Police and received funding 

from MSD to be delivered in Auckland, Tauranga and Christchurch (where it was 

delivered by Aviva contracted through Shine). The service was evaluated by MSD, 

which found it to be effective in achieving improved safety outcomes for victims of 

domestic violence (Martin & Levine, 2010), and government subsequently committed 

to expanding the programme nationally (NZFVC, 2015b). Although Auckland-based 

Shine had spent considerable time and effort to develop the service, it was not 

successful in winning the eventual tender from government, which in 2015 was 

awarded to a partnership between National Collective of Independent Women's 

Refuges (NCIWR), Shakti New Zealand and the Pacific Island Safety and Prevention 

Project (NZFVC, 2015b). In 2016, shortly after missing out on the contract, Shine 

entered into a merger with a significantly larger social services provider Presbyterian 

Support Northern (PSN). Commenting on the merger, Shine (cited in NZFVC, 2016b, 

n.p.) stated that:  

 
14 Sprint groups are design workshops – the ‘sprint’ terminology derives from co-design approaches to 
workshopping policy with government, community organisations and service users (see MSD, 2016b).  
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We have recognised that the environment in which we are operating is undergoing 
significant change and that we need to adapt to ensure Shine’s essential services 
and impact on the problem of domestic abuse is broadened. One of our key 
strategic objectives coming out of this process was to establish and strengthen 
strategic alliances to have a greater impact at a national level. 

While representatives of Shine were not interviewed as part of this research project, 

the above quote demonstrates clearly the way community and voluntary sector 

organisations saw strategic advantage in operating at a national rather than local level.  

 

The examples above demonstrate the difficulties faced by community and voluntary 

sector providers. On the one hand, the expertise of the sector is seen as a key ingredient 

in the development of new services and approaches, however there is no recognition 

of the costs of innovation within government contracts for service. Furthermore, even 

where providers are seen to be both innovative and effective in the development of 

new services, there are no guarantees that this effort is rewarded with contracts from 

government to deliver the very services that they have helped to develop. It is highly 

unlikely that commercial for-profit entities would have engaged in this manner with 

government in order to develop services without an undertaking that their intellectual 

property would be protected, or that there would be fair compensation for the time 

and expertise that were utilised throughout the design and development process.  

 

Who owns it? Top down vs bottom up approaches 
Interview data also indicate that tensions were created by the tendency of the 

government to want to shape the community and voluntary sector in particular ways. 

Some providers spoke about the fact that their organisations had developed as 

grassroots, community led responses to particular problems or gaps in services that 

were identified in their local areas. However, once government funding was secured 

through contracts for delivering services, the autonomy of providers to deliver services 

in ways that reflected their relationships with clients and their expertise became 

constrained. One participant commented that the government renamed services to 

reflect their own interpretation of particular services, bringing into question whether 

the sector or the government ‘owns’ the services being delivered: 

[N]ow the government designs services and calls them by its own names. So 
‘Victims Services for Sexual Violence’ will now be called ‘Sexual Harm Services’. 
Well … why does the government think it can just decide that and change the name 
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of something [that grew] out of communities across the country and has been [this 
way] for decades? Harmful sexual behaviours – so services working with those who 
cause the harm, they rebranded themselves to use the word ‘harm’ a few years ago, 
but the victim sector never did that and don’t own that. […] And so that kind of 
sense that the government now owns all these things and that we need to call them 
what the government calls them. So it is completely turned on its head – who is 
driving it, who owns it, who names it, who thinks they’re in charge really? 
[Community Provider 7]. 

 

The following comment from a provider representative, which discusses the 

government’s re-organisation of budgeting services, identifies a resulting tension 

between the organic efforts ‘growing out of communities’ with the government’s 

increasing desire to standardise and tightly specify what services looked like and who 

could access them:  

But there are some early signs that the main two funders of our sector are becoming 
more top down in their process in terms of determining what the criteria are for 
receiving services. […] At the end of the day, the funders made the decisions about 
the price range and the specifications, and they were instrumental in the decision 
to set up a new National Body to oversee that. So that is a real reversal of the more 
organic ‘bottom up’ growing out of communities and a more top down ‘we will 
specify’ – and not only will we specify what we want, but we will specify how you 
are going to be shaped and how you will deliver [Community Provider 10]. 

What is also really interesting about the above quote is its observation that, not only 

did the government seek to reorganise and redesign the budgeting services sector, but 

it also took a lead role in creating a non-governmental entity to oversee and support 

the new Building Financial Capability providers. Rather than a peak body emerging at 

the behest of providers themselves in order to advocate for their clients and on issues 

related to their work, the government created a charitable trust, FinCap, which it then 

contracted for five years to undertake activities supporting the capacity of the sector. 

Listed as one of eight core activities specified within FinCap’s $950,000 per annum 

contract was “a shared sector voice including advocacy and engagement with 

government and media” (MSD, 2020, n.p.). The extent to which an entity created and 

wholly funded by government could be seen as independent and able to advocate for 

the sector effectively is questionable. Furthermore, this was not the only example of 

the government creating entities that were designed to advocate for clients. As Brenda 

Pilott (SSPA) points out, VOYCE (Voice of the Young and Care Experienced) 

Whakarongo Mai was an NGO established by government in partnership with the 

philanthropic sector as a result of the restructure of the child protection system:  
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I think that VOYCE is an interesting example… it was driven by what was wanted 
by government, and the philanthropy sector got in alongside and then have shaped 
up something is looking more like an arm of Oranga Tamariki. And I think they are 
aware of that, and the need to become more overtly independent, because 
otherwise how can you be an advocacy organisation… I think it is an interesting 
example of a new service that has been driven from a top down approach rather 
than bottom up. If there is too much of that we will lose some of the great things 
that organically develop to respond to the need in the community, where people in 
the community come together, they get a bit of money and off they go. If we lose 
that we will have lost something very precious actually [Brenda Pilott, SSPA]. 

As Pilott points out, the challenge for the newly created entity is how to avoid being 

seen as an arm of government, while the broader challenge for the community and 

voluntary sector as a whole is how to continue to engage meaningfully within 

communities (and according to mission and values) given the top-down pressure 

exerted by government (and philanthropic) funders. As Altman and Shore (2010, p. 7) 

comment, “there is a fine line between the aligning of voluntary sector and community 

interests with those of state and market providers, and the co-optation of those 

interests by state and market agendas”.  

 

More broadly, the issue of advocacy – even where it is generated from within the 

community and voluntary sector – was also seen as being increasingly difficult under 

the National-led government. Brenda Pilott (SSPA) suggested that while, at an 

individual level providers would still “go in and bat for their clients”, advocacy in 

regards to government policy decisions and the bigger issues facing the sector 

including funding levels was far riskier for providers who were reliant on government 

contracts. She identified a number of organisations –  including SmokeFree NZ, and 

the Problem Gambling Foundation – that had taken a more political stance on issues 

and had subsequently seen government funding (and their viability) suffer as a 

consequence. Reflecting on her involvement with ComVoices, a national network of 

community and voluntary sector organisations, Brenda Pilott (SSPA) talked about the 

impact in particular of pushing back against the government’s proposal to collect 

individual client level data: 

I had the experience a year or so ago of being the front person for the issue about 
MSD wanting to collect client data. […] And while I was doing that on behalf of a 
whole collective of organisations called ComVoices I certainly got the message from 
people at MSD to keep my head down, because things might get a bit tricky. They 
were being helpful, you know, they weren’t being difficult, it was you know ‘a word 
to the wise here, the Minister is really fed up with you’ [Brenda Pilott, SSPA].  
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Examining the community and voluntary sector in Aotearoa New Zealand, Grey and 

Sedgwick (2013, p. 9) argue that the move from a system of grants to contracts has 

resulted in an emphasis on “meeting the demands of government funders rather than 

the needs of the communities”, and that the ability of community and voluntary 

organisations to advocate (i.e. take on the role of adversarial) on behalf of communities 

has subsequently been significantly diminished. Their survey of 153 social service and 

advocacy organisations found that more than half of the organisations that received 

government funding felt that speaking out against government policy decisions could 

result in the termination of their contracts, while 15% of respondents had explicit “gag 

clauses” (Grey & Sedgwick, 2013, p. 7).  

 
These fears are perhaps not unfounded in light of Cabinet Minister Alfred Ngaro’s 2017 

comments voicing his frustration with community and voluntary sector organisations 

who were criticising the government’s perceived lack of progress in providing social 

housing. Ngaro, who was not only the Associate Minister for Social Housing but who 

also held the portfolio for the Community and Voluntary Sector, stated that the 

government was: 

not happy about people taking with one hand and throwing with the other ... Do 
not play politics with us. If you get up on the campaign trail and start bagging us, 
then all the things you are doing are off the table. They will not happen (“Questions 
raised by Alfred Ngaro's speech”, 2017, n.p.).  

Ngaro highlighted a strained relationship between the community and voluntary 

sector and government ministers. Although he issued a public apology soon 

afterwards, given the impact of the competitive contracting environment outlined 

above one could argue that the implied threat to withhold contracts from organisations 

who were critical of government policy is a fairly accurate representation of the 

decision-making process undertaken by those in power.  

 

Hybridisation, mission drift and isomorphism  
Providers responded to the challenges outlined above in different ways. The 

perception that the National-led government was looking to reduce the number of 

organisations to which it contracted services while favouring larger providers led some 

providers to think about the structure of their own organisations. One provider had 

expanded its organisation through mergers, including with smaller, more vulnerable 
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providers that had been unable to remain viable independently. The provider 

representative framed these moves as being primarily underpinned by altruistic 

motivations, for example providing much needed contract management and 

administration support that enabled services that would otherwise be lost completely 

to continue. However, these mergers have seen benefits for the provider, including 

strengthening its own position within the market by expanding the scope of services 

that it offered.  

 

Another provider representative talked about the fact that her job was created as part 

of a restructure of the organisation, which was designed to create a national 

infrastructure to sit across the top of what had previously been a federation of several 

independent entities. This restructure was undertaken specifically with the goal of 

winning national service delivery contracts. However, contracts of this nature did not 

eventuate, and it was now felt that government’s preference for this type of national 

contracting had diminished in favour of more localised solutions: 

When I came in, one of the reasons for that was that we changed the way that we 
operated this office, we established [national entity], and that was at a time when 
there was the ‘Investing in Services for Outcomes’ [ISO] stuff within MSD. And the 
signals were that there were going to be fewer providers in the world and they were 
looking to fund national organisations. And so this organisation, [the national 
entity], was established with one of the main goals of that to hold national 
contracts. We’ve never had one, because they just lost their way in terms of trying 
to make that happen, but then of course things have completely shifted now. Which 
is interesting when you tell your board, you know when they are saying – we are an 
accredited provider, we have got the accreditation to do that but we just haven’t 
had the national contracts. And I don’t think that should be one of our primary 
aims either, because everything points towards things being much more localised 
going forward [Community Provider 10]. 

 

The same provider also talked about efforts to ‘map’ their services and tools to 

government frameworks including the Better Public Service Targets. Finding a 

‘common language’ was seen as a critical means of aligning their work with 

government goals: 

So we have mapped ours to [the government’s], everybody will have different ways 
of doing that, let’s find a common language – you know, we call it ‘this’ here, it’s 
called ‘that’ centrally, how does that align and how we kind of map this to that and 
we can all start talking the same language. It’s been a huge issue that we haven’t 
got that [Community Provider 10]. 
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The way in which many organisations internalised the messages from government 

about the need to be efficient and professional in order to be competitive is aptly 

illustrated in the following quote from Trevor McGlinchey (NZCCSS): 

I think that a range of things happened, one of which is the market concept took 
hold quite strongly. […] I think community providers began to see themselves in 
some ways as competitive businesses who had to have business models and 
approaches that allowed them to secure the funding that they needed to continue 
to operate. So that kind of level of competition, the movement of organisations 
from their traditional areas of strength and usual areas of operation into other 
areas was quite marked.  

Yeah, and the need to be able to speak the language and demonstrate the kind of 
approaches that the market demanded of them became really important in the 
context of survival. So yes, I think that many of the messages were internalised 
because they had to be. Because if you weren’t able to demonstrate your worth in 
the context of the emerging marketplaces developed by the government funding 
agencies then you didn’t get funded [Trevor McGlinchey, NZCCSS].  

Community and voluntary sector providers seeking to become more professional and 

‘business-like’ in order to be seen as more attractive prospects for funding has been 

described as ‘goal distortion’ (Kendall & Knapp, 1996) and elsewhere as ‘mission drift’ 

(Considine, et al., 2014). In seeking to make themselves more attractive to government 

agencies in order to win contracts for service delivery, there is a risk that the very 

qualities and values that are seen as distinctive features of the community and 

voluntary sector are lost. As Nowland-Foreman (1998, p. 117) comments, “smaller 

community-based organisations often seem to thrive in the contract culture by 

modifying the qualities that might have made them attractive in the first place as 

contractors: being smaller, more informal and perhaps more accessible”.  

 

While it is clear from the above interview data that many providers chose to be 

proactive in working to better align themselves with government priorities and ways 

of working, for other providers the extent to which there was a ‘choice’ in how they 

responded to the pressures from government was less clear. One provider 

representative commented that their organisation were forced by MSD to alter its 

management structure, which was based on feminist principles, to one that was more 

hierarchical:  

Yes. I sit in front of you as an executive director. MSD told us that if we didn’t move 
from a flat management structure of three managers who ran the organisation – so 
a business manager and two service managers – yeah our funding contract was at 
risk. It wasn’t a management choice to submit to that threat, it was a governance 
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board choice to review its management structure, but we ended up with an 
executive director [Community Provider 7]. 

This example illustrates DiMaggio and Powell’s (1983) notion of coercive 

isomorphism, whereby organisations are pressured by those in a position of power (in 

this case government funders) to transform themselves in ways that reflect the values 

and priorities of the funders, rather than those of the organisations.  The experiences 

of the providers interviewed also show the ways in which the boundaries between the 

community and voluntary sector, the private sector and the states have become 

increasingly blurry (Billis, 2010).  

 

Conclusion 
This chapter has examined examples where the National-led government (2008-2017) 

demonstrated its desire to further open up the market for social services to the private 

sector through the transfer of state housing, prison management and also through 

changes to legislation relating to the care and protection of children. Under Powell’s 

(2007) MEW model, these examples demonstrate a shift towards the further 

privatisation of social services. It is also clear that during this period the government 

continued to see the community and voluntary sector as key partners in the provision 

of social services in Aotearoa New Zealand.  

 

However, while the government continued to contract non-profit community and 

voluntary sector providers, interview data suggest that the government was 

attempting to reshape the sector to be more like the for-profit private sector through 

preferential contracting relationships with larger organisations and mandating 

collaboration between smaller organisations. The outcome of this placed immense 

pressure on community and voluntary sector providers to adapt to become more 

attractive competitors for contracts, and in the process, become more business-like. 

Exhortations for the community and voluntary sector to become more ‘innovative’ saw 

some organisations collaborate with government in the design of new services; 

however, as the interview data suggest, this was still not enough to secure government 

contracts for service provision. At the same time, other data presented within this 

chapter suggest that the community and voluntary sector was also increasingly taking 

on the work of government, working alongside families who previously would have 
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met the threshold for a statutory response. This workload comes with its own risks, as 

well as requiring significantly more resourcing.  

 

Ultimately, this chapter raises important questions about the role of the community 

and voluntary sector in the provision of state contracted social services and who the 

‘experts’ are in addressing particular social issues. For example, there is a clear tension 

between the decision to contract community and voluntary sector organisations on the 

basis of their expertise and ability to form trusting relationships with clients, and 

efforts on the part of government to reshape the sector to better reflect their own 

priorities. There is a significant risk that the community and voluntary organisation’s 

contractual relationship with government agencies serves to compromise the same 

qualities used to justify contracting out service provision in the first place. As the 

boundaries between the state, the private sector and the community and voluntary 

sector become less distinct, notions of a ‘mixed economy of welfare’ become less 

straightforward.  

 

It is evident from the literature on the community and voluntary sector (summarised 

in chapter Two) that these debates have been taking place for some time and across a 

number of different countries, which suggests that the National-led government’s 

policy approach did not create these dynamics. However, I argue that the data 

presented here illustrate the fact that the National-led government’s way of interacting 

with the community and voluntary sector around provision, coupled with ongoing 

funding pressures, exacerbated existing tensions between the sector and the 

government. These themes are continued in the following two chapters. 
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Chapter Six:  
Finance 
 

Introduction 
Even where states do not directly provide services, their role in the funding and 

financing of services is integral to welfare provision. Despite the attempts to ‘privatise’ 

provision described in the last chapter, between 2008 and 2017 the National-led 

government continued to finance the delivery of the significant proportion of social 

services accessed by Aotearoa New Zealand citizens. According to the Productivity 

Commission (2015b), the government spent an estimated $34 billion on social services 

excluding benefits and other transfer payments in the 2014/2015 financial year. Of the 

$2.389 billion spent within Vote Social Development, $542 million was spent on 

services contracted out to both not-for-profit and for-profit entities. However, in the 

context of the Global Financial Crisis (GFC) and with the National-led government 

committed to fiscal conservatism, funding for social services provided by non-

government organisations was placed under increasing pressure. As a result, there has 

been a corresponding increase in the importance of funding from the philanthropic 

sector (and from service users) in order to meet the shortfall created by rising costs 

and a freeze in contract prices.  

 

This chapter explores the way in which the National-led government’s focus on 

“delivering better public services within tight fiscal constraints” (Key, 2012, n.p.), 

coupled with existing contributory funding models, impacted the community and 

voluntary sector and the clients that they serve. It argues that these emphases had 

significant flow on effects for community providers, including difficulties in retaining 

skilled staff, paying competitive wages and providing staff training. The impact for 

smaller organisations and those without a diverse funding base have been especially 

severe, with some organisations struggling to remain viable.  

 

These issues have created a greater demand for philanthropic funding in order to meet 

the funding shortfall from government. However, interview data show that, during this 
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period, philanthropic funders were also evolving in terms of how they supported the 

community and voluntary sector. In the face of increasing competition for the 

philanthropic dollar, funders became more strategic in how they allocated funding and 

there was some confusion from philanthropic funders about whether their funding 

should supplement or complement state financing within the broader mixed economy 

of welfare (Cordery, 2012).  

 

Finally, this chapter looks at a number of different funding models that were either 

introduced or up scaled by the National-led government during its three terms in 

office, including social impact bonds, individualised funding and Whānau Ora 

commissioning agencies. Aiming to drive innovative responses to social issues, social 

impact bonds tied together private and public finance in new ways, while both 

individualised funding and Whānau Ora Commissioning aimed to increase 

opportunities for self-determination and enhance client choice for individuals, 

whānau and families. I argue that, irrespective of any innovation that such models 

might bring to the social services system, overarching constraints on social spending 

had significantly negative effects for community and voluntary sector providers of 

social services and their clients. The government’s policies also paved the way for 

greater involvement from both the philanthropic and private sectors.  

 

Getting ‘more for less’ 
Conservative governments have traditionally sought to limit the size and scope of the 

public sector in favour of market based solutions. The National-led government 

formed in 2008 did so in the context of the Global Financial Crisis (GFC), although 

the Aotearoa New Zealand economy was somewhat buffered from its worst impacts 

thanks to years of budgetary surpluses preceding the crisis (Wanna, 2015). 

Furthermore, domestic regulatory and policy settings meant that Aotearoa New 

Zealand’s housing market was not directly exposed to the financial instruments –

including sub-prime mortgages – that led to the collapse of property markets (and 

financial institutions) in the United States and parts of Europe (Murphy, 2011). 

However, given the increased globalisation of economic markets since the 1980s 

(Wanna, 2015), Aotearoa New Zealand still experienced a significant downturn and 
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the incoming National-led government consequently had a strong mandate for fiscal 

conservatism with the goal of returning to a budgetary surplus as quickly as possible.  

 

In order to achieve this, the government introduced policies designed to stimulate the 

economy including investment in infrastructure projects and tax cuts for both 

businesses and individuals, while at the same time tightening public spending on 

social services and welfare. Statements from the Minister of Finance Bill English and 

the Minister of Social Development Paula Bennett at the beginning of the new 

government’s first term focused on the need for government spending to be 

maintained at existing levels, limiting growth and extracting better value for the 

money spent. This included halting the growth of people employed in public sector 

roles (Bennett, 2008; English, 2008). Such a commitment to fiscal conservatism (if 

not outright austerity) and achieving “more for less” (English, 2011, n.p.) was still 

evident during the government’s second term.  

 
The National-led government also clearly saw an expanding role for the community 

and voluntary sector as providers of services, but supported increasingly through 

private philanthropy and volunteerism rather than government funding: 

[M]ore government involvement is not the solution to every social problem. We 
will get behind and support the community and voluntary groups that are making 
a real difference in our communities. National wants to promote a culture of 
generosity and giving, and by doing so support the community groups which 
benefit from this. We also want to encourage people to volunteer their time to 
community groups (Bennett, 2008, cited in Cordery 2012, p. 471). 

 
The sentiments expressed by Bennett (2008) bear a striking similarity to a statement 

from British Prime Minister David Cameron (2011, n.p.) when outlining his vision for 

a ‘Big Society’: 

I think it would be good if we had more philanthropic giving, more charitable giving 
and more volunteering in our country, so that all of those three things need to 
happen. […] isn’t it better if we are having to make cuts in public spending, to try 
and encourage a bigger and stronger society at the same time? If there are facilities 
that the state can’t afford to keep open, shouldn’t we be trying to encourage 
communities who want to come forward and help them and run them?  

 

In the United Kingdom (UK), the ‘Big Society’ was a major policy platform for the 

Conservative–Liberal Democrat coalition government that formed in 2010 and was 
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framed as a counterpoint to the previous Labour administration’s supposed ‘Big State’ 

agenda (Alcock, 2012). The ‘Big Society’ placed an emphasis on the important role of 

communities, voluntary action and social enterprise in responding to social 

challenges. Alcock (2012, p. 4) argues that that the political justification for the ‘Big 

Society’ was the notion that “by ‘returning’ power from the state to the citizen, social 

change could be put back in the hands of people and communities”. However, while 

some in the community and voluntary sector in the UK initially welcomed the ‘Big 

Society’ agenda as an opportunity for an enhanced role in public services, it was largely 

implemented within a broader policy climate of austerity and attempts to reduce 

government deficit (Rees, 2014). As such, some commentators have noted that the 

wider policy agenda is driven by an ideology of a smaller state and increased 

competition from private providers (for example, see Taylor-Gooby and Stoker, 2011). 

Likewise, I argue that although the National-led government continued to frame the 

community and voluntary sector as a key partner in the provision of social services, 

Bennett’s (2008) comments suggest that the government was particularly interested 

in the potential of ‘voluntary’ contribution, rather than supporting adequate contract 

rates to support the expertise of contracted providers.   

 

While organisational-specific capital renders community and voluntary sector 

organisations attractive as providers of state funded social services, the extent to which 

the relationship between government and such organisations can be considered to be 

one of ‘partnership’ is also contested. Utilising economic theory, Young (2006) 

describes the relationship between the state and the community and voluntary sector 

as being variously supplementary, complementary or adversarial. Under a 

supplementary model, the community and voluntary sector provides services to meet 

those needs that are not met by the state. Theorised in some depth by Salamon (1987; 

1995), a complementary model is one in which the state identifies population needs 

and funds community and voluntary sector organisations to deliver services to meet 

these. An adversarial model describes attempts on the part of the community and 

voluntary sector to influence the direction of government policy, and efforts on the 

part of the state to regulate the activities of community and voluntary sector 

organisations. Young (2006) points out that the three models are not mutually 

exclusive, but rather overlap at various junctures. However, Cordery (2012) argues 
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that the increasing emphasis on competitive practices is not well accounted for by the 

complementary/supplementary model. She comments that: 

when applied to Third Way social democratic policies, Salamon’s (1987) theory 
fails to explain how the rhetoric of partnership can co-exist with the realities of 
competition. These concepts appear to be mutually exclusive. Where charities 
become dependent on a reducing pool of competitive government funding, it is 
likely that a number will fail (Cordery, 2012, p. 19).  

 

For most of the social service providers interviewed for this research, the government’s 

commitment to fiscal conservatism meant that contract rates for social services saw 

no increases for the best part of the National-led government’s nine years in power. 

Almost all of the providers and the peak body representatives interviewed were in 

agreement that the overall level of government funding was inadequate in terms of 

covering the costs of contracted service delivery. This placed many (especially smaller) 

organisations under considerable stress and had a wide range of implications in terms 

of how to attain funding to make up the shortfall. While there were increases within 

some areas such as sexual violence, Brenda Pilott (SSPA) noted that the focus was on 

funding new initiatives rather than increasing the rates for existing services: 

While the amount of money into the sector has increased, the increase has all been 
about new types of services, they have not been about increasing the baseline 
funding and that has been the case for a decade now [Brenda Pilott, SSPA].  

A focus on new initiatives over existing services is evident amongst both government 

and philanthropic funders, as new projects receive greater attention and more 

generous levels of funding (MartinJenkins, 2019). Furthermore, in many cases 

funding for new initiatives was reprioritised from existing programmes, meaning that 

the overall funding pool was spread more thinly across a wider range of initiatives 

(MartinJenkins, 2019). For example, in 2016 the government transferred $11.38 

million from the Ministry of Social development (MSD) to Whānau Ora (Flavell & 

Tolley, 2016). As part of the same budget, the government boosted funding for 

intensive home visiting service Family Start, but at the same time axed the funding of 

a less targeted early intervention parenting programme, Parents as First Teachers 

(PAFT) (NZFVC, 2016a). Funding for other 14 other community initiatives, mainly 

smaller regional programmes, was also cut (“Ministry of Social Development cuts 

funding to providers”, 2016, n.p.).  
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Overall, feedback from those interviewed is consistent with recent research 

(MartinJenkins, 2019) undertaken in Aotearoa New Zealand to quantify the gap in 

funding for community provision of government funded services. It found that 

government funding accounted for less than two thirds of the actual costs of delivering 

contracted services, with a shortfall of at least $630 million annually.  The same 

research found that the wage gap for social workers employed in the government and 

community and voluntary sectors was growing and underfunded by at least $300 

million annually (MartinJenkins, 2019). The government’s assumption that 

community providers can maintain services at a much lower cost than government 

agencies due to their focus on mission, rather than profit, is an enduring one. It is 

encapsulated in the statement below from the Productivity Commission (2015a, p. 17): 

When the mission orientation of an organisation aligns with that of their 
employees, those employees receive on the job satisfaction that can substitute for 
money remuneration to some degree. This offers both improved incentives and 
reduced labour costs. Indeed, offering low wages can be used by organisations to 
attract only employment candidates with the desired mission orientation.  

However, as the costs of living have risen, the ability for workers to be able to ‘choose’ 

to accept lower wages on the basis of mission orientation has been fundamentally 

weakened. Furthermore, given the isomorphic pressures placed upon community and 

voluntary sector providers as a result of the increasing specification of contracts and 

regulatory oversight from government (discussed in more detail in Chapter Seven), it 

has become harder to claim that the sector as a whole is distinct from government 

agencies or commercial providers. In turn, the intrinsic motivations for qualified and 

experienced staff to work in community and voluntary sector organisations for 

significantly lower rates of pay is likely to be reduced.  

 

Contributory funding models 
Government preferences for particular funding practices have changed over time. In 

Aotearoa New Zealand from the 1990s there has been a significant shift in funding 

from grants – which enabled community and voluntary sector organisations relative 

freedom to deliver services to their community based upon organisational mission and 

internal identification of needs – to contracts, which more tightly specified the types 

of services to be delivered based on needs identified by  government (Stace & 
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Cumming, 2006). Aotearoa New Zealand’s state funding practices are outlined in 

Table 4 below: 

 
Table 4: Funding types and basis of the government–provider relationship 
(Productivity Commission, 2015b p. 164) 
 

Funding type Basis of relationship 

Full funding 

Government pays non-government providers to deliver the 
Government’s goals or commitments. Payments should aim to cover the 
economic cost of service delivery. Payment structures should be carefully 
designed to create the correct incentives for service improvement over 
time. It is reasonable for government to fully specify the service delivery 
details (though a less-restrictive specification – e.g., outcomes – may be 
more efficient). 

Contributory 
funding 

Allows government to subsidise activities that others specify and lead. 
Reasonable for government to require accountability for funds spent. 

Tied grants 
Allows government to subsidise organisations for specific purposes 
aligned with government goals. Reasonable for government to require 
accountability for funds spent. 

Untied grants Allows government to subsidise organisations to meet those 
organisations’ goals. 

No funding  A legitimate decision for government. 

 

The level at which government provides funding for such contracts has furthermore 

proved to be the source of considerable tension, particularly in the case of contributory 

funding, whereby the government deliberately only provides part of the funding 

required to deliver a contract that, according to the table above, “others specify and 

lead”. As noted by the Department of Social Welfare, (1997, cited in Productivity 

Commission, 2015b, p. 163, original emphasis): 

Most funding is a contribution to the total costs of the service. This practice reflects 
the history of government assistance to community based social and welfare 
service in New Zealand although, in order to maintain its contributory nature, the 
contract specifies that the full quantum of service must be delivered by the 
provider. 

 

This model is premised on notions of partnership between government and the 

community and voluntary sector and the idea that both parties bring resources to the 

table. Policies of contributory funding have meant that many community and 
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voluntary sector organisations are required to ‘top up’ this funding through other 

means, including philanthropic funding, the use of volunteer labour or through paying 

significantly lower wages to employed staff (Productivity Commission, 2015b). 

Furthermore, as the following chapter will illustrate, under the National-led 

government’s social investment approach, contracts between government agencies 

and community and voluntary sector agencies were fully specified (by government), in 

spite of the funding only being contributory.  

 

Under the previous Labour-led government’s Pathway to Partnership strategy, 

significant additional funding had been earmarked to address the significant funding 

issues within the sector. This included a commitment to “move existing essential 

family, child and youth focused services to full funding by 2011” (MSD, 2008, p. 28).  

However, the following comments from the incoming minister of Social Development, 

Paula Bennett, demonstrate the government’s view that full funding would lead to 

sector ‘dependency’ and stifle innovation: 

Over the past decade some in the sector – with what I’m sure are the best of 
intentions – have become adept at second guessing government priorities and 
adapting to suit, securing funding in the process. They learned to write perfect 
applications and jump through the necessary hoops. They learned that if they 
ticked all the right boxes, they were guaranteed government funding year after 
year. The model of Pathway to Partnership ran the risk of government becoming a 
crutch without which providers couldn’t walk down the path at all. […] A move to 
full funding, with no real assessment of what’s actually needed on the ground in 
our communities, creates a risk of dependency – which is hard to move away from. 
[…] Full funding creates expectations, and expectations can actually be restrictive 
and stifle innovation (Bennett, 2009b, n.p.). 

These comments not only paint community and sector providers as somewhat cynical 

in their navigation of state procurement processes, but also frame sector providers as 

beneficiaries of state support, rather than as partners in the provision of essential 

social services. This bears a striking resemblance to the language used by the 

government to describe concerns over welfare dependency (Welfare Working Group, 

2011; O’Brien, 2013).  

 

The experiences of, and attitudes towards, contributory funding varied significantly 

amongst interview participants. Smaller organisations reliant on government 

contracts saw contributory funding as a significant problem, as they were forced to 

spend considerable effort securing funding from non-government funders in order to 
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deliver on their contracts. Most organisations applied to numerous philanthropic 

funds, however, applying for often small amounts of funding from non-government 

funders was time consuming:  

So for us it is really, really difficult. So I am applying for every single opportunity 
there is out there, including all of the gaming venues where they are required by 
DIA [Department of Internal Affairs] to give a certain amount of money. I apply 
for all of those that we are eligible for – I apply for absolutely everything that we 
are eligible for [Community Provider 11]. 

This often took staff away from working directly with clients in order to complete 

funding applications. The same provider also noted that, even where funding 

applications were successful, the amounts awarded were often far less than what had 

been applied for, meaning further funding needed to be found from other sources: 

We don’t always get everything, and sometimes what we do get might only be a 
thousand dollars. Like the other day we got a thousand dollars when I had applied 
for four thousand from that funder, which would have covered two staff members 
for a whole term, whereas a thousand dollars will only cover five weeks for both of 
them [Community Provider 11]. 

 

On the other hand, some interview participants also saw potential pitfalls in fully-

funded models. Trevor McGlinchey (NZCCSS) commented that while the idea of full 

funding models was seductive, it could lead to fewer services and a reduction in the 

diversity of providers: 

So full funding does run the risk that you end up with a reasonably homogenous 
looking service that’s pretty much the same across the country and that’s delivered 
by large organisations that don’t look tremendously different from government 
agencies [Trevor McGlinchey, NZCCSS].  

Instead, he argued that funding needed to be sustainable and support a diversity of 

organisations and delivery models that could meet the needs of communities while 

also enabling flexibility and innovation. Brenda Pilott (SSPA) also acknowledged that 

there are conflicting views within the sector as to the advantages of fully-funded 

services. She saw a tension between those who were advocating for full funding for 

services which were fully specified and those who were concerned that full funding 

would compromise the perceived independence of community organisations. 

However, she questioned whether the issue of full funding or contributory funding was 

the key issue at stake: 
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But I think that asking yes or no [to full funding] is not asking the fundamental 
question. Which is how do we move past this quasi-commercial model of provider 
and funder, buyer and seller, and into something that looks different? And then we 
can start talking about partnership. That’s where you might develop a different 
model. But it will require massive and significant change of thinking and of 
structures like the Public Finance Act [1989] to enable things to move past our 
current state [Brenda Pilott, SSPA]. 

Taking a more marketised view of the sector, a senior government official interviewed 

for this research argued that the contributory funding model was a key reason as to 

why the large majority of community-based social services were provided by not-for-

profit organisations. They argued that government had come to rely on the tangible 

and non-tangible contributions brought by the community and voluntary sector. The 

government was able to fund services at a “bare bones minimum” on the basis that 

some organisations were able to supplement government funding with funding from 

other charitable sources. However, they also argued that the competitive tendering 

processes employed by government agencies and what they described as an 

“immature” understanding of the full costs of service delivery, resulted in community 

organisations tendering for contracts at prices that did not account for important 

aspects of service delivery, such as the costs of governance, evaluation, research and 

development. The resulting tensions created a toxic relationship between government 

funders and community providers: 

I think part of the challenge with the relationship between government and NGOs 
has been that adversarial contributory/full contributory thing – rather than 
actually having a tika and pono [right and honest] conversation about “where do 
you want to get to and what resources are required. What can you bring to the table 
and what do we bring to the table?” And that whole push around open procurement 
and GETS [New Zealand Government Electronic Tenders Service] tenders and so 
on and so forth and forcing competition below cost, and saying “we are only going 
to fund this and get used to it” has been quite toxic [Government Official 2]. 

 

While the official suggests that community organisations are not accounting for the full 

costs of delivering services, they also acknowledge the power dynamic that exists 

between government agencies who utilise competitive tendering processes to drive 

prices below cost and community organisations that are, in the large part, reliant on 

government contracts to survive. This last point is important because, although 

competitive tendering processes for government contracts was initiated prior to 2008 

as part of a broader shift towards implementing the practices of New Public 

Management across the public sector (Boston, 1999), procurement practices under the 
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National-led government became increasingly challenging for community 

organisations. Trevor McGlinchey (NZCCSS) commented that, whereas previously the 

track record of community organisations providing services had formed the basis for 

trusted relationships between funders and providers and a resulting continuity of 

services, under National these relationships were seen as problematic:  

They brought those procurement rules where you don’t want to have a relationship 
with your supplier, you know you need to be seen as being fair and independent 
and therefore you can’t have relationships with your supplier. In fact they had blind 
panels at one stage, so that all that they looked at was the tender document and 
they were unable to consider the previous history of that organisation and what 
their relationship with their community might be. They could only consider what 
was requested in the tender document with no names attached [Trevor 
McGlinchey, NZCCSS]. 

McGlinchey saw this change in the relationship between funders and providers as a by-

product of the government’s social investment approach (see Chapter Three), which in 

turn was part of a larger process of marketising social services: 

If you see the investment approach being part of the marketisation of social 
services then the introduction of the whole of government purchasing systems and 
particularly the government electronic tendering system then it actually did 
introduce a huge range of stress. For a long time I was getting reports that members 
who had traditionally delivered a certain type of service into a certain geographic 
area were no longer being contracted to deliver those services as external agencies 
who hadn’t delivered those services in those areas before were better able to 
manoeuvre around the government tendering system and were receiving those 
contracts.  I had reports of members spending tens of thousands of dollars on 
professional tender writers in order to secure the services that they had 
traditionally delivered for many years anyway. You know it was kind of like, what 
a waste. What an absolute waste of funding and what a waste of energy and 
resource [Trevor McGlinchey, NZCCSS].  

McGlinchey’s comments not only highlight the high costs of tendering for government 

contracts, but also the way in which successful bids were more likely where 

organisations were “better able to manoeuvre” around the systems of government. 

Larger providers with more resources available to dedicate to contract bids were in a 

much stronger position than smaller organisations that may only provide services to 

their local communities.  

 
Interview data also suggest that the ability of providers to negotiate contract rates and 

conditions was limited. In some cases, as one provider’s experience shows, requests for 

increased funding sometimes resulted in perverse outcomes: 
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So what happened was there was some negotiation over the fact that hey, ‘it is 
costing us a hell of a lot more to run this service than you are giving us.’ And Oranga 
Tamariki’s response was that they were reducing the volumes that you had to 
deliver for the same amount of money – they didn’t give you any more money. 
Which meant if you just worked to your volumes you then created longer and 
longer waiting lists, because the demand was still out there. So we are probably still 
out there doing the work, but our requirement to fill volumes is much more quickly 
kind of met. So that wasn’t an answer to the problem, but it was one of the things 
that was negotiated to a small degree [Community Provider 10]. 

In this case, the provider was faced with choosing to either work to contract, which 

meant that people within the community would have to wait longer to receive services, 

or to continue to work beyond contract and absorb the costs of this within the 

organisation.  

 

According to one interview participant, the flipside of the contributory funding model 

is the fact that as funding levels for services increase, the contracts become more 

attractive to for-profit organisations. They point out that changes introduced under the 

new Oranga Tamariki legislation place statutory requirements on the ministry to meet 

the needs of children in care irrespective of who provides those services. This is seeing 

more for-profit providers enter into the sector in Aotearoa New Zealand as the price 

point becomes more profitable: 

But what that also means is that over the next five to ten years unchecked, then 
that will be an increasing trend. Because we have been through exactly that same 
process in the UK, where the vast majority of child placement options are now 
provided by for-profit organisations. So we need to think about what the 
implications are of doing what the NGOs have been begging government to do for 
a long time, which is ‘actually can you just fund us fairly and properly for the 
services that we provide?’ [Government Official 2].  

 

The idea that providers (both for-profit and not-for-profit) would move in and out of 

sectors depending on the level of financial incentives was also discussed by a number 

of providers. For instance, one provider commented that providers move in and out of 

certain areas of service provision depending on what financial opportunities are 

present: 

The opportunities of money see certain providers move in or move out of the space 
depending on whether they feel that there is an opportunity to monetarise the 
work. For us as an organisation we have always been in this particular sector, as a 
charity we always use any surplus to offset the deficits of the underfunding. Other 
organisations see that as an anathema and would never consider that and wouldn’t 
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be in the space while the funding is not there. But as soon as the funding starts 
coming into the space which is where it is currently […] we are already seeing those 
sorts of organisations shifting well and truly back into this space or coming into 
this space for the first time because they see that as an opportunity to increase their 
funding streams [Community Provider 2]. 

This indicates that rather than operating purely out of a sense of mission within specific 

areas of service speciality, some providers were responding to the marketised 

environment that has been created by governments contractual and procurement 

processes.  

 
As a result, community and voluntary sector organisations were actively looking to 

diversify their funding sources to move away from total reliance on government 

contracts. Simon Cayley (Hui E!) commented that: 

Yeah I think they are. I think that the sector is really actively looking now at how 
can we create ways of sustaining ourselves that don’t rely on our relationship with 
government. There are many conversations that I have been part of that are along 
the lines of ‘wouldn’t it be easier if we didn’t have the government relationship, the 
government contract and how do we move to a point where we can do what we 
really believe in without that?’ Um, and perhaps that is a good outcome. Perhaps 
government actually has a role for funding a certain niche only. Perhaps services 
that don’t fit that niche need to look elsewhere to work out how to resource 
themselves [Simon Cayley, Hui E!].  

However, as the following section illustrates, attaining funding from alternative 

sources was also challenging.  

 

Changing philanthropic funding priorities 
Given that the contributory funding models employed by government agencies did not 

cover the full cost of providing contracted social services, many providers needed to 

seek additional funding from other sources. In most cases this funding was attained 

from philanthropic entities and through donations from private individuals. 

Understanding the role that philanthropic sources of funding play for community and 

voluntary sector providers, and how this role changed between 2008 and 2017, is 

therefore important. Many providers noted that, while philanthropic funding became 

increasingly essential in the context of rising costs and a freeze on contract increases 

from government agencies, it also became harder to attain. Some providers attributed 

this to the fact that, given the factors stated above, there was increased competition for 
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a limited pool of funds. This meant that philanthropic funders had to be more selective 

about what sorts of activities and providers they would fund:  

What I do know is that with the increasing amounts of cuts or services that weren’t 
receiving increases in funding, there were more and more agencies applying [to 
philanthropic funders] for the limited grant pool. So there were more people 
needing help, so there was less money available. So those things became much 
more noticeable in terms of the ability of those funders to provide substantial 
grants to organisations. The other thing that happened was there became quite an 
enthusiasm for projects that would then become self-sustaining, as opposed to 
funding administration costs and overheads [Community Provider 2]. 

I was talking to someone from [a philanthropic foundation] and she was talking 
about how – because the avenues for funding had reduced so markedly and when 
they opened their funding round the demand was so high – that what they decided 
to do over time was to do a complete rethink and do a much more community-
focused model. So funding something much more comprehensively within a 
community rather than doing lots of little bits and bobs all around the show 
[Community Provider 10]. 

While funding fewer projects more comprehensively makes sense on a number of 

levels, this model is highly likely to favour community and voluntary sector 

organisations that have the scale and existing infrastructure to support the delivery of 

larger projects. Smaller community organisations that may in the past have received 

philanthropic grants to deliver smaller scale local initiatives are likely to miss out, 

placing such organisations at further risk of becoming financially unviable. Such a 

change in priorities also had implications where funding was targeted towards 

particular geographic locations. One provider representative noted that a large 

philanthropic funder that had previously funded them announced that it was now 

focussing its attention on education initiatives in South Auckland. For those 

organisations in communities that were not located in the target area, this meant 

philanthropic funding became more difficult to attain.  

 

Another provider representative commented that there was also a decline in the 

consistency of funding from year to year, as (particularly smaller) funders sought to 

spread their funding across a larger number of organisations:  

If they funded you last year they might not necessarily fund you this year, this is 
[the case with] some of the smaller philanthropic funders. I think that they feel like 
they have to do the vegemite on toast thing [Community Provider 3]. 

Those representing providers noted that gaining funding for operational costs, 

including staff wages, was increasingly difficult: 
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So some of the gaming trusts have just stopped funding wages full stop. Just 
stopped, full stop. So they might have in the past, you might have got a small grant 
for three months. […] I had noticed a decrease in them wanting to fund wages, 
which is I think what most organisations like ours apply for. Like applying for 
funding for a photocopier is pretty easy – applying for funding for three months’ 
wages for your social workers or your counsellors is a whole other ball game 
[Community Provider 3]. 

The same provider also spoke about the sense of moral conflict they experienced when 

applying to Trusts that distributed profits from gambling and the sale of alcohol, noting 

that they felt that they had few other options available in order to survive: 

[W]e don’t have the luxury of not applying to them like other agencies like 
Salvation Army. Because on principle, on a moral basis we would prefer not to 
because of the related harm of the drinking and the gaming and the addiction. But 
quite frankly I can’t pay my team unless we are going to those places and we are 
doing good work with women. So that is what I try and focus on. But it does 
compromise your principles I guess a little bit but it is what keeps me paying people 
which is what is critical – so that is what I do [Community Provider 3]. 

This feeling of having to compromise the mission and values of their organisation in 

order to obtain funding to deliver core services was expressed by a number of other 

provider representatives. This suggests that terms such as ‘mission drift’ (Considine et 

al., 2014) or ‘goal distortion’ (Kendall & Knapp, 1996), do not adequately capture the 

ways in which some organisations clearly and consciously grapple with the trade-offs 

between obtaining funding from the proceeds of gambling and alcohol sales and 

financial viability. The above comments also reflect the way in which the ability to 

make decisions that align with ‘mission and values’ differ between large international 

entities with large asset bases such as the Salvation Army – mentioned above – and 

smaller, local organisations.  

 

Increasing alignment between philanthropic goals and government 
outcomes 

One provider representative spoke about the fact that philanthropic funders were 

reluctant to give funding to services that were seen to be funded by government. This 

meant that the government’s assumption that the gaps left by government contributory 

funding practices could be easily filled by philanthropic grants was no longer true:  

Yes, it’s a contributory funding model. And so we need the philanthropic trusts to 
fill the rest of that gap. But now they are like, ‘no, the government funds that so we 
are not going to fund that anymore.’ So it has been very difficult. And over that 
period of time as well, the drop in funding for other core things that government 
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funds has also meant that the philanthropic purse has shrunk, because there is 
funding for schools and early childhood education and hospitals, and things that 
traditionally government more fully funded. So they are now in the social services 
space seeking philanthropic dollar [Community Provider 7]. 

However, at the same time as philanthropic funders were moving away from funding 

what had previously been considered core government services, there was also a 

growing sense amongst some providers that philanthropic funders were strategically 

moving to align themselves with the priorities of government. As Brenda Pilott (SSPA) 

observed:  

There is also an interesting thing happening with the philanthropic sector, which 
is aligning itself as a partner to government, rather than a partner to the 
community. So a lot of avenues of funding are disappearing, grant programmes are 
no longer there, where you could put in an application and get a bit of money for 
an initiative you were doing – those opportunities are no longer there because the 
philanthropic funders are aligning themselves with government and being a 
partner to government agencies [Brenda Pilott, SSPA]. 

In particular, it was noted that philanthropic funders were increasingly targeting select 

groups within communities, including children and Māori, for projects/ services or 

were focusing on particular geographic regions, for example South Auckland15.  One 

provider representative commented that this shift towards more strategic grant-

making raised questions about the work undertaken by providers. This person argued 

that rather than providers approaching funders to support programmes or projects 

that had already been developed as a result of the providers’ knowledge of and work 

within certain communities, philanthropic funders now saw themselves as the decision 

makers and experts in determining what outcomes were sought and what programmes 

or activities were required to achieve these outcomes. This in turn devalued the 

expertise of providers: 

So unfortunately they have all been infected by the same bug so they are moving 
very much like the government. So again, it used to be that they would support 
charities to do their good works. Whereas now it is like ‘oh no, no, these are the 
particular good works that we want, because it is us doing it really, you are just 
carrying out our intent.’ And that is problematic because actually they are a step 
back. The advantage of our knowledge is that we are at the front line seeing it all 
the time. So we have fairly good idea about what needs to happen to meet people’s 
needs. So yes it is problematic [Community Provider 7]. 

 
15 South Auckland is an area with high levels of social deprivation. The population is younger than 
average and a significant proportion of residents are Māori and Pasifika peoples (see Ministry of Health, 
n.d.).  
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These examples suggest that the practices of social investment, including the targeting 

of particular population cohorts and a focus on outcomes, that became prevalent 

within the National-led government’s social policy initiatives also became embedded 

within the philanthropic sector. This in turn impacted funding for community and 

voluntary sector providers from non-government sources. Such a claim is evidenced 

by a number of reports and strategic documents from some of the larger philanthropic 

funders (for example, Centre for Social Impact, 2017; J R McKenzie Trust & Centre for 

Social Impact, 2019). By way of illustrating this shift, we can turn to the establishment 

of the Centre for Social Impact in 2014. The centre was set up as a ‘social business’ by 

the large community trust Foundation North with the stated aim of helping grant 

makers and funders to “invest in inspiring and sustainable social change” (Centre for 

Social Impact, 2017, p. 1). According to chairperson, Alistair Bell, (cited in Centre for 

Social Impact, 2017, p. 1), moving towards a more strategic approach to grant making 

involved “engaging a range of stakeholders, drawing on data and local and 

international evidence, and building funding and implementation frameworks for 

more strategic community investment”. The idea of community as a site for 

‘investment’, as well as the emphasis on the usefulness of data, show clear parallels 

with the National-led government’s social investment approach as discussed in more 

detail in Chapter Seven.  

 

Alternative funding models 
It is clear that the National-led government was interested in adopting new and 

innovative ways to finance social services, as demonstrated by its adoption of new 

funding models including social impact bonds (SIBs), client directed budgets and 

Whānau Ora Commissioning Agencies. Each of these models altered the relationships 

between government funders and community and voluntary sector providers. These 

models are also representative of the government’s desire to tie funding more closely 

to the outcomes it was seeking.  

 

When thinking about the shift towards a more explicit focus on ‘outcomes’ in relation 

to social service contracting, it is important to distinguish between ‘contracting for 

outcomes’ and ‘outcomes focused contracts’ (New Zealand Treasury, 2013). In its 

discussion paper Contracting for Social Services, Treasury (2013, p. 3) states that 
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‘contracting for outcomes’ refers to “funding that is linked to performance or results”, 

whereas ‘outcomes focused contracts’ are “still specified in terms of inputs and 

outputs, but there is an emphasis on how an activity improves higher level population 

or client level outcomes”. Many of the changes made to the procurement and 

contracting arrangements during this period of time can be considered as ‘outcomes 

focused contracts’. For example, MSD’s ‘Investing in Services for Outcomes’ (ISO) 

programme and, later, its Community Investment Approach both sought to focus 

funding to specific outcomes sought by government including government priorities 

for vulnerable children and welfare reform (New Zealand Treasury, 2013). These are 

discussed further in the following chapter. In contrast, SIBs and the Whānau Ora 

commissioning agencies can be considered as examples of ‘contracting for outcomes’, 

whereby funding is linked to the achievement of agreed outcomes, so are discussed in 

this chapter. 

 

At the time this research was being conducted, both SIBs and client-directed budgets 

were being piloted and therefore at a very nascent stage of implementation. None of 

the providers interviewed for this research were directly involved in the delivery of 

either SIBs or client directed budgets, however providers were aware of the models 

and offered views about the potential impact that such ‘innovations’ could have on 

their sector. Both of these models have also been implemented more extensively 

internationally, including in both the UK (SIBs) and Australia (Individualised Funding 

and SIBs), and there is already a growing body of literature that examines SIBs (for 

example, Arena et al., 2016; Berndt & Wirth, 2018; Disley et al., 2011; Edmiston & 

Nicholls, 2018; Joy & Shields, 2013) and client-directed budgets (for example, Carey 

et al., 2018; Cortis et al., 2018; Cunningham, 2015). Aotearoa New Zealand’s three 

Whānau Ora commissioning agencies were established in 2014 and there have already 

been a number of evaluations of the approach (for the most recent, see Independent 

Whānau Ora Review Panel, 2019). Two of the providers interviewed held Whānau Ora 

contracts.  

 

Social Impact Bonds 

SIBs are a financial mechanism by which private capital is used to finance the upfront 

costs of social service delivery with the goal of achieving an agreed set of outcomes. If 
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it is determined that those outcomes have been met within a specified timeframe, 

government then pays the investor the costs of service delivery (their initial 

investment) plus a return on their investment. As a form of outcome-based 

commissioning, SIBs are seen by proponents of the model as a means of moving away 

from a focus on service inputs, outputs and processes towards quantifiable social 

outcomes. At the same time, they are also a means of transferring risk away from 

government and in the process, encouraging innovation and increased 

professionalism in social service delivery (Edmiston & Nicholls, 2018). As such, SIBs 

provide a clear example of the ways in which market logics including competition, 

efficiency, innovation and accountability have been extended into social service 

delivery (Grimwood, 2020).   

 

Establishing the model in Aotearoa New Zealand proved to be challenging for the 

government. Although work was started in 2013 to determine which topics would be 

considered and to match interested investors with providers and government, 

negotiations with the first consortium selected, headed by WISE Group (a family of 

non-government community based organisations) in partnership with ANZ Bank, 

broke down at an advanced stage in the process (New Zealand Treasury, 2017). Two 

SIBs were eventually piloted by the National-led government; the first bond was 

valued at $1.5m and aimed to improve employment outcomes for people experiencing 

mental illness and was launched in February 2017. This SIB was delivered by APM 

Workcare Ltd, a New Zealand registered company wholly owned by an Australian 

parent, Advanced Personnel Management (APM). As well as being the provider of 

service, APM Workcare was also an investor in the SIB alongside the private 

philanthropic Wilberforce Foundation, a healthcare company, Janssen, (of the 

Johnson & Johnson Family of Companies in New Zealand), and an investment fund, 

Prospect Investment Management Ltd (Ministry of Health 2019). In line with the 

government’s interest in targeting particular communities considered vulnerable, the 

pilot was delivered in six South Auckland suburbs: Manukau, Manurewa, Clendon, 

Papakura, Pukekohe, and Waiuku (Ministry of Health 2019). While this SIB pilot was 

expected to run until 2023, it ended prematurely in October 2018 due to low rates of 

participant referrals into the service (Grimwood, 2020). The second SIB was worth 

$6m and aimed to reduce youth reoffending, again with a focus on the geographic area 

of South Auckland. The bond was financed by three investors: New Zealand 
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Superannuation Fund, Mint Asset Management (a diversified asset manager) and 

Wilberforce Foundation (who also invested in the first social bond) (Ministry of 

Health, 2019). The services were provided by Genesis Youth Trust, a not-for-profit 

entity that had worked with youth offenders for many years.  

 

Although none of the providers interviewed were directly involved in the delivery of 

SIBs in Aotearoa New Zealand, analysis of both interview data and community sector 

submissions to the Productivity Commission’s (2015b) Inquiry into More Effective 

Social Services suggests that views from the community and voluntary sector on the 

potential of SIBs to improve outcomes is mixed. On the one hand, some submitters to 

the inquiry were interested in exploring the model, although they did not see SIBs as 

playing a big role overall in terms of the social services system:  

This model fits certain outcomes, ensures long-term funding for them, but will only 
ever fill a small/discrete facet of social services; they are not suitable to be seen as 
the new standard model and will need to be tested in the New Zealand context 
(SSPA, cited in Productivity Commission, 2015b, p. 150).  

Others interviewed for this research felt that such models constituted a move towards 

the privatisation of social services. Simon Cayley (Hui E!) suggested that SIBs would 

prioritise financial outcomes over social outcomes: 

I think that there were some quite dangerous directions beginning to be explored. 
The social impact bond space is an interesting one. Because it’s about, well, we will 
value these social outcomes at this level of funding. […] But I think that there is a 
lot of pressure in that space, and again we have to be careful that the driver doesn’t 
shift to being a monetary driver when actually it should be a social outcome driver 
[Simon Cayley, Hui E!]. 

According to Grimwood (2020), the implementation of SIBs in Aotearoa New Zealand 

is an example of the financialisation of social services due to the ways in which social 

outcomes are linked to a financial return on investment for investors. She notes that 

the boundaries between what is understood as ‘public finance’ and ‘private finance’ are 

further blurred by the involvement of the New Zealand Super Fund in the second SIB 

pilot aiming to reduce youth reoffending, given that the fund is publicly owned. As well 

as serving as an example of the financialisation of social services, SIBs also constitute 

a move along the path to privatisation due to the way in which they marketise demand 

and enable private companies access to areas of service provision that have previously 

been within the purview of the state including hospitals, child welfare and prisons (Joy 

& Shields, 2013). The involvement of the large, for-profit entity APM in the first SIB 
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pilot implemented in Aotearoa New Zealand, both as provider and as investor, is a 

clear instance of privatisation as defined in this thesis.  

 

There also particular implications for those community and voluntary sector 

organisations that are involved in the provision of services under the SIB model. On 

the one hand, SIBs offer community and voluntary sector providers access to long term 

funding with (in theory) less prescriptive requirements as to how outcomes are to be 

achieved. SIBs are also intended to enable smaller providers more opportunities to 

compete with larger more corporate entities for provider contracts (Edmiston & 

Nicholls, 2018), However, competitive bidding processes favour public and private 

sector organisations which have greater access to the capital and other resources 

required to put together substantial proposal (Joy & Shields, 2013). Smaller 

community and voluntary organisations are likewise less likely to be able to compete 

for such opportunities, while larger organisations may become more marketised in 

order to compete with the for-profit sector (Grimwood, 2020; Joy & Shields, 2013; 

Kirkpatrick, 2011). At present, with only one SIB pilot still in progress it is difficult to 

determine if these issues are relevant in Aotearoa New Zealand.  However, given 

earlier, more general discussion from interview participants, it seems likely larger 

and/or private organisations will benefit the most should the model be implemented 

more extensively.  

 

Client directed budgets/ individualised funding  

The use of individualised funding models within the social services system was yet 

another innovation taken up by the National-led government during the 2008-2017 

period. Referred to variously as individualised funding, client-directed budgets, 

individualised budgets and direct payments, these models involve government 

funders paying money directly to eligible service users rather than service providers. 

Service users are then able to purchase the amount and type of goods or services that 

meet their specific needs and preferences (Productivity Commission, 2015b). Often 

promoted as a means of empowering service users by increasing consumer choice, the 

creation of markets for social services through such types of funding models are 

underpinned by neo-classical ideas about the free market (Carey et al., 2018; Le 

Grand, 2007). They have proved to be particularly popular in relation to disability 

services (for example see Cortis et al. 2018).  
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Individualised funding first appeared within disability services in Aotearoa New 

Zealand the early 2000s, however this was on an ad hoc basis. When responsibility for 

disability services funding was moved from MSD to the Ministry of Health in 2003, 

work was undertaken to lay the foundations for a more systematic approach to 

individualised funding and a pilot was initiated.  

 

Although the use of individualised funding is at a fairly embryonic stage in Aotearoa 

New Zealand, there is a growing body of literature looking at similar models in 

countries including Australia, the UK and Canada which outlines the implications 

particularly for community and voluntary sector providers of social services and their 

employees. Cunningham (2015), found that the implementation of direct payments 

in the UK exacerbated already existing conditions of precarity for community 

providers. In particular, direct payments in aggregate provided less funding, resulting 

in reduced pay and job security for provider employees, as well as an increase in non-

standard working hours and conditions. Furthermore, direct payments to service 

users did not account for aspects of provision such as staff training which had 

previously been included within block contracts. Examining Australia’s National 

Disability Insurance Scheme (NDIS), Cortis et al. (2018) similarly found that the shift 

to the NDIS resulted in an under-pricing of care on the part of government funders. 

NDIS prices were based on assumptions that all support workers regardless of 

experience or skill level were paid at entry-level rates. The costs of staff training and 

supervision were not accounted for and pricing levels also significantly undercounted 

the non-client facing hours needed for administrative work including reporting.  

 

The implications for providers of disability services in Aotearoa New Zealand were 

noted in a Cabinet Social Policy Committee paper (Enabling Good Lives, 2017, n.p.):  

Providers will need to learn new ways of supporting disabled people, and develop 
new business models, if they are to succeed within the transformed system. The 
available evidence suggests that some will make this transition well and thrive, but 
others will struggle – and some may even go out of business.  

A representative from one of the larger providers interviewed that delivered disability 

services noted that the potential issues arising from individualised funding models 

were widely discussed at a number of national hui, commenting that such models 

would result in levels of uncertainty for providers: 
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Um, the no guaranteed contract thing – that is a little concerning – I mean you 
have overheads, and without a contract you think, oh. How can I project forwards? 
So that is nerve wracking. You know, the whole business model has got to change. 
You can’t guarantee that you are going to be able to pay for your IT system and 
your building and all that sort of stuff. So that’s a challenge. How you get around 
that I don’t know, I guess you have got to have a very fluid sort of business model 
and you have got to be very cautious about how long term you fix leases and assets 
and things like that and how much overhead you are carrying. And that is a 
challenge [Community Provider 6]. 

This interview participant also noted that while this uncertainty could be better 

absorbed by larger providers with diverse service offerings, a significant proportion of 

disability services in Aotearoa New Zealand were very small, very specialised and very 

local in scope. These sorts of providers were likely to find individualised models of 

funding particularly challenging.  

 

Individualised funding also has wider implications in terms of the way that actors 

within the social services system see themselves and their roles. It was noted that the 

traditional power dynamics between service providers and service users would be 

challenged under individualised funding, and that this was not necessarily a bad thing: 

…there is no guarantee that someone who has a budget is going to use any 
traditional service based health delivery. They can spend their money anywhere. 
And that is a bit hard for people to get their head around when you are a disability 
service and you feel like you are the specialist. And that’s another thing where the 
thought process needs to change. The days of someone with a disability going to 
talk to someone who is a specialist who will tell them what they should do is 
changing, and will change rapidly when people really get engaged with Enabling 
Good lives. And that is a great thing, I think that is fantastic. And that comes from 
someone who is a health professional who probably did a bit of that [Community 
Provider 6].  

At the same time, such models can also be seen as an example of the ways in which 

neoliberalising logics of ‘consumer choice’ serve to reconfigure service users as active 

agents, obligated to exercise autonomous and rational choices within the market 

(Larner, 2000; Walters, 1996). There is a corresponding risk that poor outcomes might 

therefore be attributed to poor choices on the part of individuals, rather than a lack of 

services that meet their needs, or indeed, sufficient funding to access the amount of 

services needed.  
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Whānau Ora commissioning agencies 

The commissioning agency structure set up to support Whānau Ora in 2014 can also 

be considered an innovative way by which funding structures for social service delivery 

changed under the National-led government. Although similar models of devolved 

government funding have previously been implemented in Aotearoa New Zealand, for 

example via District Health Boards, this was the first time that funding was devolved 

to entities outside of government in this way (Boulton, 2019; Smith et al., 2019). Two 

interview participants represented providers that held Whānau Ora contracts and they 

saw a range of benefits and limitations to the new commissioning structure in terms 

of funding. One commented that the new structure enabled client facing providers to 

focus on the work, rather than having to spend time and resources bidding for 

government funding. This took considerable pressure off providers: 

If you have a commissioning agency they are the ones that are fighting the fight for 
you, you can just get on and do the do. You don’t have to worry about always putting 
in an RFP [Request for Proposal] for something because you are unsure about how 
long you can keep your staff, you know, what’s the next step. So, like, with the 
commissioning agency even now they are thinking beyond the current contract 
which goes to 2020. So they are already thinking about that [Whānau Ora Provider 
1]. 

However, the same provider also noted that the change to the commissioning agency 

structure resulted in a drop in the value of contracts for providers:  

When the Whānau Ora money was handed over to our commissioning agency, 
which is Te Pou Matakana [now rebranded as Whānau Ora Commissioning], it 
came through at a lesser value. So I can say that in Tariana’s16 time, at the height 
of TPK’s funding for Whānau Ora contracts, the formula was worked out at $80k 
per FTE [full time equivalent]. When it came through to Te Pou Matakana it got 
reduced to something like $65k per FTE. So that in itself was a real ‘whoa’. You 
were able to give your staff a decent salary through that [original amount] and then 
you had to reduce it and then also reducing the FTE at the time because of the way 
that the formula worked. [Whānau Ora Provider 1]. 

It is likely that this decrease in the FTE was in part the result of the added layer of 

institutional infrastructure that has been created between government and providers 

(i.e. the commissioning agency) and which requires its own ‘slice of the pie’ to operate.  

Concerns around the amount of funding for Whānau Ora that was spent on 

administrative costs was also raised in a report from the Office of the Auditor General 

in 2015 (Office of the Auditor General, 2015).  

 
16 Tariana Turia was the Minister for Whānau Ora and the leader of the Māori Party at that time.  
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However, the biggest factor limiting the potential success of Whānau Ora is the overall 

level of funding allocated by the National-led government. When initially launched in 

2010, the initiative was allocated $134 million. This was a fraction of the $1 billion 

investment that had been sought by its creators in order to create truly transformative 

change for Māori (Moore, 2014). A recent review of Whānau Ora (Independent 

Whānau Ora Review Panel, 2019) found that the demand for Whānau Ora services was 

overwhelming and substantially outstripped the funding and resources allocated to 

Whānau Ora providers and partners tasked with delivering services. Although both 

provider representatives interviewed saw their organisations as providing all of their 

services within a framework of whānau ora (a holistic state of collective family 

wellbeing), the value of their Whānau Ora contracts was dwarfed by their contracts 

with government agencies. For instance, one provider commented that while their 

Whānau Ora contract was worth approximately $200k per year, this was one tenth of 

the value of a very similar government contract that it received from the Ministry for 

Business, Innovation and Employment. This disparity in funding for Whānau Ora 

contracts and contracts for ‘mainstream’ service delivery again speaks to the 

reluctance of government to adequately invest in initiatives that are seen to be targeted 

specifically towards Māori (Moore, 2014).  

 

Impacts on providers and clients 
The underfunding of the community and voluntary sector that was exacerbated by 

changes under the National-led government had differing impacts on providers 

depending on their size and structure. Bigger organisations with significant amounts 

of capital and a diverse pool of funders had more flexibility to independently decide 

which services to offer and more ability to offset the costs of tendering for and 

delivering government contracts with their own financial assets. These organisations 

were also more likely to be able to influence political decision makers and navigate the 

systems of government. Furthermore, larger organisations had more ability to 

proactively pilot their own programmes independently of government, enabling 

government to come to the table with funding once the efficacy of programmes had 

been established. For smaller organisations, the loss of one government contract can 

mean the viability of the whole organisation is at risk.   
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One of the most significant ways in which inadequate levels of funding impacted upon 

community providers was in their ability to pay their staff wages that reflected their 

expertise. Most provider representatives said that over a period of 10-15 years there 

had been no increase in the rates paid by government agencies for contracts:  

With some funding streams we saw, for example, no changing funding level for the 
entire span of that government. So what we were being paid in 2007 was exactly 
what we were being paid in 2017, despite the fact that costs in this area had risen 
by several hundred percent [Community Provider 2]. 

This had had significant impact on a provider’s ability to pay staff:  

So I get an email two weeks ago from Oranga Tamariki telling us that we are getting 
a 1.36% raise in our contract this year that will take effect in October. And that is 
the first increase in ten years. Ten years. In fact, I think it might be closer to fifteen 
years actually. And then a 1.36% increase. Okay then. And that raises a whole lot of 
issues in itself around valuing your staff, around staff retention, around paying 
staff properly. And most of us working in this sector expect to be paid less, and we 
are. And we are, there is just absolutely no doubt, no doubt about that at all 
[Community Provider 3]. 

A representative from a small parenting service spoke about the way in which it had 

run into significant financial difficulties and as a result had lost a key staff member, 

while other staff had agreed to move into voluntary positions until further funding was 

found: 

So it is a little bit difficult financially for us to go forward. Some of the staff are 
willing to go onto a volunteer team, but not all staff can, and [staff member] was 
the first casualty because he was the main wage earner in the family and he has just 
had a new baby, as well as having two other children and has to support his wife. 
So he had to find another position where he was paid [Community Provider 11]. 

Again, this experience clearly refutes earlier comments from the Productivity 

Commission (2015a) suggesting that the employees of community and voluntary 

sector organisations can afford to work for lower rates of pay (or on a voluntary basis) 

because they are motivated by a sense of mission. Furthermore, as discussed in 

Chapter Five, the complexity of the work that community based social workers are 

undertaking has increased, requiring a higher level of skills. The significant gap in 

salary between social workers employed by statutory agencies and those employed in 

community and voluntary sector organisations makes it very difficult for community 

and voluntary sector organisations to attract and retain skilled the staff needed to 

undertake such work.  
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The impact of government austerity over this period was also felt by the clients of 

providers as providers employed a number of strategies to mitigate inadequate levels 

of funding. In some cases, providers had to introduce part-charges for services that had 

previously been provided free to clients. In other cases, the level of service previously 

provided to clients was significantly reduced in line with the limited levels of funding. 

One provider representative noted how their organisation lost one of its skilled 

psychotherapists as a result of drastically cutting the number of counselling hours 

available to work alongside clients who were dealing with trauma related to family and 

sexual violence:  

The other thing was that – historically before I came here – our counselling 
contract used to be long-term. So our counsellors could work alongside women for 
free for as long as the counsellor and the client felt that that was useful and they 
were moving and they were in long term therapy. Which at times is needed. And, 
of course, because of funding restrictions that was brought right back down to four 
sessions. We do six … but OT [Oranga Tamariki] only fund us for four sessions for 
each woman who must have children 17 and under. […] when that change in 
funding happened one of our psychotherapists left because she was just not 
prepared to work with that model [Community Provider 3]. 

A representative from a provider of services designed to support men to address violent 

behaviour commented that the demand for services was so high and the funding so 

limited, that the organisation chose not to advertise their services at all: 

[As] our volumes have increased, we haven’t advertised about the work that we do, 
which we should do. We should be advertising all the time to get people in to get 
the help that they need to work on the stuff that we do but we don’t because it would 
bankrupt us if we did that. Or we would have to change to a model where we 
charged everybody a substantially higher amount of money which then becomes a 
barrier to people being able to come in [Community Provider 2]. 

This suggests that although there is clearly a high demand within the community for 

these services, if clients do not know how to access these services they may miss 

accessing the critical support that they need.  

 

Conclusion 
The National-led government’s commitment to fiscal austerity between 2008 and 

2017 led to significant financial hardship for many community and voluntary sector 

providers of social services. In the face of rising costs of provision and increasing levels 

of need for services within communities, this means that in real terms government 

funding reduced over this period. These challenges were exacerbated by the 



 146 

persistence of contributory funding models implemented by government agencies 

when contracting services to community based providers. Attracting and retaining 

skilled staff at fair wages over this period was extremely difficult, as pay rates could 

not keep up with inflation.  

 

Inadequate government funding has meant that providers sought more funding from 

other sources, including both philanthropic entities and individuals. As a result, the 

overall role of private finance increased during the 2008-2017 period. This brings its 

own sets of challenges for providers in terms of the time spent making funding 

applications, as well as duplication in terms of reporting and accountability 

requirements. In some cases, providers felt that they had no option but to apply for 

funding from organisations such as gambling and liquor trusts that were not aligned 

with their own organisation’s mission and values.  

 

The government was also focused on driving innovation within the social sector. This 

goal is evident in pilots of new funding mechanisms such as social impact bonds, 

individualised funding models and the Whānau Ora commissioning agencies. 

However, these innovations did not address the underlying lack of funding for social 

services and in some cases, – such as individualised funding – they increased the 

precarity of funding for some organisations. Both models also provide more 

opportunities for involvement by for-profit organisations both in terms of finance but 

also service delivery, suggesting that some measure of privatisation occurred during 

this period.  

 

One of the biggest implications for the community and voluntary sector as a whole was 

reduced diversity, both in terms of the types of organisations offering services and the 

types of services on offer. Larger and more ‘corporatised’ organisations were better 

able to withstand the tight fiscal environment. This is due to the fact that many 

national community providers operating within Aotearoa New Zealand are part of 

much larger charitable structures with extensive and diverse financial assets. They 

tend to have more resources to put towards tendering for contracts and are thus better 

placed to compete against other smaller and more local providers.  
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In terms of impacts for clients, some providers were forced to introduce either part or 

full charges to clients for services that would have previously been provided at no (or 

low) cost. Access to services was also reduced or removed completely in some cases, 

as government shifted investment between services and as providers had to make hard 

choices about who they could deliver services to on overstretched budgets. Clients who 

did not live in areas targeted by investment, either from government or philanthropic 

entities risked being overlooked. The following chapter examines the ways in which 

changes to the regulation of social services, including changes to provider contracts, 

have further impacted on clients’ access to support. 
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Chapter Seven:  
Regulation 
 

Introduction 
Within the mixed economy of welfare (MEW) framework, the dimension of regulation 

presents a number of challenges in terms of measuring the extent to which 

privatisation has occurred or whether the boundaries between sectors of welfare have 

shifted (Powell & Miller, 2014). In the first instance, there are a broad range of 

understandings as to what ‘regulation’ entails. As Powell (2007, p. 14, italics added) 

argues, the three dimensions of MEW – provision, finance and regulation – are about 

power and control and “regulation is associated with political control”. Using the 

concept of political control as a starting point, this chapter takes a broad view as to 

what constitutes ‘regulation’ in relation to social services in Aotearoa New Zealand.  

 

I argue that, while more formal mechanisms for regulation – including legislation and 

regulatory bodies (for example, the Office of the Auditor General) – are important, the 

contracting relationship between the government and providers is an important site 

for understanding how political power is exercised given the fact that a large number 

of social services in Aotearoa New Zealand are delivered by contracted non-

government providers. As states have come under pressure to decentralise and 

contract out the delivery of particular services, they have sought to increase control 

through increased regulation and accountability frameworks, a phenomenon 

described by Power (1994) as an ‘audit explosion’. As discussion will aptly illustrate, 

this dynamic of seeking to devolve provision while increasing levels of contract 

specification and scrutiny on provider organisations has been a significant feature of 

the National-led government’s social investment approach.   

 
This chapter firstly outlines the way in which accountability requirements related to 

the contracting relationship between government agencies and community and 

voluntary sector providers changed under the National-led government. Outcomes 

focused contracts have presented a number of challenges for community and 
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voluntary sector providers; in particular, this chapter makes evident that it is the 

government that decides what outcomes are sought, how these will be measured and 

how providers are held accountable for achieving these. As discussed in the previous 

chapter, Whānau Ora commissioning and social impact bonds also provide examples 

of the National-led government’s extension of ‘contracting for outcomes’ models, 

which are designed to devolve more decision making around how outcomes are 

achieved outside of government. The degree to which these can be seen as reducing 

regulation for the commissioning agencies or the providers is analysed. 

 

Secondly, the chapter explores how the government’s social investment approach has 

impacted significantly on the contracting environment in the form of more tightly 

specified contracts that prioritise the provision of services to target groups including 

vulnerable children. The effect of these changes has been to reduce access for some 

groups of clients seeking help from community and voluntary sector providers while 

also placing providers at risk of not fulfilling their organisational mission and purpose.  

 
Finally, this chapter explores the impact that increased government interest in data 

has had on contracted providers and the clients of services. The lack of consultation 

with community providers and the use of contracts as a mechanism to enforce the 

collection of data are clear examples of the government’s exercise of political power 

and tendency towards ‘governing by numbers’ (Rose, 1991). Furthermore, new 

requirements for community and voluntary sector providers to collect and disclose 

identifiable client data to government raise significant questions around client privacy 

and the risk of further stigmatising particular communities.  

 

Measuring outcomes: Shifting the goalposts  
What governments measure in order to hold contracted providers to account has 

changed over time, as attention has shifted away from the measurement of ‘inputs’ and 

‘outputs’ – i.e. efficiency – towards the measurements of ‘outcomes’ – i.e. effectiveness 

(James, 2015). The challenges inherent in demonstrating outcomes are numerous, and 

well documented in the literature (Lowe, 2013; Nowland-Foreman, 2016). For 

example, Nowland-Foreman, (2016, p. 61) notes that: 

As one moves along the ‘logic chain’ from inputs, though activities (throughputs), 
and outputs to outcomes, it progressively: 



 151 

• Becomes harder to actually measure anything; 
• Becomes more ambiguous and less clear what is actually happening (let alone 

why);  
• Means you have less control over what happens; 
• Means you need to wait longer to see what actually happens; and 
• Is increasingly affected by many more confounding and at times unanticipated 

external factors.  

It is also important to note that efforts to move beyond contracting for outputs to 

contracting for outcomes pre-date the National-led government’s time in office 

(Destremau & Wilson, 2017). However, the National-led government’s increasing 

emphasis on the need for ‘evidence’ about what works put added pressure on 

community and voluntary sector providers, in some cases exacerbating existing 

tensions in their relationships with government agencies.  

 

Without exception, all participants interviewed were clear that measuring outcomes 

was an important part of providing services to the community and that understanding 

whether what they were doing was making a difference was fundamental to their work. 

However, some provider representatives commented that government expectations in 

terms of what outcomes could be achieved within the framework of their contracts was 

unrealistic given the emphases of the social investment approach. This was 

particularly the case when working with individuals and families/whānau that had 

complex and sensitive issues relating to trauma and abuse:  

We can only fund women for six sessions – and with that whole thing about 
outcomes, you know, how are you supposed to turn somebody’s life around in six 
sessions if she has dealt with a life of trauma? Or a life of sexual abuse, or a life of 
violence? And not only that, we were expected to have amazing outcomes for six 
sessions. And I just think that that is a total have [farce]. Because family violence, 
like addictions, is cyclic. So it doesn’t fit into that whole kaupapa [philosophy] 
about working with women’s processes. With working with their readiness, and 
their process [Community Provider 3]. 

Other providers noted that the urgency with which the government was seeking to 

transform services and demonstrate outcomes resulted in rapidly shifting expectations 

for providers. Reporting and audit requirements changed multiple times from one 

year to the next; it was noted by several provider representatives that it seemed as 

though government agencies and funding advisors did not really know what 

information they needed from providers or what the information was for. Frequently 

shifting goalposts also led to providers scrambling to keep up: 
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A lot more data was collected. And there was a sense that they hadn’t figured out 
how to do it either. But they knew they had to deliver something. And you know, 
you would have an audit – and that’s fine, I am someone who likes audits. I think 
they are great, you know, if you are doing something that is not quite right you 
come into line with it and you know for next time. That is the theory, but it was not 
like that. You would gather everything they asked for last time and you would have 
it all in front of you and they would say ‘well, actually we want a measurement of 
this.’ And no one has asked you for that data before. And although we have a client 
management system, that is not something that we have asked it to gather so we 
are not entering that data. This happens every time – and this is something that is 
still happening – it happens every time that we have an audit. So there is this sense 
that a lot of thought and a lot of change has gone in but it hasn’t actually filtered 
into the workers on the ground in MSD and Oranga Tamariki (as it is now) in terms 
of what that actually looks like in a tidy way, that is my experience [Community 
Provider 4]. 

 

The National-led government’s efforts to tighten its focus on outcomes within its 

contracts with community sector providers served to increase costs for providers. As 

the following quote demonstrates, there were significant costs involved for many 

providers in terms of investment in new IT systems and client management systems 

in order to collect, store and report on the information required in contracts, as well 

as significant investment in time.  

It is massive. It is massive. So this crisis evaluation, they don’t provide any extra 
funding for this but actually we need another staff member to be running the data 
pulling that they are requiring. And just talking to our crisis services manager 
yesterday about it—she is submitting all our data incomplete because we just don’t 
have the capacity to do all of the data crunching that they are asking us to do. But 
they are offering to come in and do it for us and we are saying ‘no’. Because then it 
is not anonymous [Community Provider 7]. 

This quote also suggests that the government’s desire for data risks overriding the 

rights to privacy of individual clients. These tensions are discussed in more detail later 

in this chapter.  

 

David Hanna, Director of Wesley Community Action, spoke about the way in which 

the focus on outcomes became conflated with performance management on the part 

of community providers: 

Because it then turned it into a performance issue. Because if they say ‘what is the 
most successful intervention?’ they are also saying ‘what are the most successful 
agencies?’ So then if you make it about performance, it is like schools, you know 
and ranking schools. If you rank social service agencies well then, all the incentive 
is to game the system. So, the real value of data gathering, which is to support 
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therapeutic change, and systemic change, gets significantly skewed towards, you 
know, this is about my performance and our agency’s performance, we want some 
good scores. And you know it distorts things, the value of it just disintegrates 
[David Hanna, Wesley Community Action]. 

The above quote illustrates Nowland-Foreman’s (2016) argument that outcomes-

focused approaches can serve to distort service provision and undermine the basis 

upon which community and voluntary sector providers operate. This can include: 

• Managing for pre-determined outcomes, rather than being holistic and responsive to 
the individual; 

• Reducing the time horizon to a short-term (reporting cycle) focus; 
• Unintended and counter-productive incentives for cutting corners; 
• Under-investment in quality and the service infrastructure; 
• ‘Cherry picking’ easier-to-serve participants; and 
• Diverting funds to increased monitoring, reporting and transaction costs (Nowland-

Foreman, 2016, p. 60). 
 

The National-led government’s efforts to tighten its focus on outcomes within its 

contracts with community sector providers created a number of difficulties for 

providers, particularly in relation to the extra resourcing required to provide the data 

required by government agencies. As Lowe (2013, p. 214) argues:  

[O]ur desire for outcome information outstrips our ability to provide it. 
Information about outcomes can either be simple, comparable and efficient to 
collect, or it can be a meaningful picture of how outcomes are experienced by 
people. It cannot be both.  

Furthermore, interviews highlighted a tension between building trusting and effective 

relationships between providers and clients, and the need to measure and report on 

outcomes to funders. This tension has also been identified in similar studies, including 

that by Keevers et al. (2012), who found that accountability requirements introduced 

as part of a shift to Results-Based Accountability reporting systems paradoxically 

made it more difficult for frontline staff within social support organisations to engage 

and build relationships with the at-risk youth they were working with. In this sense, 

National’s ‘innovative’ ways of trying to improve outcomes for clients may well have 

had the opposite effect (Humpage, 2019a). 
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Client segmentation: From welfare to ‘vulnerable 
children’  
The focus on client segmentation and targeted interventions for particular cohorts of 

service users was a key mechanism by which the National-led government sought to 

manage fiscal and social outcomes (Boston & Gill, 2017; Destremau & Wilson, 2017). 

While those at risk of long term welfare dependency had been the initial focus for 

government (Welfare Working Group, 2011), target populations expanded as the 

social investment approach evolved (Boston & Gill, 2017). In particular, outcomes for 

vulnerable children were of critical interest to government ministers. Subsequently, 

client segmentation coupled with a focus on vulnerability (particularly vulnerable 

children) had particular implications for community providers of social services 

through the increasing specification of contracts for service provision. The following 

excerpt from a speech given by then Minister of Treasury, Bill English (2015, n.p.) 

illustrates the way in which the government was concerned to segment clients in order 

to target interventions at a granular level: 

Sole parents had an even larger lifetime liability. So did a large group of people 
with psychiatric and psychological conditions. We can drill down into this 
information using these new tools. 

Among sole parents, for example, we then asked “Who is going to cost us the most 
money?” and it turns out it’s the ones who go onto a sole parent benefit before they 
turn 20. 

A teen sole parent on a benefit will stay on a benefit for around seventeen and a 
half years, on average, at a cost of $213,000 per person. That information is nearly 
invisible in a point-in-time view, but it tells us where to focus our efforts and we’ve 
already started making use of it. 

With that group of teen sole parents, for example, we no longer just give them a 
fortnightly benefit and wish them luck. They are now enrolled in a scheme that, 
among other things, ensures they are in school or training, gives them each a 
supervising adult, and manages their money for them. That programme is showing 
promising results. 

This quote demonstrates how the larger cohort of interest – people who receive some 

kind of welfare benefit – is further segmented into those who are sole parents and then 

those sole parents who are under the age of 20. That group were then targeted 

specifically through a new programme of income management, with the goal of 

improving outcomes – measured in terms of less time spent receiving a benefit (and 

thus saving the taxpayer money) in the longer term (Humpage, 2019).  
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The segmentation of clients of social services was also a key feature of the Productivity 

Commission Inquiry into More Effective Services (2015b). The Commission’s final 

report presented a matrix which divided clients into four quadrants:  

• People with relatively straightforward needs who require assistance to access 
services (quadrant A) 

• People with relatively straightforward needs who have the capacity to access 
services for themselves (quadrant B) 

• People with complex needs who have the capacity to access services for 
themselves (quadrant C) and;  

• People with complex needs who require assistance to access services (quadrant 
D) (Productivity Commission, 2015b p. 54) 

Cabinet papers show that, in line with this matrix, the government’s view was that the 

current system of social services operated well for most users, but it was not meeting 

the needs of people with needs that spanned individual sectors (for example, Justice, 

Health, Social Development and so on). The government’s social investment approach 

was intended to specifically target “clients with multiple and complex needs that 

require a collective approach” (Cabinet Social Policy Committee, 2017, p. 4), i.e. 

‘quadrant ‘D’. Increasingly however, the focus on vulnerability was applied more 

specifically to children and their families.  

 

Vulnerable children 

The government’s particular interest in ‘vulnerable children’ as a site for policy 

intervention is evident in the comprehensive work programme undertaken by the 

government that was outlined in Chapter Three. While both the Green Paper for 

Vulnerable Children (MSD, 2011) and the White Paper on Vulnerable Children (MSD, 

2012) were framed around the concept of ‘vulnerability’, critics argue that the term 

‘vulnerable’ was poorly defined (Child Poverty Action Group, 2014). Furthermore, 

what constituted ‘vulnerability’ in the White Paper was far narrower than what had 

been considered in the earlier paper. For example, Keddell (2014, p. 72) points out 

that where ‘vulnerability’ in the Green Paper included a “broad range of long-term 

poor outcomes including poverty, poor school achievement, hospital admissions, 

domestic violence, and the impact of multiple adversities”, the White Paper more 

narrowly defined ‘vulnerable children’ as those children who had, or were likely to, 

experience abuse or neglect. The effect of this was to make invisible structural 

inequalities that may make children vulnerable such as poverty, while increasing focus 
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on individual families and parents as the predominant source of risk to child wellbeing 

(Hyslop, & Keddell, 2018; Keddell, 2014).  

 
However, although Keddell (2014) argues that the government’s understanding of 

‘vulnerability’ in relation to children was much narrower in the White Paper, the 

particular focus on families as a site of risk for children was also evident in the Green 

Paper. The following press release from Minister for Social Development, Paula 

Bennett (2011, n.p.) stated: 

The Government poses solutions to complex issues facing children and then asks 
the public to consider the questions that are raised by those issues, including:  

• When should adults who care for vulnerable children be prioritised for services 
over others?  

• How can the Government encourage communities to take more responsibility for 
the wellbeing of their children?  

• How much monitoring of vulnerable children should the Government allow? 

As it transpired, the first question, ‘When should adults who care for vulnerable 

children be prioritised for services over others’ foreshadowed changes to the contracts 

of community and voluntary sector providers that would have particular implications 

for their clients. These are discussed below.  

 

Impacts on providers – increasing specification of contracts  

Increasing service specification in community provider contracts with government 

agencies was one outcome of the focus on identification and segmentation of clients. 

Reflecting the enhanced focus on children as a key concern for government, a number 

of provider representatives that were interviewed commented that new clauses in 

their contracts limited (government funded) provision of services to adults that had 

dependent children.  This was seen as highly problematic, particularly for providers 

of family violence and sexual violence services: 

The other thing around funding and prescriptive funding in particular, which has 
happened to our organisation, is that we had the changes in contract like everyone 
else did – that they would now only fund women with children 17 and under. Which 
goes against our kaupapa [philosophy].  […] So the idea of not being able to work 
with women just because they didn’t have dependent children 17 and under seemed 
ridiculous to us. […] And we were like, ‘what about women with no children, what 
about women with grandchildren, you know, what about step mothers, what about 
women who have got children who are in their 30s that are still having issues with 
them?’. It would have cut out all of those groups [Community Provider 3]. 
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A representative of another provider, whose services include supporting men who are 

addressing violent behaviour in the home, also spoke about the way in which the 

policy change did not adequately account for the complex realities of families 

addressing family violence:  

So the wording in the contracts changed from ‘self-referred men’ to ‘self-referred 
men with dependent children’. But again there were inconsistencies in the 
contracts. Some contracts would have that line, some would have ‘with family’, 
sometimes there would be nothing at all. And sometimes, depending on which 
contract manager you would talk to, what a dependent child would look like would 
become fairly broad. […] Family structures are very different from the black and 
white structures that they were 30 years ago. So what might look like a fairly 
obvious question of ‘is there a dependent child in the household?’ then becomes a 
very obscure question of ‘well, my son visits a couple of days a week, or one Sunday 
a month’ [Community Provider 2].  

The quote also aligns with feedback from several other provider representatives about 

the inconsistencies in contract specifications, and the ways in which they (sometimes 

with the full complicity of their contract managers) had to creatively ‘interpret’ the 

intent of contractual clauses in order to still provide a service to their clients. While 

the above provider representative noted that this aspect of contracts became less 

restrictive over time, the experience of others suggests targeting and specification 

within contracts increased:  

Our counselling contract with Oranga Tamariki – the contract we used to have 
basically was for any family with a child. As long as there was a child involved, as 
long as someone had children, they could access the funding, we could access the 
funding to offer them counselling. Now the family has to meet certain criteria of 
vulnerability that we have to awkwardly ask them about at intake to see if they 
qualify for funding. So this might be, you know, ethnicities that we know are more 
likely to be vulnerable, financial status, number of children, source of referral, so 
we can take referrals from schools but some self-referrals we can’t take or if a family 
has full employment or is white middle class they are not really eligible for that 
funding [Community Provider 4]. 

The same provider representative spoke about how, in line with the focus on clients 

with multiple and complex needs, there was increased pressure from government 

agencies to prioritise referrals that came from government agencies above self-

referrals or referrals from other sources:  

At one point we were told that we had to solicit referrals from Oranga Tamariki 
directly. So in addition to everything else we do in a day we had to keep visiting the 
OT site to say, ‘look, you need to refer to us’ because actually we needed to privilege 
direct referrals from OT. More than privilege them but actually really make sure 
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that we got enough, because we were told off for not having enough in one audit – 
when we didn’t know it was even criteria [Community Provider 4].  

The above examples demonstrate the way in which government agencies, through the 

procurement and contracting process, were able to exert top-down pressure on 

community and voluntary sector providers to determine what clients should receive 

services and through what channels.  

 

The pressure to prioritise referrals from government agencies and the inability to 

independently make decisions about safe workloads for staff was also identified as a 

significant factor in the decision made by family violence specialist organisation Aviva 

to withdraw from the Integrated Safety Response (ISR) pilot, which was initiated in 

2016 under the National-led government. In an interview with RNZ (“NGO pulls out 

of family violence pilot over safety concerns”, 2018, n.p.), chief executive Nicola 

Woodward noted that the new contract for the pilot essentially allowed Police to 

determine the caseloads of Aviva’s staff, raising significant concerns around safety for 

both staff and clients. The pressure to prioritise cases referred through Police and 

Corrections also meant that that, due to constraints on capacity, the organisation had 

to close off other referral pathways including Oranga Tamariki and the Canterbury 

District Health Board.  She also commented that the ability to offer adequate support 

to those who self-referred through the agency’s helpline or who walked through the 

door seeking help was compromised. In the context of family and sexual violence, this 

prioritisation of referral pathways from Police and Corrections is highly problematic, 

given that the significant majority of incidents of family and sexual violence that occur 

each year are not reported to Police. For example, according to the New Zealand Crime 

and Safety Survey (Ministry of Justice, 2014), in 2013 only 23% of interpersonal 

offences committed by a family member were reported to Police. Most providers 

interviewed had found ways to ‘work around’ the new restrictions or, in some cases, to 

negotiate with their funding managers for more leeway within their contracts. 

However, for a number of other providers, the decision was made to fund services for 

clients from other (non-government) sources, which in turn exacerbated existing 

financial pressures.  

 

David Hanna (Wesley Community Action) argues that the collection of data in order to 

better identify ‘vulnerable’ members of the community who were in need of services 
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was never the issue. What was lacking was an ability, both on the part of government 

agencies and community providers, to build effective, trusting and meaningful 

relationships with those identified as needing help: 

Identification of that group is actually the easiest thing. Any good networked 
community organisation – if we were to sit down with my team in Waitangirua [a 
socioeconomically deprived suburb near Wellington], they would be able to tell you 
the families and streets where these people live. It is in collective community 
knowledge. Identification of these people is not a problem. So first of all I was 
saying to Bill [English], why are you spending all of this money on identification? 
Is that all you have done? Because the main outcome of social investment was 
identification and segmentation [David Hanna, Wesley Community Action].   

 

Simon Cayley, (Hui E!) argued that the singular focus on vulnerability as the criteria 

for access to community-provided social services risked ignoring the needs of whānau 

and families who still required (and would greatly benefit from) services:  

There was a lot of rhetoric, particularly around that notion of return on 
investment—you know, if we are giving you this money, show us the impact that 
it’s having. Which is kind of hard to argue with on one level. Because you are saying, 
well we are pumping all of this money into social services and if it’s not changing 
anything, then why do we keep doing it. You know, there is an argument there. But 
the idea of drilling it down to being able to focus on a particular person and their 
journey—what that ended up doing was squashing it down to who are the most 
broken, vulnerable, disadvantaged, and that is really the only place we are going to 
focus. A consequence of that was, that the vast numbers of people who weren’t 
quite at that level, but that really needed support, it became harder and harder to 
justify focusing on them [Simon Cayley, Hui E!].  

The outcome of intensive targeting therefore, was to limit the access to community 

provided services for clients who may have felt that they needed support, but who no 

longer fit within the government’s narrow definition of vulnerable. Brenda Pilott 

(SSPA) argued that the way in which the National-led government sought to intensively 

target those most in need of help as being well-intentioned if misguided: 

I don’t have any view that Bill English was not after better outcomes for children 
and families, [but] I think that their collective way of thinking about it was not a 
good one. That intense ‘we can identify this small number of people and we can 
focus on them’ you know that intense targeting at the expense of more broad-based 
approaches – it is the battle between targeting and universal provision that is a real 
fault line between left and right [Brenda Pilott, SSPA].  

 

Pilott’s comments also serve to highlight one of the key differences in the government’s 

notion of ‘social investment’ when compared to previous governments. Earlier Third 
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Way social investment approaches had emphasised investment in universal services, 

including education and building the knowledge economy (Lister, 2004). Under the 

National-led government, social investment identified the most vulnerable people as 

a priority for service intervention because, over time, these people (and, more 

importantly their children) represented the largest future liability to the state. 

However, as Bielefeld (2018, p. 1-2) observes, “‘vulnerability’ is a somewhat slippery 

concept and one susceptible to abuse by powerful interests intent on increasing 

coercive surveillance, discipline and disentitlement for those designated as 

‘vulnerable’”. Brown (2016), argues that notions of vulnerability have become more 

pervasive during periods of state fiscal austerity and that such discourses emphasise 

difficulties experienced by individuals, while ignoring the structural issues that have 

contributed to such difficulties. The intensive targeting of resources towards people 

considered to be vulnerable also creates a competitive environment which serves to pit 

individuals and groups against each other, while at the same time diverting attention 

away from overall cuts to welfare (Brown, 2016; Levy-Vroelant, 2010).  

 

The changes in contracts that emphasised services were only being funded for clients 

meeting stricter vulnerability requirements did not always sit well with providers. 

Many community and voluntary sector provider representatives commented that 

simply turning away clients who needed a service, but who did not meet the new 

criteria for government funding, was contrary to the values of their organisations. 

Instead, providers were either forced to be ‘creative’ with their application of the 

criteria or to subsidise services through other sources of funding, which placed them 

under increased levels of financial stress. In this sense, National’s unique form of 

social investment had a negative impact not only on providers but also on the clients 

with whom they worked.  

 

The quest for data 
Leveraging data and analytics to improve social services was a key recommendation of 

the Productivity Commission (2015b) inquiry. As the government’s social investment 

approach evolved, the use of data and analytics became increasingly critical as a means 

of measuring outcomes and understanding ‘what works’. The following comments 

from Minister for Social Investment Amy Adams (2017, n.p.) demonstrate the 
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government’s intention to move towards highly targeted interventions, but also speak 

to the desire to “harness the power of data”:  

Our view is that we have to shift the whole system and start investing more upfront 
in a highly-targeted way that directs much-needed support to those in need. But to 
make smarter investment decisions we have to have better information. And to do 
that, we need to harness the power of data. We have to be able to understand and 
analyse people’s need for, and experience of, social services. This means being 
customer-centric, and putting people at the heart of Government – rather than 
expecting our customers to navigate the labyrinth of the public service. 

Newman and Clarke (2009) argue that the increasing focus on ‘what works’ serves to 

de-politicise issues by removing them from debates about competing values or 

interests, instead rendering them the focus of technical judgements to be made by 

scientific experts. This process of depoliticisation is clearly evident in the 

government’s emphasis on the key role of data and analytics within its social 

investment approach. It is very difficult to argue with an algorithm. It is also 

interesting to note that users of social services are referred to here as ‘customers’. This 

language suggests a neoliberal marketised relationship between the state and citizens 

(users of social services) that is based on notions of choice and freedom of association. 

As discussed in Chapter Five, the notion of ‘choice’ in relation to social services has 

been eroded through the tightening of eligibility criteria and also the increasingly 

blurred boundaries between providers with statutory powers (i.e. state agencies) and 

non-government providers. Furthermore, as discussed below, the extent to which 

‘customers’ could ‘choose’ to share their private data with government agencies is 

questionable.  

 

There were three main ways in which data was used to shape policy in relation to the 

provision of social services: the use of algorithms and predictive risk modelling (PRM) 

to identify which cohorts of people were at most risk of poor outcomes over time; 

information sharing between government agencies and providers of social services to 

facilitate more joined up services and to reduce risk; and the collection and analysis of 

data to understand which services and interventions were effective in improving 

outcomes for people and, therefore, reducing the forward fiscal liability of 

government. As with the moves towards client segmentation and more targeted 

eligibility criteria for accessing services, new data requirements were increasingly 
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mandated within contracts for provision, and hence can be understood as a form of 

regulatory power exerted by the government over contracted providers.  

 

Individual Client Level Data 

By far the most controversial manifestation of the move towards greater use of data 

and analytics in relation to social service delivery was the unilateral move made by the 

Ministry of Social Development (MSD) to mandate the collection of individual level 

client data (ICLD) in its contracts with community and voluntary sector providers in 

2016. Rose (1991, p. 674) argues that ‘governing by numbers’ (i.e. through data and 

statistics) has become a pervasive feature of democratic governments, commenting 

that the “social economy is also evaluated through its numericization. Poverty is 

transformed into a matter of the numbers claiming social benefits. Public order is 

transmuted into the crime rate”. However, while technologies of poverty surveillance 

and governance have long been enforced on the poor (Foucault, 1977; Wacquant, 

2009), the government’s social investment approach and ICLD policy extended this 

surveillance beyond welfare beneficiaries to anyone accessing government funded 

social services.  As Trevor McGlinchey (NZCCSS) explains, this extension of data 

collection and surveillance was enacted without any consultation between government 

funders and providers: 

So basically the funding agency moved towards this whole concept of collecting 
individualised information through actually just including it in a contract. It was 
not discussed, it was not socialised, it was not worked with in any way it was just 
‘you will provide this information to us’ [Trevor McGlinchey, NZCCSS]. 

While community and voluntary sector providers had always provided data to 

government funders as part of their accountability requirements, this had previously 

been de-identified, meaning that the names and other personal details of clients 

remained confidential.  

 

Trust between providers and their clients is a critical contributing factor to the success 

of community and voluntary sector organisations (Neilson et al., 2015; Nowland-

Foreman, 2016). The provider representatives interviewed for this research were 

consistent in their concern about the way in which the ICLD policy was introduced and 

the potential impacts that this could have on relationships with their clients. In 

particular, providers of services that dealt with sensitive issues, including family and 
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sexual violence, were concerned that concerns around the privacy of their information 

would inhibit clients from seeking support. Although sexual violence services were 

initially given a one year reprieve from the new requirements, pending further work to 

understand what needed to be in place to securely collect and store the information, it 

was made clear that this was a short-term measure (NZFVC, 2017).  

 

Trevor McGlinchey noted that the coercive nature of these requests for data had an 

inevitable impact on the trust that is necessary between providers and clients of social 

services:  

So while there are circumstances within which people are willing to share their 
individual information it is usually in the context of a trust based on history, based 
on strong ethnical mandates, and government agencies on the whole haven’t 
developed that level of trust or that level of ethical use of information. The 
experience of poor people, and without doubt it would have been poor people 
whose data was collected, has been that sharing data usually results in potentially 
old debts being tracked down and relocated to their front door, or a policeman 
knocking on their door for a warrant that might have been served several years ago 
and they have forgotten all about it but someone’s just shared some data and they 
have put two and three together and come up with your address [Trevor 
McGlinchey, NZCCSS].  

Another provider spoke about the way in which they were worried that they would 

become seen as a “satellite government agency”: 

I saw it as a total breach of confidentiality. I was worried about being seen as a 
satellite government agency, which we are not. I mean we certainly work with 
government agencies but we are not a government agency, we are a community 
agency that will work with anyone – we have got the skills to work with who comes 
in the door, or we will refer out to the appropriate places. […] It had the potential 
to cause huge damage to the community and voluntary sector. Huge damage to 
agencies like ours in terms of reputation, confidentiality – I mean you can’t be 
honest and say you are going to have a confidential service if you are going to give 
government all of their information. It just made no sense to me whatsoever 
[Community Provider 3]. 

The reshaping of community and voluntary sector organisations as ‘little fingers of the 

state’ (Nyland, 1993) was also raised as a concern by other interview participants, and 

illustrates the way in which the regulatory power of government eroded the boundaries 

between the state and community and voluntary sectors.  
 

The extent to which clients could freely give their informed consent in relation to the 

collection and use of their personal data is also questionable. MSD placed the onus on 
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community and voluntary sector providers to explain data sharing to clients and to 

gain consent for this to occur. This meant that providers had to explain how the client’s 

data would be used and how the government would keep it safe. This was a big ask for 

providers given that MSD officials and the Minister for Social Development had not 

been able to clearly articulate the purpose for which such data was being collected 

(Office of the Privacy Commissioner, 2017). A series of privacy breaches within MSD 

further undermined confidence that the government had the necessary systems in 

place to keep highly sensitive client information safe (for example, see Patterson, 

2017). Furthermore, given that under their new MSD contracts providers would not be 

funded for providing a service to a client who chose not to consent for this information 

to be shared, there was a significant risk that clients may have perceived this request 

as a condition of them receiving a service:  

[B]asically it was ‘we need to send your data, your data won’t be held confidentially 
by us, we actually have to give this data to the Ministry and if you don’t consent, 
we don’t actually have the funding to help you.’ And the whole ethos of our 
organisation falls over right there, because we are committed to helping people 
whether they can afford to come or not […] We would have just to find a way to see 
these people without funding. And then why would they ever consent if by 
consenting they could still receive the help they needed? We didn’t know how we 
were going to do it. Because our clients tend to trust us and we are good at building 
relationships with clients, we were starting to get these consent forms filled out, 
the majority of people were signing them. But it felt very coercive and a little bit 
manipulative [Community Provider 4]. 

 
As a result of significant concerns raised by the community and voluntary sector, the 

Office of the Privacy Commissioner conducted an inquiry into the privacy implications 

of the policy (Office of the Privacy Commissioner, 2017). The report found that the 

purpose for collecting ICLD was unclear, and that ICLD was likely unnecessary to 

achieve the insights that were sought by government. Furthermore, such requests were 

likely to deter some vulnerable individuals from accessing services if they felt that their 

personal details would be made available to government. The report concluded that 

the policy as it stood was inconsistent with the principles of the Privacy Act 1993. 

When interviewed, Dorothy Adams, Interim Chief Executive of the Social Investment 

Agency (SIA), acknowledged that the method by which MSD sought to collect client 

data from community providers and the lack of information about how the data would 

be used was bad practice. Adams commented that, as a result, the ICLD policy had 

damaged relationships between community providers and government agencies: 
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[Y]ou must always ask yourself ‘data for what purpose?’ Why do you need this piece 
of data and what are you going to do with it? [ICLD] was general purpose. You can 
never ever go and collect information for general purpose and say, “well, we collect 
this data because we might need it one day.” You cannot do that. And MSD, even 
when it was trying to fix [the public backlash from providers], could not specify the 
purposes for which this information would be used. And that is bad, it is bad policy, 
it is bad practice, and of course it damaged relationships, which were already 
fraught, with providers. Absolutely.  

 

In response to the criticism from the Privacy Commissioner, Minister Anne Tolley, 

(2017a, n.p.) argued that the collection of ICLD was not simply about understanding 

the effectiveness of contracted social services, but was also about service ‘coverage’:  

[I]f we were just looking for the effectiveness of programmes, then anonymised 
data can do that. […] But actually, we want to do more than that, ah and, it’s about 
coverage, it’s about making sure – because we know that many people are getting 
services from a number of NGOs, and I am really concerned that we also know that 
there are vulnerable families out there that are getting no services from NGOs. So 
in order to make sure that we have coverage, that there is no duplication and there’s 
no gaps, we need to know who those NGOs are working with so that we can make 
sure that everyone is getting, so that all vulnerable families are getting access to the 
services that the government and the taxpayer provides. 

 
Minister Tolley’s comments further muddy the waters as to the government’s purpose 

in collecting ICLD from community providers. By raising the spectre of “the 

taxpayer”, she also links the issue of service provision (and service ‘coverage’) to 

notions of cost effectiveness, reinforcing the government’s priority of “delivering 

better public services within tight fiscal constraints” (Key, 2012, n.p.). Dorothy Adams 

(SIA) commented that while service coverage was a concern for government 

(although the reasons for this were varied), the claim that identifiable data was 

necessary to understand this was questionable:  

[Tolley] came down on the side of, you know, people are getting more than they 
deserve, but Bill English was thinking that there were some people who weren’t 
getting any services, so again there were two schools of thought. There was a strong 
sense that you had to know the names of the individuals so that you could see that, 
ok, that person is getting three services when they should only get two, or whatever. 
Or this poor family over here really needs three services and they are not getting 
any. It is still our view that understanding service coverage in this sector is really 
poor. We don’t know a lot about service coverage. […] But again, in the initial 
phases at least you still didn’t need to know names. You just didn’t need to know 
the names. 
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This idea that services were being duplicated or that some clients were receiving 

multiple services, while others were not receiving any, was discussed by some of the 

providers interviewed. One attributed this idea to a misunderstanding on the part of 

Minister Tolley that was driven by a disconnection between national funding advisors 

and local funding advisors. She suggested that while contracts for a particular service 

with multiple providers within a single region might suggest duplication, the reality 

was that different providers were working with different cohorts: 

We have [x] regions, and even within some of those regions they would have lots 
of different communities, and the way that that contract is done in each of those 
communities would be completely different. Who it is targeted for and so on. And 
those really good local contract managers were managing that stuff within a 
community and they would say, ‘oh no this provider is doing that, but there is a gap 
here, let’s write on your contract that this is how it works for you. And then you can 
negotiate if any changes to that are needed’. And that happened on the ground 
quite a lot but they were pretty much totally unaware of that at a national level. So 
at a national level when they did this, they just looked at the types of contract – 
they didn’t look at how the contracts were structured – and they determined and 
they fed that information back to the Minister. And the Minister was convinced 
that there was a whole lot of replication [Community Provider 10].  

The above quote not only demonstrates disconnects between the oversight of contracts 

at a local and a national level, but it also emphasises the importance of understanding 

context when using data to make decisions.  

 

Algorithms and Predictive Risk Modelling:  

As well as impacting on social service providers, the growing focus on data and the 

adoption of tools such as algorithms and PRM has particular implications for already 

disadvantaged client groups such as Māori. As Kukutai and Walter (2015, p. 317) 

comment, wealthy colonial settler states have “long used population statistics as the 

evidentiary base for how Indigenous peoples are known and ‘managed’ through state 

policy approaches”. Furthermore, they highlight that “[d]ecisions on what data are 

collected, on whom, when, how, and in what format, are not simply matters of 

administrative choice. Rather they are social, cultural and political artefacts with the 

power to define and exclude” (Kukutai & Walter, p. 317). Algorithms, while useful in 

increasing the efficiency of services, can make human bias harder to detect. Unpacking 

the codes used to create algorithms is a technical exercise and the often-proprietary 

codes used are frequently not publicly available (Stats NZ, 2018). This can make it 

harder to understand why an individual may have been identified in the first place and 
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also harder to challenge decisions made on the basis of such data driven instruments 

(Eubanks, 2018). As Stats NZ (2018, p. 7) caution, “algorithms often draw on historical 

data, which may reflect biases that are not readily apparent. There is a risk that 

algorithms that used biased data could further reinforce inequality.”  

 

Given the over-representation of Māori in negative social statistics, there is a 

particular risk that the use of broad population-based data held within the IDI may in 

fact exacerbate deficit understandings of Māori (Gulliver, et al., 2018). The long-

standing issues of institutional racism experienced by Māori and particularly the long 

history of child removals from Māori whānau, mean that many Māori do not trust state 

agencies and institutions: 

Māori families situate their experiences with agencies within multi-generational 
patterns of child removal and cultural erosion. The impact of stigma arising from 
the identification of risk by a PRM tool, and the subsequent involvement of 
agencies, might therefore be felt by Māori over future generations (Blank et al., 
2015, p. 7).  

Eroding the trust that Māori may have in community and voluntary sector 

organisations through requests for identifiable data therefore has the potential to 

worsen outcomes for whānau Māori.  

 

Commissioning for Social Services  
Commissioning approaches provide an apt illustration of why MEW models that focus 

only on the dimension of provision are inadequate in analysing welfare state change. 

In particular, such approaches require government to adapt and expand their 

frameworks of accountability and regulation. Adopting a ‘commissioning’ approach to 

social services was explored by the Productivity Commission Inquiry into More 

Effective Social Services (2015b)17. For the purposes of its inquiry, the Productivity 

Commission defined ‘commissioning’ as “the set of inter-related tasks that need to be 

undertaken to turn policy objectives into effective social services” (Productivity 

Commission, 2015b, p. 130). However, the Productivity Commission acknowledges 

that, within the international policy literature, understandings of the term vary widely. 

For example, Bolton (2015, p. 2) offers a more specific view of commissioning, 

 
17 Whānau Ora, which had adopted a commissioning model in 2014 was looked at as a case study by the 
Productivity Commission in their inquiry into More Effective Social Services.  
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describing it as “the processes which include assessing the needs of people in an area, 

designing and then achieving appropriate outcomes. The service may be delivered by 

the public, private or civil society sectors”.  

 

Whānau Ora in the age of social investment 

Whānau Ora created new challenges in terms of the oversight and regulation for 

government, first by incorporating measurement frameworks based on cultural 

values, and second by devolving not only resources but also decision making power 

outside of government.  As Dormer (2014, p. 835) comments: 

New Zealand’s legislation and system of governance for public sector expenditure 
reflects a constitutional principle associated with all public expenditure by central 
government requiring specific parliamentary approval. It also reflects the formal 
contractual relationships that characterised much of the new public management 
reforms supported by ideas drawn from new institutional economics. However, 
such a framework does not readily suit the funding of initiatives that involve 
devolved service specification, self-determination, and value for money also 
measured against a cultural rather than just an economic construct.  

As discussed in Chapter Three, the second phase of Whānau Ora saw the 

establishment of three commissioning agencies, overseeing services delivered in the 

North Island, the South Island and to Pasifika communities across the country. 

However, as Boulton (2019) explains, although the commissioning structure 

implemented went some ways towards devolving decision making about Whānau Ora 

services to non-government entities, the shift was not as radical as that proposed by 

the Taskforce on Whānau Centred Initiatives (2010). The Taskforce had suggested an 

independent trust be established with its own funding appropriation to oversee 

Whānau Ora. Boulton (2019, p. 29) argues that the government’s decision to instead 

establish three commissioning agencies, including one that focused on Pasifika 

communities, “fundamentally weakened hopes that Whānau Ora represented an 

opportunity for greater self-determination amongst Māori”. This imposition of state-

determined structures of governance is reminiscent of the Runanga Iwi Act 1990 

discussed in Chapter Three, which required iwi to create corporate governance 

structures in order to bid for service delivery contracts. Again, this demonstrates the 

state’s role in “extending and disseminating market values to all institutions and social 

action” (Brown, 2005, p. 39) that is a core feature of neoliberalisation.  
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It is clear that some of the issues and challenges in demonstrating outcomes and the 

focus on data already discussed in this chapter were also problematic for Whānau Ora. 

A government review of Whānau Ora undertaken in 2018 placed a particular focus on 

the commissioning approach (Independent Whānau Ora Review Panel, 2018). It noted 

that all three commissioning agencies had developed different outcomes frameworks, 

making it difficult to compare outcomes across the three entities. The report also noted 

the challenges inherent in trying to reconcile an approach that was premised on being 

flexible and responsive to whānau needs with a reporting framework that met the 

needs of the Commissioning Agencies and government agencies:  

Although desired outcomes are tailored to each Commissioning Agency’s 
circumstances, they are then standardised for the Agency’s partners [government 
agencies]. Partners, providers and navigators have told us that outcomes do not 
always ‘fit’ with the needs and aspirations of whānau, requiring them to ‘retro-fit’ 
whānau goals to the reporting framework. We also observed this, seeing what 
began as highly flexible outcome specification opportunities for Commissioning 
Agencies translating into prescribed outcomes that partners, providers and 
navigators were required to work within.  (Independent Whānau Ora Review 
Panel, 2018, p. 74) 

 

A recurring theme in interviews with community and voluntary sector provider 

representatives was the debate about who (state, commissioning agency, provider or 

client) should determine what outcomes are important. Whānau Ora is regarded as 

different from mainstream social service provision in that the approach is intended to 

be whānau-led, in the sense that whānau decide on what outcomes and support they 

seek through the development of whānau plans. However, funding constraints [as 

discussed in chapter Six] mean that Whānau Ora providers are significantly limited in 

their capacity to support whānau to implement their plans. When asked whether 

Whānau Ora’s implementation was in line with the whānau-led philosophy of the 

approach, one Whānau Ora provider representative commented that, in most cases, 

Whānau Ora providers had to broker relationships with other (in many cases non-

Māori) providers to achieve the outcomes that were sought by whānau. This was 

because they simply did not have the funding or the contracts to deliver those services 

directly:  

So at the heart of Whānau Ora is the fact that whānau get to decide their own goals, 
decide their own pathway to independence – whatever that may be and depending 
on whatever it is that they are experiencing. The problem is that most Whānau Ora 
providers, when they design the plan and they create all of these beautiful goals, 
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they can’t actually deliver the plan. They don’t have the contracts or the resources 
to deliver the plan and so they have got to go out and broker that relationship, that 
partnership with another provider. And, chances are they are not Māori. Chances 
are they don’t have a kaupapa Māori framework. […] quality from a cultural point 
of view, quality from a delivery point of view is hit and miss, because Whānau Ora 
providers can’t control the quality of provision from another set of providers. They 
might be set up to deliver other outputs or KPIs [key performance indicators] and 
not actually hit the goal [Whānau Ora Provider 2].  

The autonomy of providers in determining the shape of their Whānau Ora services is 

also limited by the subcontracting system that is part and parcel of the commissioning 

approach: 

So when a commissioning agency picks up a [government] contract and feeds it out 
to all the different providers – which is great I guess, because it means that 
providers are getting access to additional contracts and different services that they 
can provide, and that might be suited to more smaller providers – the problem with 
that is you have to live with whatever they decide to give you in relation to a 
subcontracting arrangement. And so if you think that you need a full FTE [full time 
equivalent] and they are only giving you a .5 or a .3, too bad. So [the commissioning 
agency] get to define how the contract is subcontracted and they get to pick up all 
of the overheads [Whānau Ora Provider 2].  

 
While the state’s collection and use of data raises important questions around the issue 

of data sovereignty, the commissioning agency structure also presents new challenges 

in terms of data ownership and control at the local level. As one provider noted, 

Whānau Ora has meant that data are being shared across iwi boundaries:  

And we are reporting on all the different performance – on all of the narratives and 
all that kind of stuff. And so we can’t control the data either. The data gets sucked 
up into client management systems that we never see, if you know what I mean. 
And that is the problem with Whānau Ora and Whānau Tahi, right? ‘Cos for the 
first time Whānau Ora contracts required each provider to actually sign up to the 
Whānau Tahi client management system. And so all providers are actually feeding 
information that belongs to iwi, not to the commissioning agency. So all of the data 
and IP [intellectual property] that belongs to whānau and to iwi is put into Whānau 
Tahi – for reporting purposes, but if you think about all of the wonderful modelling 
and trends analysis and data that you can do with that information and what does 
that information get used for? For contracts. Not to benefit the people on the 
ground but to benefit the commissioning agency [Whānau Ora Provider 2]. 

In the example describe above, Whānau Ora providers are contractually obligated to 

their commissioning agency to provide access to their client data. In this way, the non-

government commissioning agencies are seeking to regulate their providers in similar 

ways to the government. Furthermore, the Whānau Tahi client management system 

discussed above was developed by Te Whānau o Waipareira Trust, an Auckland-based 
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Māori social services provider with close ties to the North Island commissioning 

agency (NZFVC, 2014). The transferal of providers’ client data to a privately owned 

and operated platform essentially means that the provider’s client data has been 

privatised.  

 

In theory, commissioning agencies, such as those created through Whānau Ora, can 

be understood as representing a reduction in regulatory power and control on the part 

of government. However, in practice it is clear that government remains ambivalent 

about devolving funding and decision-making for Māori initiatives. The oversight of 

Māori organisations delivering contracted social services has long been a point of 

contention, with research suggesting that Māori organisations are audited more 

frequently and subjected to higher levels of scrutiny than non-Māori organisations 

(Came, 2012; 2018; Moore, 2014). This appears unchanged following the introduction 

of Whānau Ora. One provider representative, whose organisation provided both 

Whānau Ora and mainstream services, commented that the level of accountability her 

organisation was subjected to was far higher than for other non-Māori providers: 

I have never known or have heard of a mainstream organisation that gets audited 
like we do. And that is actually wrong. And that is not with the Kaiārahi services 
but with the mainstream services. Say, for instance, at the District Health Board, 
you quite often hear in the Māori provider forums, ‘well why are we being audited 
all the time. Show me a mainstream organisation that you are auditing like you are 
auditing us.’ And they can’t do that [Whānau Ora Provider 1]. 

I have argued elsewhere that this can be attributed in large part to the public scrutiny 

that inevitably is placed on policy initiatives that are seen to explicitly target Māori 

(Moore, 2014).  As another Whānau Ora provider representative commented, “there 

is always an overarching element of ‘giving money to Māoris’ [sic]”. The findings of the 

review (Independent Whānau Ora Review Panel, 2018) suggest that government 

monitoring and oversight of Whānau Ora is at the very least commensurate with that 

of ‘mainstream’ contracted services, if not more overbearing in terms of the scrutiny 

placed upon the commissioning agencies and the providers themselves.  

 

What has become apparent through this research is that policy initiatives introduced 

under the National-led government have at times been contradictory in terms of 

approach and underpinning philosophies. While arguably this is the nature of policy 

making in the age of coalition governments (Humpage, 2019b), the differences 
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between the government’s social investment approach and the Whānau Ora approach 

are stark. In the first instance, social investment was very much premised on the value 

of client segmentation and the identification and tracking of individuals. This is at 

odds with Whānau Ora, which recognises the interrelationships and 

interdependencies between people within a whānau and focuses on collective 

outcomes (Moore, 2014). Although, as highlighted by the Office of the Auditor General 

(2015), it is also clear that challenges remain as to how to collect and report on 

collective outcomes, as opposed to individual outcomes.  

 

Secondly, while social investment was arguably deficit focussed, targeting resources 

towards those considered to be the most ‘vulnerable’, Whānau Ora is strengths based 

and focused on identifying and developing whānau capacity (Taskforce on Whānau 

Centred initiatives, 2010). This interest in whānau strengths was affirmed by one 

provider representative who commented that: 

If you look at the services that are provided in our community, we are probably the 
only one that are like, ‘yep, we will work with you but we want to lift you up’. 
Whereas others will deal with the issues that are right in front of them and that’s 
it. And then the whānau will come back in through the door again. So that is the 
difference between the more traditional social services and something that is 
underpinned by whānau ora philosophy, which is probably what we are getting at 
[Whānau Ora Provider 1]. 

 

However, it is also important to reiterate that Whānau Ora contracts constitute a small 

proportion of the overall services that Māori providers of social services offer. This 

means that most, if not all, Māori providers will also have separate accountabilities to 

mainstream government agencies.  As one interview participant noted:  

The investment in Whānau Ora in any town or city in New Zealand is dwarfed by 
the investment in mainstream services. It’s peripheral. So the approach bears all of 
the hallmarks of international evidence, never mind kaupapa Māori, Te Ao Māori 
world view stuff. The international evidence suggests that a relational in-home, or 
in-community response that focuses on supporting individuals or families to 
achieve the wider wellbeing outcomes that they want – all of the evidence tells you 
that that is the right model. I was quite excited when I landed in New Zealand about 
Whānau Ora, it was like, ‘look at this!’ But it is on the edge. It is not the mainstream 
investment and so it is always … I guess it is like a small stream running into a big 
river, it is very very quickly lost [Government Official 2].  

Furthermore, in spite of the evidence that a Whānau Ora approach is far more likely 

to achieve positive outcomes for Māori whānau (Independent Whānau Ora Review 
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Panel, 2018), mainstream agencies still provide the majority of social services to Māori 

in need of support. Given the high level of needs within Māori communities, this 

means that social investment, and not Whānau Ora, was more likely to shape Māori 

experiences of social services in Aotearoa New Zealand under the National-led 

government.  

 

Conclusion 
Powell’s (2007) three-dimensional MEW model associates increasing privatisation 

with a reduction in state regulation. However, data presented in this chapter suggest 

that, rather than seeing a reduction in government regulation, the move towards a 

social investment approach saw a greater emphasis on outcomes and, as a result, 

tighter restrictions and specifications placed on community providers of social 

services. This aligns with the literature concerning neoliberalisation and 

governmentality (Brown, 2005; Larner, 2000; Peck & Tickell, 2002), which highlights 

the ways in which states have extended new measures of regulation and governance 

even where they have stepped back from direct service provision. This has had a 

number of consequences, both for the providers of services and for their clients.  

 

The work of the Welfare Working Group, the Children’s Action Plan, the subsequent 

restructuring of Child Youth and Family and the Treasury’s development of ‘risk 

indicators’ are all examples of the way in which the government sought to focus 

investment into highly targeted interventions. For providers, the increased 

specification of contracts impacted on their autonomy to make decisions about who 

may be eligible to receive services and what referral pathways must be prioritised. 

Although a number of provider representatives interviewed spoke about the ways in 

which they had worked around the more restrictive eligibility criteria, it was clear that 

these compromises had potential financial implications for them in terms of accessing 

funding from non-government sources. The coercive pressures on community 

providers of government contracted services to comply with government requirements 

in order to meet government objectives and outcomes have been significant, with a 

number of provider representatives giving examples of how they had adapted their 

organisation’s structure or practices in order to meet these requirements. There is a 
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risk that this in turn leads to mission drift (Considine et al., 2014), or goal distortion 

(Kendall & Knapp, 1996).  

 

The controversy surrounding the government’s request for individual client level data 

from providers speaks to the integral role of data in the surveillance and governance 

of populations (Foucault, 1977; Rose, 1991; Wacquant, 2009). Furthermore, it also 

highlights the ways in which community organisations are at risk of becoming seen as 

proxies for government in the eyes of clients (McGlinchey, 2016; Nyland, 1993; Peck 

& Tickell, 2002). If clients are told that they are required to provide personal 

identifying information to government agencies in order to access a community 

provided service, there is a degree of coercion that risks breaching the trust between 

providers and clients.  

 

There have also been a number of impacts on clients. The increased focus on children 

meant that, in effect, the needs of adults were seen as secondary. In some of the 

examples discussed above, the funding of services provided to adults for issues 

involving family or sexual violence were contingent on their relationship to dependent 

children.  Meeting their individual needs was only a priority inasmuch as an 

improvement in outcomes for them would result in an improvement of outcomes for 

a child/children. As a result, in some cases access to services may be reduced or denied 

altogether. The focus on vulnerability and risk also reinforces notions of stigma and 

deficit for particular segments of the population including Māori. There is further a 

risk that this stigma may extend to the organisations themselves as people who are 

seeking support begin to associate community providers as only being for the ‘most 

damaged’ people, rather than offering early intervention support.  

 

As an example of ‘contracting for outcomes’, the government’s Whānau Ora approach 

is often framed as a means of reducing regulation and empowering communities. 

However, this chapter has highlighted that, in practice, Whānau Ora involved both 

new challenges and new forms of regulation and accountability. In particular, the 

measurement and demonstration of outcomes in ways that meet the needs of whānau, 

providers, the commissioning agencies and government funders has proved difficult, 

enhancing existing administrative burdens on providers as a result (Independent 

Whānau Ora Review Panel, 2018). Furthermore, the Independent Whānau Ora 
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Review Panel (2018) report affirms feedback from the commissioning agencies and 

Whānau Ora providers that the Whānau Ora approach has been subject to 

extraordinary levels of government (and public) scrutiny.  

 

Ultimately, this chapter highlights the tendency of governments to devolve service 

provision away from the state, while at the same time exerting increasing levels of 

control through regulatory and accountability frameworks (Brown, 2005; Larner, 

2000; Peck & Tickell, 2002; Power, 1994). Increasingly specified contracts for service 

provision, constantly shifting goalposts in terms of accountability requirements and 

an attitude of ‘data at any cost’ all demonstrate the way in which the National-led 

government continued to exert power and control over the community and voluntary 

sector. This indicates that, within the dimension of regulation at least, increased levels 

of privatisation have been minimal.    
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Chapter Eight: 
Conclusion 
 

Introduction 
By returning to my research questions, this chapter weaves together the various 

threads of the thesis. The broad range of initiatives introduced during the 2008-2017 

period make clear that the National-led government wanted to transform the social 

services system in Aotearoa New Zealand. But did these attempts at transformation 

bring greater privatisation? Chapter Two argued that identifying the extent to which 

these changes constitute a move towards the further privatisation of social services is 

not straightforward, given that exactly what is meant by the term ‘privatisation’ is 

contested. Powell’s (2007) three-dimensional model of provision, finance and 

regulation enables us to see that while many of the services explored within this thesis 

continue to be provided by the community and voluntary sector, private sector 

practices have become increasingly entangled in the social services system. Moreover, 

the government has continued to be the major funder of services and continued to 

exert political power and control over providers (even if in new or extended ways).  

 

As well as summarising the key arguments from the thesis, this chapter identifies four 

key contributions this research makes to the literature: first, it updates the empirical 

literature on social services in Aotearoa New Zealand by examining changes made 

under the National-led government (2008-2017) and their impact on providers and 

their clients; second, the thesis has examined a key Indigenous policy exemplar, 

Whānau Ora, to illustrate the overlaps and tensions between government desires for 

greater privatisation and Indigenous self-determination which; third, the thesis makes 

an important theoretical contribution by applying Powell’s three-dimensional mixed 

economy of welfare (MEW) model in new ways using it not only to measure any shifts 

in the level of privatisation but also as a means for analysing changes in the balance 

between the various sectors providing welfare; fourth, the thesis applies the MEW 

model across multiple service areas and initiatives, rather than one service area, 

enabling a high-level, multidimensional analysis often absent in studies of the 
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community and voluntary sector. The chapter concludes by looking at how the social 

services policy landscape in Aotearoa New Zealand has shifted following the election 

of a new government in late 2017, before making a number of recommendations for 

changes needed to address some of the challenges identified in this thesis.   

 

Returning to my research questions 

How have recent developments in social services in Aotearoa New Zealand 
challenged the boundaries between the community and voluntary sector 
and the state and private sectors? 

This thesis sought to examine the ways in which the National-led government’s policy 

approaches blurred the boundaries between the community and voluntary sector and 

the state and private sectors. As discussed in Chapters Two and Three, there is a well-

established body of literature examining the ways in which neoliberal policies 

implemented across a number of liberal welfare states have not only resulted in the 

outright privatisation of goods and services previously provided by the state, but have 

also served to disrupt and reshape community and voluntary sector organisations 

involved in social service provision (Considine et al., 2014; Harris, 2010; Kendall & 

Knapp, 1996; Nowland-Foreman, 2016).  Interview data presented within this thesis 

supports this literature, illustrating the ways in which the National-led government, at 

least initially, sent clear signals to the community and voluntary sector that larger, 

more corporate organisations would be favoured as ‘partners’ in the provision of state 

funded social services. Pressure was placed upon smaller community providers to 

collaborate and in some cases to reconfigure their organisational structures and 

systems of governance in order to win contracts.  

 

In some cases, community organisations internalised this pressure to become more 

‘business-like’, by seeking to expand their service offerings and present a more 

corporate face to funders. However, as Milbourne and Cushman (2015, p. 467) explain, 

adapting to these external pressures presents its own risks for the community and 

voluntary sector: 

If [voluntary organisations] internalise discourses and operational practices which 
bestow external legitimacy, while continuing to claim cultural credibility through 
former goals, conflicting narratives may emerge around how purposes are 
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understood, with some organisational actors adhering to the former mission and 
others focusing on activities determined by the new arrangements. 

This tension between staying true to organisational mission and adapting in order to 

become more competitive within the ‘market for social services’ has created a schism 

within the community and voluntary sector itself, between organisations that are 

perceived as operating like large corporatised entities, and smaller, local organisations 

perceived to be more embedded within their communities and who still operate 

according to their own mission.  

 

The impact of the shift from funding community and voluntary sector organisations 

through grants-in-aid to contracting organisations to deliver social services that 

occurred during the 1980s and 1990s have been well documented (O’Brien et al., 

2009; Stace & Cumming, 2006). The increasing reliance on government contracts for 

service provision placed the community and voluntary sector in a vulnerable position, 

while at the same time enabling government to exert extraordinary pressure on 

community organisations to prioritise government objectives and ways of working. In 

effect, whereas grants-in-aid were used to support community and voluntary sector 

organisations to deliver on their own objectives, contracts for service with government 

agencies pivoted community and voluntary sector organisations towards delivering on 

the priorities and objectives of government. Although this shift occurred prior to the 

National-led government’s time in office, this thesis contributes to the broader 

empirical literature by providing evidence that its social investment approach served 

to intensify this focus on achieving government objectives at the expense of 

community and voluntary organisations’ mission, purpose and values.   

 

At the same time as community and voluntary sector organisations were being 

pressured to become more business-like, in other respects their contracting 

relationship with government agencies created pressures to become more 

government-like. Despite many contracts with community and voluntary sector 

organisations being funded under the ‘contributory funding’ model, the government’s 

social investment approach saw greater levels of service specification. Changes in 

contracts meant that community providers were limited to who they could provide 

services to, and were pressured to prioritise referrals from government agencies. As a 

result, rather than being a first port of call for people within the community needing 
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support, community and voluntary sector organisations became increasingly captured 

by workloads that involve families and whānau with complex, and high level needs 

that would have previously been addressed by statutory government agencies.  Not 

only does this work involve much higher levels of risk, it is also highly resource 

intensive – a fact that has not been adequately recognised within the funding 

agreements with government. It also means that providers are less able to offer early 

intervention and support.  

 

The government’s demands to access individual client level data to identify those 

individuals most in need of help and assessing service outcomes also presented 

significant issues for community and voluntary sector providers. As documented here 

and elsewhere (Office of the Privacy Commissioner, 2017), there was a real risk that 

the policy would disincentivise clients from seeking help from community and 

voluntary sector organisations over fears that their private data was being shared with 

government agencies. Policies such as this exemplify the ways in which boundaries 

between the community and voluntary sector and the government have become 

blurred, as increasingly community organisations are positioned as ‘de facto arms of 

government’ (McGlinchey, 2016). It also fundamentally calls into question the very 

nature of community providers as being about ‘voluntary’ association. As community 

and voluntary sector organisations increasingly take on the work of the state, the risk 

that the levels of trust between such organisations and their clients is eroded is 

significant.  

 

To what extent have these developments resulted in the further 
privatisation of social services in Aotearoa New Zealand? 

Adopting Powell’s (2007) three-dimensional MEW framework, this thesis has 

explored various policy initiatives implemented under the National-led government 

between 2008 and 2017. In some cases it is clear that changes made by the government 

have resulted in shifts in the distribution of welfare across sectors. For example, the 

Social Housing Reform Programme saw the government move away from state 

provision of housing and towards an increased role for both the community and 

voluntary sector and the private sector. Likewise, (and more controversially) prison 

reform enabled private sector management of Corrections facilities. These examples 

present a straightforward transfer of service provision away from the state.  
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Analysis of other policy initiatives suggests that more subtle shifts have occurred that 

serve to ‘shift the dial’ in terms of thinking about the potential roles of both the private 

sector and the community and voluntary sector in social service provision. For 

example, the Children, Young Persons, and Their Families (Advocacy, Workforce, 

and Age Settings) Amendment Act 2016 emphasises the statutory requirement to 

meet the needs of children under the care of Oranga Tamariki and grants new powers 

to the chief executive to delegate functions outside of the agency to non-government 

individuals and entities. Framed by the government as putting the needs of vulnerable 

children front and centre, the changes were challenged not only on the basis that they 

devalue the expertise of qualified social workers, but also because they are perceived 

to open the door to increased participation in child protection by private sector 

providers.  

 

In terms of the financing of social services, this thesis has also demonstrated the way 

in which inadequate levels of state investment and a commitment to achieving ‘more 

for less’ has meant that a greater proportion of the costs involved in social service 

provision have fallen to philanthropic funders, as well as individual service users. 

While this has not only increased the competition for available philanthropic grants, 

it has also led grant makers to become more strategic with how funds are distributed. 

For providers who are located in areas not considered to be ‘high needs’ or involved in 

services not considered to be a priority by philanthropic funders, this has seen 

important sources of revenue disappear. At the same time, the introduction of 

different financial models such as social impact bonds, individualised funding models 

and Whānau Ora commissioning agencies have tied together state finance, private 

profit and community and voluntary sector provision in new ways. Although 

ostensibly social investment was focussed on improving outcomes for the most 

vulnerable, it is difficult to reconcile this goal with Prime Minister John Key’s focus on 

“delivering better public services within tight fiscal constraints” (Key, 2012, n.p.). 

Ultimately, the government was more interested in the potential for social investment 

to achieve fiscal outcomes rather than social outcomes (Baker & Cooper, 2018).  

 

However, while it is possible to see some (limited) moves towards the privatisation of 

social services within the dimensions of both provision and finance, privatisation is 

less evident when it comes to the dimension of regulation. According to Powell (2007), 
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increasing privatisation of social services should coincide with diminishing levels of 

regulation and control on the part of the government. The data presented here 

indicates that, in fact, the social investment approach implemented under the 

National-led government has seen an increase in regulatory activity on the part of 

government, not only through legislative change, but more particularly through the 

contracting relationship with community and voluntary sector providers. The 

emphasis on targeting those people most at risk of poor outcomes (i.e. those people 

that represented the greatest forward liability in terms of financial costs to the state) 

saw the government introduce more tightly specified contracts with community and 

voluntary sector providers. Often, as was the case with the government’s attempts to 

introduce requirements to provide individual client level data, such clauses were 

inserted into contracts with no prior consultation with the community and voluntary 

sector. This in turn has impacted the relationships between the community and 

voluntary sector and their clients, as discussed below.  

 

How have changes in the way in which social services are provided, funded 
and regulated impacted community and voluntary sector providers who 
currently deliver social services in Aotearoa New Zealand and their 
clients? 

One of the most significant impacts of the National-led government’s three terms in 

office has been the stagnation in levels of funding as a result of the government’s ‘more 

for less’ approach. The costs of service provision during this period rose significantly 

due to a number of factors. In the first instance, the impacts of the Global Financial 

Crisis (GFC) coupled with increasing costs of living meant that demand for social 

support in communities increased. At the same time, community organisations were 

taking on more complex caseloads as a result of an increasingly high threshold for state 

intervention. Finally, the costs of compliance resulting from the government’s 

increasing focus on evidence and data required extra resources and infrastructure, 

placing added financial burdens on community organisations. The lack of any increase 

in baseline funding and the resulting financial stress has seen some organisations close 

their doors (Relationships Aotearoa being a notable example). Other organisations 

have decided to merge or downsize, or to cease to offer many of the peripheral aspects 

of wrap around community support that were considered to be part of the 

organisational specific capital (Neilson et al., 2015) offered by the community and 
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voluntary sector. Ironically, this was what made them attractive as providers, yet such 

value was not accounted for in government contracts.  

 

This thesis has demonstrated that the National-led government’s social investment 

approach had significant implications for the ways in which citizens access social 

services within their communities. In the first instance, the government’s focus on 

client segmentation meant that accessing support from community and voluntary 

sector providers was more difficult for those who did not meet particular criteria or 

who were not referred through statutory pathways. Access to services in some cases 

became contingent not on the particular needs or situation of an individual, but rather 

their relationship to other populations of interest, such as ‘vulnerable’ children. 

Requirements that community and voluntary sector providers prioritise referrals from 

government agencies is also highly problematic, given that for some social issues, 

including family and sexual violence, the majority of harm perpetrated is not reported 

to Police (or other government agencies). Putting additional barriers in the way of 

victims self-referring to support agencies, either through restrictive criteria or through 

providers having to introduce fees for service could have serious consequences.  

 

At the same time as the National-led government’s social investment approach 

increased the risk that people in need of services may miss out because they do not 

meet particular criteria, there was an equal risk that whole communities flagged as 

being ‘vulnerable’ could become the subject of hypervigilance and stigmatisation. As 

discussed by Bielefeld (2018, p. 2) in the Australian context, “[l]egislation enacted 

ostensibly to address the ‘vulnerability’ of welfare recipients can foster intensive 

regulation and it must be asked who benefits most from such arrangements and the 

rhetoric that supports them.” Young parents, welfare beneficiaries and Māori 

communities were more likely to be identified through the seemingly ‘neutral’ data 

driven processes employed by armies of analysts, while existing structural inequalities 

contributing to poor outcomes and potential biases coded into the datasets themselves 

were rendered less visible. For Māori, stigma and hypervigilance by the state are not 

new, with population statistics long being used to create deficit narratives that have 

been used to justify intrusive and traumatising interventions into Māori whānau. But 

the social investment approach, combined with Whānau Ora commissioning agencies 
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taking on part of the state’s regulatory role, provided new means for surveilling Māori 

and communities. 

 

Furthermore, such deficit framings coupled with an intensive focus on individuals 

under social investment is fundamentally at odds with other policies implemented by 

the National-led government, in particular Whānau Ora, which was focussed on 

collective whānau outcomes. There is a danger that the gains achieved under Whānau 

Ora in terms of providers building trusting relationships with whānau and focussing 

on whānau strengths are undermined by the wider policy context in which many Māori 

continue to access services and support from both government agencies and also 

mainstream community and voluntary sector providers.  

 

There are also likely to be other flow on effects for service users given the policy 

changes outlined in this thesis. Although some policies such as the piloting of 

individualised funding models within disability services were framed by the 

government as empowering clients and increasing client choice, the isomorphic 

pressures exerted by government funders may have at the same time impacted on the 

diversity of community and voluntary sector organisations, thereby in effect reducing 

client choice.  

 

Extending our empirical knowledge of and theorisation of 
privatisation and the mixed economy of welfare 
A significant amount of research has explored the various roles played by different 

sectors within the social services system in Aotearoa New Zealand (O’Brien et al., 

2009; Tennant, 2004; 2007;). This thesis makes a significant contribution to this local 

literature, as it accounts for the ways in which the social services environment has 

evolved in significant ways over the past decade. As this thesis has demonstrated, the 

scale and breadth of the changes implemented by National-led government between 

2008 and 2017 are significant. The government’s social investment approach and the 

implementation of the Whānau Ora commissioning agencies, as well as new financial 

instruments such as social impact bonds, have disrupted the ways in which social 

services are provided, financed and regulated, further blurring the boundaries 

between sectors of welfare provision. Given international interest in the National-led 
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government’s social investment approach, this research is timely in identifying how 

such approaches impact on both the providers of community based social services, 

and, more critically, their clients. In particular, this thesis raises important questions 

about the role (and limits) of data-based approaches in assessing and addressing 

people’s social needs.  

 

Applying Powell’s MEW model to Aotearoa New Zealand 

This thesis uniquely uses Powell’s three-dimensional MEW model to theorise changes 

in the boundaries between the community and voluntary sector, the state and the 

private sector within Aotearoa New Zealand. Powell’s (2007) model allows for a 

nuanced exploration of the ways in which strategies of privatisation have been applied 

in different ways and across different dimensions. By focusing, in particular, on 

changes within community and voluntary sector organisations, this thesis has 

extended the literature’s dominant interest in examining privatisation in the 

dimension of provision. For example, social impact bonds represent a move towards 

privatisation within the dimension of finance, without necessarily resulting in the 

privatised provision of services or changes in regulation. Furthermore, rather than 

exploring a single area of social service provision (for example, budgeting services, 

family and sexual violence or disability services), this thesis has sampled from a broad 

range of initiatives implemented under the National-led government. This has made 

it possible to see the patterns and contradictions that constitute what can be seen as a 

‘political project’ (Newman & Clarke, 2009), while also demonstrating the complexity 

of understanding privatisation in the 21st century.  

 

As discussed in Chapter Two, there are a number of different multi-dimensional MEW 

models that explore notions of privatisation. While Powell’s (2007) model explores the 

dimensions of provision, finance and regulation, other models have – alongside 

provision and finance – explored dimensions of decision (Burchardt, 2013) and 

publicness (Powell and Miller, 2014). Powell’s (2007) focus on the importance of 

regulation in understanding the ways in which political power is exercised has been 

critical to this thesis. In particular, it has explored the ways in which the National-led 

government has exercised political power through its contractual processes and 

relationships with non-government providers. This is important because, unlike some 

forms of regulation such as legislation that provide mechanisms for public oversight 
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and submissions throughout the legislative process, there is no such opportunity for 

public insight or submissions into the contracts between government and social 

service providers. Yet, as this thesis makes clear, these contracts have the potential to 

shape outcomes for social service users in significant ways. The increased specificity 

of provider contracts under the National-led government’s social investment approach 

challenges common views that ‘privatisation is increasing’. It also confirms the utility 

of Powell’s (2007) three-dimensional MEW model as a framework for exploring these 

initiatives and assessing the extent to which social services have been privatised in 

Aotearoa New Zealand.  

 

There are, however, some challenges that arise when applying Powell’s (2007) MEW 

model within colonial settler state contexts. Aotearoa New Zealand provides a unique 

context for policy making in regards to Indigenous peoples due to both the existence 

of the Treaty of Waitangi/te Tiriti o Waitangi 1840 and dedicated Māori 

representation within Aotearoa New Zealand’s parliamentary system. As a result, 

Māori participation and influence within national policy making processes is 

significant in comparison to Indigenous populations in other colonial settler states 

such as the United States (US), Canada and Australia. Indeed, the existence of an 

Indigenous-led political party (the Māori Party) – that not only held seats in 

parliament but also had a confidence and supply arrangement with the National-led 

government during the period studied – was instrumental in achieving Indigenous 

policy initiatives including Whānau Ora. Under Powell’s (2007) MEW model, the 

devolution of state resources to Māori as implemented through the Whānau Ora policy 

approach could be understood as a form of privatisation. However, as Indigenous 

peoples, Māori hold particular rights as partners with the Crown under the Treaty of 

Waitangi and therefore their interests cannot be seen as equivalent to those of other 

minority groups. Likewise, Māori organisations cannot be considered as being 

interchangeable with other organisations from the community and voluntary or 

private sectors. Although the unique relationship between Māori and the state 

presents some challenges to the implementation of Powell’s (2007) MEW model, this 

research also demonstrates the usefulness of three-dimensional MEW models in 

uncovering the ways in which state policy making remains problematic for Indigenous 

peoples. On the one hand, Whānau Ora represents the first cross-sectoral example of 

commissioning for social services in Aotearoa New Zealand, demonstrating the way in 
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which Māori policy can be seen to be at the forefront of innovative policy making 

approaches. At the same time, it is also clear that while such approaches are often 

framed by the state as furthering Māori aspirations for self-determination, the state 

also continues to impose control through state-determined structures of regulation 

and governance over Māori interests, even at arms-length.  

 

MEW and neoliberalisation  

While drawing upon international theorising around MEW and privatisation, this 

thesis has applied such theorising in new and interesting ways. In the first instance, 

the thesis has extended Powell’s model, using the dimensions of provision, finance and 

regulation not only as lenses through which to analyse changes in the distribution of 

welfare across sectors (i.e., the extent to which measures of privatisation have 

occurred), but also to understand how the sectors themselves have been transformed 

and the boundaries between them challenged. This has enabled attention to be drawn 

to the ways in which the logics of neoliberalisation – including marketisation, 

financialisation and governmentality – have become further embedded into the social 

services system (Brenner et al., 2010; Brown, 2005; Larner, 2000; Peck & Tickell, 

2002).  

 

The fact that the government’s social investment approach saw an increase in 

regulation through its contracting relationship with the community and voluntary 

sector challenges Powell’s (2007) theory that an increase in privatisation should see a 

corresponding decrease in regulation. I argue that while this not only highlights the 

way which state regulation continues to maintain and extend neoliberal rationalities, 

it also speaks to the struggle on the part of governments to balance notions of 

accountability and risk with efforts to shift provision of social services outside of the 

state (Cordery, 2017). The public controversy and scrutiny of government that arose 

from both the collapse of Relationships Aotearoa and Serco’s (mis)management of the 

Mt Eden Correctional facility demonstrates that while the state maintains a role in 

funding social services it cannot offload all risk, including reputational risk, to non-

state entities. While the implementation of new funding mechanisms such as social 

impact bonds (SIBs) were clearly seen by the National-led government as a means of 

overcoming this dilemma, the pilots initiated in Aotearoa New Zealand have been 

largely underwhelming (Grimwood, 2020), while the international literature on SIBs 
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further highlights risks for community and voluntary sector organisations involved in 

provision of SIB funded services (Edmiston & Nicholls, 2018; Joy & Shields, 2013; 

Kirkpatrick, 2011).  

 

This thesis has also drawn attention to the ways in which the National-led 

government’s implementation of ‘social investment’ policies differed from those that 

were championed by policy makers under Third Way governments from the 1990s. In 

particular, the use of actuarial accounting methodologies combined with new ways of 

collecting and analysing data led to an approach that was focused on precision 

targeting of certain groups of service users, rather than policies aimed at the broader 

population. While ‘governing by numbers’ (Rose, 1991) has long been a feature of 

governments pursuing technocratic neoliberal agendas, the National-led government 

extended new technologies of data collection and surveillance beyond welfare 

recipients to all users of social services. However, it is also clear that other aspects of 

the policy regime enacted under the National-led government (2008-2017) bear a 

strong resemblance to neoliberal strategies implemented by previous Third Way 

governments; for example, the way in which the National-led government continued 

to deploy a discourse of ‘partnership’ to describe their relationship with the 

community and voluntary sector, while at the same time implementing new forms of 

extra-market governance and regulation through their contracting regime (Larner, 

2000; Peck and Tickell, 2002). In this way, the National-led government embedded 

neoliberal rationalities even while looking like it was being more inclusive of and 

reliant on community and voluntary sector organisations. 

 

However, the extent to which these disciplining mechanisms of control and 

governance have resulted in Considine et al.’s (2014) notion of ‘mission drift’ is less 

clear. While some of the provider representatives interviewed for this research cited 

ways in which they had adapted their organisational structures and practices to better 

align with government priorities – either proactively or as a result of coercion – this 

was not consistent across all providers. Instead, some spoke about the ways in which 

they had attempted to resist or work around restrictive measures, for example through 

‘creative interpretation’ of contract specifications, or through adapting their service 

models to ensure they could still serve people in their communities seeking help. There 

was also significant public resistance from providers to some policy proposals, for 
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example the move to introduce the collection of individual client level data (ICLD). 

Whether actively resisting or acquiescing to the pressures exerted by government 

through “budget disciplines, accountability and audit” (Larner, 2000, p.13), interview 

data suggest that all providers felt a responsibility to their clients and to operating in 

a way that aligned with their mission and values, while acknowledging that, at times, 

this was difficult and compromises had to be made. This suggests that community and 

voluntary sector and Māori providers in Aotearoa New Zealand are not blindly being 

mobilised as “little platoons” (Peck and Tickell, 2002, p. 390) in service of neoliberal 

goals, but rather that the implementation of neoliberal ideologies continues to be a site 

of political struggle (Larner, 2000). This underscores the critical role that the 

community and voluntary sector and Māori providers play in supporting a robust civil 

society (Eikenberry & Drapal Kluver, 2004).  

 

Reflecting on the research process and avenues for future research 

As discussed in Chapter Four, reflexivity is an essential part of the research process 

(Haraway, 1991; Harding, 1987; Hesse-Biber, 2007; Letherby, 2011). As a woman of 

mixed Pākehā and Māori ethnicity with a background working in the family and sexual 

violence sector, my own ‘situated knowledge’ (Haraway, 1991) enabled me to draw 

upon relationships within the sector as well as my own prior experiences when 

collecting and analysing the interview data. Highlighting and documenting the 

particular impacts that the National-led government’s (2008-2017) social policies had 

on organisations that work predominantly with women (for example family and sexual 

violence organisations) and on Māori was a key motivating force in undertaking this 

research. At the same time however, it is also important to ask the question as to 

whether the research findings can (or should) be considered to be ‘objective’ or 

whether I simply uncovered what I already expected to find. Although many of the 

research findings do reflect key issues that I had encountered in my professional life, 

this research also enabled me to place the policy reforms implemented by the 

National-led government (2008-2017) within a broader context of neoliberal policy 

shifts that have been occurring both nationally and internationally over several 

decades. In this way, it is possible to see the recurring patterns and tensions within 

policy making processes that cannot fully be attributed to any single political 

administration. The research project has also required me to challenge my own 

preconceived ideas and assumptions about the roles of different sectors in the social 
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services system. As a result, my understanding and theorisation of notions of 

‘privatisation’ has evolved and become more nuanced.  

 

It is also important to acknowledge that, although this research has adopted an MEW 

framework as a means of understanding shifts in the distribution of welfare in 

Aotearoa New Zealand, the main focus has been on the particular experiences of the 

community and voluntary sector. The small number of government officials 

interviewed for this research mean that it is difficult to make definitive statements as 

to the motivations on the part of government decision-makers beyond what can be 

ascertained through the analysis of available policy documents. Likewise, this research 

did not engage with representatives from the private sector or with individual users of 

social services or their families or whānau. There are potentially significant impacts of 

changes in state policy for individuals, their families and whānau and communities 

more broadly. Furthermore, as women continue to undertake the largest share of 

caring work within families and whānau (Arksey & Glendinning, 2007; Ministry for 

Women, 2019), changes to policy that impact on access to state funded social services 

are likely to have particular impacts for women. As such, further research that looks 

more specifically at the experiences of the informal sector, particularly the impacts on 

women, during this period is warranted.  

 

Given that Aotearoa New Zealand is a small country with a unique socio-political 

context, it is also worth noting the challenges in placing such research into the global 

context. It is also clear that many countries are grappling with how to balance welfare 

state rights and market efficiencies, particularly in the wake of the GFC (Altman & 

Shore, 2010). However, while there is a profound path-dependency in 

neoliberalisation and privatisation processes (Brenner et al., 2010, p. 330), this thesis 

contributes to calls for research into the ‘messy actualities’ (Larner, 2000) of 

neoliberalism given that “their forms of articulation and institutionalization are quite 

heterogeneous”.  Differing institutional and political structures mean that the ways in 

which different countries approach such challenges are likely to vary in significant 

ways. This thesis has focussed on exploring one example of ‘local neoliberalism’ (Peck 

& Tickell, 2002) in the context of Aotearoa New Zealand, where the relevance of 

Powell’s MEW model was not a given, since Aotearoa New Zealand is both a similar 

yet a very different political context to other liberal welfare states such as the UK, US 
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and Australia. For example, the fact that social services in Aotearoa New Zealand are 

largely organised centrally, rather than at a regional or local government level, means 

that changes in central government policy can have more immediate and wide ranging 

impacts. This further emphasises why the introduction of new commissioning models, 

which have been extensively implemented in the UK, potentially represent a more 

significant shift for Aotearoa New Zealand than countries that already devolve power 

in various ways. Further, the extent to which particular social services are subject to 

state efforts to privatise differs significantly internationally. For instance, health care 

has been largely privatised in the US, while countries such as Australia, the UK and 

Aotearoa New Zealand still have largely publicly funded services.  

 

Understanding these socio-political differences and the way in which local context can 

lead to ‘mutations’ in the political project of neoliberalisation (Peck & Tickell, 2020 

mean Powell’s (2007) MEW model must be applied across a variety of national and 

sub-national contexts to understand the full extent of privatisation. This study focused 

on Aotearoa New Zealand highlights the value and relevance of in-depth case studies. 

At the same time, it also highlights how international policy discourse can shape 

national policy initiatives in significant, if not always the same, ways. This stresses the 

importance of comparative research in the future that explores the MEW model across 

a range of cases. 

 

A new government and future implications for social 
services in Aotearoa New Zealand 
In 2017, the policy landscape shifted significantly when the National-led government 

was defeated in the general election by a Labour/New Zealand First coalition. While 

the incoming Labour-led government sought to soften the discursive edges of the 

National-led government’s social investment approach, it is not yet clear that the 

underlying neoliberalising logics of the approach was challenged in any meaningful 

way. At the same time, a new challenge emerged in the form of a global pandemic. This 

is likely to have significant and ongoing implications for the future of social services in 

Aotearoa New Zealand for some time to come.  
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From social investment to investing for social wellbeing  

Prior to the 2017 general election, the New Zealand Labour Party was openly critical 

of the National-led government’s social investment approach, particularly its intention 

to collect individual client-level data from non-government providers of social services 

(see Hansard, 2017). Forming a coalition government with the centre-right New 

Zealand First party, and signing a supply and confidence agreement with the left-wing 

Green Party, the Labour-led government subsequently shifted away from the language 

of social investment and towards ‘investing for social wellbeing’. Importantly, rather 

than following the intensive targeted approach implemented by the National-led 

government, the new government intended to lift the wellbeing of all New Zealanders 

(Robertson, 2017). This was reflected in the Social Investment Board being renamed 

the Social Wellbeing Board and the fact that it reported to the Social Wellbeing 

Committee (formerly the Social Policy Cabinet Committee). Work within the Treasury 

to develop a Living Standards Framework (already underway prior to the change in 

government) was also prioritised (Office of the Auditor General, 2018).  

 

Upon reflecting on how things had changed under the Labour-led government by the 

time she was interviewed for this research in late 2018, interview participant Dorothy 

Adams (SIA) identified three further ways in which the new government’s approach to 

social investment differed from the previous administration’s: an enhanced 

recognition that people (not statistics) needed to be put at the heart of the approach; 

a move away from the use of liability and deficit-based language; and an interest in a 

broader range of data than what is currently captured within the Integrated Data 

Infrastructure (IDI), including the voice of service users and providers.  

 

However, Adams also suggested that, in concrete terms, not much has significantly 

changed: “today our work programme isn’t terribly different to what was set out in that 

April 2017 cabinet paper. Because it hasn’t shifted a lot.” Although MSD’s proposed 

policy to collect individual client-level data from community providers was abandoned 

following the 2017 election, a continued focus on data was evident in a 2018 Cabinet 

paper outlining the new focus on investing for social wellbeing: 

Investing for social wellbeing also takes the approach that both a wide range of data 
and evidence, and people’s experiences, are crucial in understanding how to 
develop innovative solutions and for ensuring effective services reach those who 
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need them most, at the time they need them. This requires the ethical use of data, 
robust use of other evidence, collaboration across government agencies and strong 
partnerships with non-government organisations (NGOs) and communities 
(Cabinet Social Wellbeing Committee, 2018, p. 1). 

 

There have been projects undertaken following the 2017 election to resolve some of 

the ethical issues raised by the Privacy Commissioner (2017) in relation to the ways in 

which the state collects, stores and makes use of data about citizens. For example, in 

2018 the SIA (2018) undertook a process of public consultation to establish a shared 

understanding of how the private information of individuals could be collected and 

used within the social sector. More recently, the Labour-led government announced 

that a new Data Ethics Advisory Group had been established within Statistics New 

Zealand. The aim of the group is to “help government agencies use data appropriately 

and effectively, ensuring that New Zealanders can have trust and confidence in the way 

their data is collected and used” (Stats NZ, n.d., n.p.).  

 

In February 2020, Minister for Social Development, Carmel Sepuloni, announced that 

the Social Investment Agency (SIA) would be rebranded as the Social Wellbeing 

Agency (SWA), thus completing the transition away from social investment as it had 

been implemented by the previous government. When announcing the change, she 

commented that: 

Under the previous Government people were being treated as a fiscal liability, so 
we made the conscious decision to change that. I asked the Social Investment 
Agency to talk to the community to see what social wellbeing meant to them and 
how we as a Government could put that into practice. The new approach delivers 
on a people-focused model of looking at people and their needs because data is just 
one snapshot of people’s lives. We improve the wellbeing of New Zealanders by 
taking into account lived experiences – people are more than just numbers 
(Sepuloni, 2020, n.p.).  

 

While moves towards becoming more people-focused are likely to be welcomed by 

those working within communities, Dorothy Adams’ (SIA) comments suggest that the 

underlying logic that more data is the key to improving outcomes has not been 

challenged under the new administration. For the collection and analysis of data to be 

meaningful to both government and to the communities from which it originates, data 

and information needs to flow in both directions (Tomkinson, 2016). Furthermore, 

individuals, providers and communities need to have a greater sense of control over 
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what data is collected, in what form and for what purpose. The emerging Indigenous 

data sovereignty movement (Te Mana Rauranga, 2020) offers new ways of considering 

how data can benefit communities by moving beyond measures of deficit to measures 

of strength and resilience. It is also interesting to note that providers interviewed for 

this research indicated that, although the requirements for contracted providers to 

collect and report on individual client level data were ceased following the change in 

government, contract specifications including the requirement for clients to have 

dependent children living with them remained in place.  As such, further work may 

well be needed to dismantle the legacy of the National-led government’s legacy of 

social investment.  

 

The future of social services in the age of Covid-19 

While writing this thesis, the policy landscape shifted dramatically due to the impacts 

of a global COVID-19 pandemic. In response to the pandemic, the government in 

Aotearoa New Zealand, alongside most governments worldwide, instituted a 

‘lockdown’, with citizens instructed to stay at home, international borders closed, 

schools shut and all but essential businesses and services suspended. Although at the 

time of writing such measures have subsequently been eased in Aotearoa New 

Zealand, the ongoing social and economic impacts of such measures are 

unprecedented. The implications for those organisations involved in the provision of 

social services are significant, as global economic uncertainty, rising rates of 

unemployment and both the physical and psychological health impacts of the 

pandemic are likely to substantially increase demand for support from social services.  

 

As I have argued in this thesis, many governments, including the National-led 

government in Aotearoa New Zealand, focused on cutting costs and reducing 

government deficits in response to previous economic shocks such as the GFC. The 

role of the state (outside of core statutory public services) was framed as one of 

stewardship (Productivity Commission, 2015b) rather than direct involvement in 

service provision. However, as the following quote taken from an editorial in the 

Financial Times (2020) illustrates, even traditionally ‘right wing’ commentators are 

arguing not for further austerity as a response to the pandemic, but rather an 

increased role for the state alongside new approaches including redistribution 

policies:  
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Radical reforms – reversing the prevailing policy direction of the last four decades 
– will need to be put on the table. Governments will have to accept a more active 
role in the economy. They must see public services as investments rather than 
liabilities, and look for ways to make labour markets less insecure. Redistribution 
will again be on the agenda; the privileges of the elderly and wealthy in question. 
Policies until recently considered eccentric, such as basic income and wealth taxes, 
will have to be in the mix (“Virus lays bare the frailty of the social contract”, 2020, 
n.p.).  

Of particular note here is the notion that states should no longer see public services as 

‘liabilities’ but rather as ‘investments’. Framing people’s need for welfare support or 

access to social services in terms of the ‘forward liability’ to the state was a key defining 

feature of National-led government’s social investment approach.  As discussed above, 

the incoming Labour-led government, while continuing with some of the key 

initiatives of the social investment programme, moved away from the deficit-based 

language of ‘liability’ towards notions of ‘wellbeing’. In the context of a rapidly evolving 

global event, it is very difficult to make any definitive statements of how Covid-19 may 

impact on how welfare is distributed across sectors. However, the above quote 

suggests that perhaps the future of social investment may lie closer to its origins in 

Third Way approaches, rather than as a means of conflating social need with forward 

liability to the state.  

 

Evidence to support this claim is found in the MSD’s discussion document, Social 

Sector Commissioning Progress, Principles and Next Steps, released in August 2020. 

This outlines a set of six principles relating to the commissioning of social services in 

Aotearoa New Zealand: 

1. Individuals, families, whānau and communities exercise choice  
2. Māori-Crown partnerships are at the heart of effective commissioning  
3. The sector works together locally, regionally and nationally  
4. The sector is sustainable  
5. Decisions and actions are taken transparently  
6. The sector is always learning and improving (MSD, 2020, p. 4) 

The document, which was developed in collaboration with representatives from the 

community and voluntary sector (including Brenda Pilott, SSPA, who was a key 

informant for this research project) indicates that the current Labour-led government 

is interested in working to address some of the key areas of weakness within the social 

services system identified within this thesis. Of note are commitments to 

implementing sustainable funding models that account more fully for cost of 
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delivering services on behalf of the government; simplification of procurement and 

contracting arrangements, including the implementation of longer contract terms; a 

commitment to partnership with Māori; and, increased transparency around the 

collection and use of data (MSD, 2020). In order to achieve these goals, the document 

states that: 

There is a shared commitment between government agencies, NGOs, and 
philanthropic agencies to helping communities achieve their visions that is based 
on achieving outcomes, grounded in strong relationships, and underpinned by 
principles that will drive change and guide decision-making.  

However, there is little detail within the document about how such aspirations will be 

translated into concrete policy measures, timeframes for action, or how the 

government will be held accountable for implementing substantive change in these 

areas. As such, there is a risk that – while well intentioned – this document will join 

the SOGI and Kia Tūtahi as past accords between the government and community and 

voluntary sector that have had little impact. As such, the following section makes some 

initial recommendations about policy measures that could be implemented to address 

some of the issues raised in this thesis.  

 

Policy recommendations 

Balancing government and community and voluntary sector priorities: 
Increasing access to resources and reducing specification of contracts 

As discussed in Chapters Three and Six, the devolution of service provision from 

government saw financial transactions with community and voluntary organisations 

shift from grants-in-aid to highly specified contracts with agreed outputs and 

accountabilities. As a result, government priorities have been emphasised, often at the 

expense of community identified needs (Stace and Cumming, 2006). This has been 

exacerbated by the introduction of increasing levels of specification of government 

contracts for service. While the National-led government demonstrated its interest in 

moving towards contracting for outcomes, achieving this in practice proved 

challenging. Many of the provider representatives interviewed for this research found 

that more intensely specified contracts with government agencies negatively impacted 

their ability to work effectively within their communities. Furthermore, several of 

these providers indicated that restrictive criteria have remained in place under the new 

government. Implementing high trust contracts that enable providers to exercise their 
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judgement and expertise (i.e. are less specified), particularly around criteria for access 

to services, is an important step towards improving outcomes for those people needing 

assistance.   

 

Receiving appropriate levels of funding to deliver on agreed outcomes is also critical 

for the community and voluntary sector.  While it is encouraging to see the government 

acknowledge the need for increased resourcing for the community and voluntary 

sector (MSD, 2020), sustainable funding for the community and voluntary is likely to 

be an ongoing challenge, particularly given the impacts of the Covid-19 pandemic. 

Better clarity is needed in terms of which funding models are appropriate for 

particular contracts (e.g. full funding or contributory funding), and where full funding 

is not offered, the levels of contract specification need to reflect this. Particular focus 

is also needed on the ongoing issues of systemic racism that exist in funding models 

(Came, 2018). Priority must be given to increasing contract rates for kaupapa Māori 

organisations to align with mainstream organisations.  

 

Consideration also needs to be given to how smaller community and voluntary sector 

organisations can sustain important local services, even when they find it difficult to 

compete within an increasingly competitive ‘market’ for social services. As indicated 

above, it is concerning that, like its predecessor, the Labour-led government continues 

to see potential efficiencies in reducing the number of providers it contracts. There is 

a risk that this may result in the loss of smaller local organisations, thereby reducing 

diversity within the sector and choice for clients. One solution may be to revisit a 

system of grants-in-aid that offers smaller organisations funding to support the cost 

of overheads and to develop new services within their communities. This would not 

only enable better opportunities for the sustainability of smaller organisations but 

would also go some ways towards balancing government priorities with community-

identified priorities. It would also ensure that diversity and innovation within the 

community and voluntary sector is maintained.  

 

Rethinking governance models and partnership with the community and 
voluntary sector and with Māori  

Currently, engagement between the government and the community and voluntary 

sector is somewhat ad hoc, with ‘consultation by invitation’ a common strategy used 
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by government to control how such engagement occurs. It was noted by interview 

participants that proximity to government (i.e. being Wellington-based) was essential 

in terms of getting in front of decision makers. As a result, there are likely to be 

particular voices within the community (for example ethnic and disability 

communities and smaller organisations that are locally-based) that are not being 

heard. There are a small number of community and voluntary sector ‘peak bodies’ in 

Aotearoa New Zealand that advocate on behalf of community sector interests 

(including those interviewed here: Social Service Providers Aotearoa, Hui E! 

Community Aotearoa, The New Zealand Council of Christian Social Services), however 

individually these entities have limited capacity for influencing government policy. In 

large part this is due to Aotearoa New Zealand’s relatively small population which 

means that self-sustaining income for such organisations from membership is limited 

when compared to other countries including Australia and the UK.  

 

Looking internationally, it is also evident that developing and maintaining formal 

mechanisms for engagement between the government and the community and 

voluntary sector remains a contested and politically contingent process. In Australia 

for example, under the Abbott government elected in 2013, the Office for the Not-for-

Profit Sector (established under the previous Gillard government) was closed and the 

National Compact set aside (Butcher, 2015). In the UK, the existence of long standing 

national bodies such as the National Council for Voluntary Organisations (NCVO) 

have played a critical role in setting the agenda for state-community sector 

relationships, while also facing criticism about their role in facilitating the adoption of 

New Public Management systems into sector organisations (Smith, 2019). Although 

arguably it should be up to the community and voluntary sector to decide how it might 

wish to organise itself (i.e. a bottom-up rather than top-down approach), more formal 

mechanisms for engagement with the government on an ongoing basis could be 

developed to enable better communication and collaboration between sectors. 

Reinstating the Office for the Community and Voluntary Sector (disestablished under 

the National-led government in 2011) would additionally increase government 

capacity to address issues specific to the community and voluntary sector.    

 

It is also clear that mechanisms for partnership with Māori will continue to be a critical 

area for future policy; in particular, how the government engages with the Whānau 
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Ora approach will have an impact on outcomes for both Māori individuals and 

providers. As discussed earlier in this thesis, the disestablishment of the Whānau Ora 

Partnership Group in 2019 weakened the role of iwi in the governance of Whānau Ora 

(Boulton, 2019). It is also worth noting, that in January 2020, a claim was lodged with 

the Waitangi Tribunal over “the Government’s policy to destroy Whānau Ora by 

adopting a state-driven mechanism as opposed to devolution” (Whānau Ora 

Commissioning, n.d., n.p.). Restoring the Whānau Ora Partnership Group, which 

consisted of six senior Ministers of the Crown and six iwi leaders nominated by the Iwi 

Leader’s Forum, or an equivalent governance structure, could alleviate some of the 

tensions that have arisen by providing more a more substantial role for Māori in 

driving Whānau Ora forwards (Boulton, 2019).  

 

Ultimately, however, substantial movement towards tino rangatiratanga for Māori 

cannot be achieved through the devolution of a small proportion of state resources to 

Māori social services (or, via a commissioning agency model, to Māori to decide on 

which services they will fund). This is due to the tendency of governments to exert 

increasing levels of regulatory control and power through contracting regimes as a 

means for mitigating political risk, as this thesis has demonstrated. Rather, 

substantive partnership between Māori and the Crown can only be achieved through 

a radical reimagining of Aotearoa New Zealand’s governing structures. The 

Independent Working Group on Constitutional Transformation (Matike Mai 

Aotearoa, 2016, p. 7) proposes the development of a new and inclusive constitution 

that is underpinned by “tikanga and kawa [protocols and rules], He Whakaputanga o 

te Rangatiratanga o Niu Tireni of 1835 [Declaration of Independence 1835], Te Tiriti 

o Waitangi of 1840 [Treaty of Waitangi], and other Indigenous human rights 

instruments”. Within such a constitution, separate ‘spheres of influence’ are formed in 

which Māori exercise rangatiratanga and make decisions for Māori and the Crown 

makes decisions for its people. A further relational sphere provides a space for 

conciliatory and consensual democratic decision making to take place (Matike Mai 

Aotearoa, 2016). Embedding Te Tiriti constitutionally in this way could provide a 

foundation for partnership that is relational rather than contractual.  

  



 200 

Conclusion 
Social services are critical in supporting health and wellbeing and enabling people to 

participate fully within society. Notions of a ‘mixed economy of welfare’ rest on the 

idea that each of the sectors (state, community and voluntary, private and informal) 

have a role (and particular strengths and weaknesses) in providing welfare to citizens. 

While the welfare mix inevitably shifts across time and space, the boundaries between 

sectors of welfare provision represent liminal spaces in which debates about welfare 

rights come to the fore. Community and voluntary sector and kaupapa Māori 

organisations play a key role in the social services system in Aotearoa New Zealand 

due to their ability to form trusting relationships with clients, and by providing 

services that reflect the needs of the communities within which they are embedded. 

However, in order to be effective, such organisations need to be recognised by 

government for their unique qualities and expertise and supported with sustainable 

levels of funding. In examining the National-led government’s (2008-2017) efforts to 

improve the social services system, it is clear that changes to the provision, funding 

and regulation of social services impacted upon community and voluntary sector 

organisations and their clients by further embedding neoliberal logics of marketisation 

and governmentality within the sector. However, this thesis has also demonstrated 

that these processes of neoliberalisation are often incomplete. This is evident in 

examples where the community and voluntary sector and kauapapa Māori 

organisations managed to resist, navigate and negotiate these changes in order to 

maintain measures of autonomy and focus on their missions and values.  

 

Since 2017, there have been significant changes, not only in terms of state policy in 

Aotearoa New Zealand, but also in terms of the global context. Such changes illustrate 

the ongoing relevance of mixed economy of welfare perspectives in examining these 

shifts and in formulating policies that will support the wellbeing of individuals, 

whānau, hapū, iwi and communities into the future.  
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Participant information sheet 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

School of Social Sciences 
Human Sciences Building 

10 Symonds Street 
+64 9 923 2468 

 
The University of Auckland  

Private Bag 92019  
Auckland 1142  
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PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET 
 
 
Project title: Blurred boundaries: Social services and the mixed economy of welfare in 

Aotearoa New Zealand 
 
Researcher: Charlotte Moore (Rangitāne), PhD Student, Sociology, University of 

Auckland.  
 
Supervisors: Associate Professor Louise Humpage and Dr Alice Mills, Sociology, University 

of Auckland 
 
 
I am seeking your participation in a research project that examines the way in which social 
services are funded, delivered and regulated in New Zealand. In particular, the research seeks 
to understand how potential changes to the ways in which social services are contracted by the 
New Zealand government may impact on those organisations involved in the delivery of 
services and the clients that they serve. Participation would involve you being available for an 
interview that may take between one to two hours. Your participation would greatly assist me 
in completing my PhD thesis at the University of Auckland.  
 
Why have you been asked to participate? 
You have been invited to participate in this research due to your professional expertise. I am 
hoping to gain a wide range of perspectives about both the challenges and opportunities 
afforded by recent developments in social services and believe that your insights will be very 
valuable. Key stakeholders from a variety of backgrounds are being approached to participate 
in this research including chief executives of community and voluntary sector organisations, 
government officials, politicians, peak bodies in the community and voluntary sector and other 
stakeholders with an interest in social services in New Zealand. The research is not focused on 
a particular sector of social services and spans a number of service areas.  
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Confidentiality 
Your name and that of the organisation that you work for will not be included in the final thesis 
and any other associated publications unless you explicitly consent to be named. If you do not 
consent to being named in the research outputs, a generic pseudonym will be used. For 
example, you will be referred to as a ‘community and voluntary sector stakeholder’ or 
‘government stakeholder’.   
 
Digital recordings of the interview will be securely stored for a period not exceeding 6 years 
and will then be destroyed, along with hard copies of data including consent forms and 
transcripts. Recordings will only be accessible to myself and my supervisors, Associate 
Professor Louise Humpage and Dr Alice Mills. 
 
However, due to the relatively small number of social services in New Zealand, confidentiality 
cannot be guaranteed. Therefore, should you agree to participate in this research it is 
understood that you will be responsible for protecting any professional interests that you may 
have.  
 
Interview Process 
Interviews will take place between October 2017 and June 2019. The interview will be audio 
recorded. If you agree to being recorded you may choose to have the recorder turned off at any 
time.  
 
In recognition of your time you will be offered the choice of a $50 petrol or supermarket 
voucher as a koha for your organisation. Participation is voluntary, and you have the right to 
withdraw at any point during the interview and up to one month following the receipt of your 
transcript without explanation or penalty.  
 
If requested on your consent form, a transcript of the interview will be sent to you for your 
review.  You will have two weeks upon receipt to confirm that the information you have 
received is correct or to request amendments, after which time it will be assumed that the 
transcript is accurate. You will also be given the opportunity to receive a summary of the 
research findings.  
 
I do hope that you will agree to participate in this research. It is my hope that doing so will 
provide you with an opportunity to reflect upon the contribution that you or your organisation 
makes to social service provision in Aotearoa New Zealand. Please feel free to contact me if you 
require any further information.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 205 

Researcher name and contacts Head of Disciplinary Area of Sociology 

Charlotte Moore 
Sociology 
The University of Auckland 
Telephone +64 21 237 0023 
cmoo039@aucklanduni.ac.nz  

Associate Professor Steve 
Matthewman 
Sociology 
The University of Auckland 
Telephone +64 9 373 7599 ext. 88658 
s.matthewman@auckland.ac.nz  

Supervisors 
Dr Louise Humpage 
Sociology 
The University of Auckland 
Telephone +64 9 373 7599 ext. 88658 
l.humpage@auckland.ac.nz 

Dr Alice Mills 
Sociology 
The University of Auckland 
Telephone +64 9 373 7599 ext. 88658 
a.mills@auckland.ac.nz 

 
For any queries regarding ethical concerns you may contact the Chair of the University of 
Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee, University of Auckland, Research Office, 
Private Bag 92019, Auckland, New Zealand 1142. Telephone 064 9 373-7599 ext. 83711. Email: 
ro-ethics@auckland.ac.nz  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPROVED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF AUCKLAND HUMAN PARTICIPANTS ETHICS 
COMMITTEE ON 11/08/2017 FOR 3 YEARS, REFERENCE NUMBER 019655. 

 
  

mailto:cmoo039@aucklanduni.ac.nz
mailto:a.france@auckland.ac.nz
mailto:l.humpage@auckland.ac.nz
mailto:a.mills@auckland.ac.nz
mailto:ro-ethics@auckland.ac.nz
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Appendix C: 
Participant consent form 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

School of Social Sciences 
Human Sciences Building 

10 Symonds Street 
+64 9 923 2468 

 
The University of Auckland  

Private Bag 92019  
Auckland 1142  

New Zealand  
CONSENT FORM 
 
THIS CONSENT FORM WILL BE HELD FOR A PERIOD OF SIX YEARS 
 
 
Project title: Blurred boundaries: Social services and the mixed economy of welfare in Aotearoa 

New Zealand 
 
Researcher: Charlotte Moore (Rangitāne), PhD Student, Sociology, University of Auckland.  
 
Supervisors:  Associate Professor Louise Humpage and Dr Alice Mills, Sociology, University of 

Auckland 
 
 
I have read the Participant Information Sheet and understand it. I have had the opportunity to ask 
questions about the research and have them answered to my satisfaction. I understand that 
participation is voluntary.  
 
• I agree to take part in this research. 

 
• I understand that the research will involve me taking part in a face to face interview that could 

last approximately 1-2 hours. 
 

• I understand that the interview will be audio recorded. 
 

• I understand that I am able to ask that the recording be switched off at any point during the 
interview and have one month after the interview is conducted to withdraw any interview data.  

 
• I understand that I am free to withdraw participation at any time. 
 
• I understand that data will be kept for 6 years, after which they will be destroyed. 

 
• I understand that, unless I explicitly consent below, my name and that of my organisation (if 

relevant) will not be published in the thesis and other publications and conference papers 
pertaining to this research.  
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o I consent for my name and that of the organisation that I work for to be reported in 

the research findings 
 
YES   NO    (Please circle one) 
 

 
• I understand that even if my identity is withheld from publication, due to the limited number 

of interviews conducted and my professional position, my identity may still be discoverable by 
readers. Therefore I will be responsible for protecting any professional interests that I may 
have.   

 
• I understand that, if I indicate below, the transcript from my interview will be provided to me 

for review. Furthermore I understand that from the date that I receive the transcript I will have 
two weeks to request changes after which time it will be assumed that the transcript is 
accurate.  

 
o I would like to receive a copy of the transcript from my interview for review 

 
YES   NO   (Please circle one) 

 
• If requested a summary of the research findings will be made available to participants.  

 
o I would like to receive a summary of the research findings 

 
YES   NO   (Please circle one) 

 
 
 
 
Name: 
 
 
 
Signature:       
 
 
 
Date:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPROVED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF AUCKLAND HUMAN PARTICIPANTS ETHICS 
COMMITTEE ON 11/08/2017 FOR 3 YEARS, REFERENCE NUMBER 019655. 
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Appendix D: 
Schedule of interview topics 
 
Schedule of interview topics 

 

Peak Body Stakeholders 

Describe the background of your organisation and role within community and 

voluntary sector? 

Is this supported by government, if so how? 

Describe your understanding of the National-led government’s social investment 

approach and its implications for community and voluntary sector organisations 

providing government funded social services? 

What are the key issues facing the sector currently? 

 

Community and Voluntary sector organisations 

Describe the background of your organisation and role within community and 

voluntary sector. For example: 

• how long has it been operating;  
• how  many staff/volunteers do you have;  
• what is the reach nationally;  
• what types of services does it provide; 
• What sorts of clients do you work with 
• What do you think are the unique skills/relationships/qualities your 

organisation offers when providing social services? 

 

Can you outline the main sources of funding you access to deliver your services? 

• Have there been any significant changes to funding arrangements for your 
organisation since 2008, if so describe.  
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Can you talk in general terms about the contractual relationships that you have with 

government agencies. For example: 

• How many different government agencies contract you to provide services;  
• What proportion of your organisations work is reliant on contracts with 

government to provide services  

 

Describe your understanding of the National-led government’s social investment 

approach and its implications for your organisation 

• Have there been any particular impacts for your contracts or organisation? 
• Have there been any changes to criteria for client access to services? 
• Have there been any changes to relationships with clients, funders, other 

community organisations? 

 

What are the key issues facing your organisation currently? 

 

How has your organisation evolved or changed in response to these changes? For 

example: 

• Changes to organisational structure, governance 
• Changes to service offerings 
• Changes to staff conditions 

 

Whānau Ora Providers 

Describe the background of your organisation and role within community and 

voluntary sector, for example: 

• how long has it been operating;  
• how many staff;  
• what is the reach nationally;  
• what types of services does it provide; 
• What sorts of clients do you work with 
• What do you think are the unique skills/relationships/qualities your 

organisation offers when providing social services? 

 

How does the delivery of Whānau Ora services differ from other contracts for social 

services you hold with government agencies? 
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How has the delivery of Whānau Ora services changed with the implementation of the 

commissioning agency structure? 

 

What are the synergies or tensions between Whānau Ora and other government 

policies approaches such as social investment? 

 

Government officials  

• Role and background (Government Official, Dorothy Adams) 

• Role of commissioning in social services system (Government Official) 

• Contributory funding models (Government Official) 

• Levels of Contract specification (Government Official) 

• Background to social investment approach and infrastructure (Dorothy Adams) 

• Role of data in assessing social services outcomes (Government Official, Dorothy 

Adams) 

• Individual Client Level Data policy implications and lessons (Dorothy Adams) 

• Changes post 2017 to government policy in relation to social investment approach 

(Dorothy Adams) 
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opportunity, Ngā ara whai oranga: From social welfare to social 
development. Office of the Minister of Social Services and Employment. 

Office of the Privacy Commissioner. (2017). Inquiry into the Ministry of Social 
Development’s collection of individual client-level data from NGOs. Retrieved 

https://doi.org/10.1111/spol.12040
https://ndhadeliver.natlib.govt.nz/webarchive/wayback/20090626070436/http:/www.ocvs.govt.nz/about-us/statement-of-govt-intentions/index.html
https://ndhadeliver.natlib.govt.nz/webarchive/wayback/20090626070436/http:/www.ocvs.govt.nz/about-us/statement-of-govt-intentions/index.html
https://www.dia.govt.nz/vwluResources/The%20Kia%20Tutahi%20Relationship%20Accord/$file/Kia_Tutahi_Standing_Together_Accord.pdf
https://www.dia.govt.nz/vwluResources/The%20Kia%20Tutahi%20Relationship%20Accord/$file/Kia_Tutahi_Standing_Together_Accord.pdf


 229 

from https://www.privacy.org.nz/assets/Files/Reports/2017-04-04-Inquiry-
into-MSD-collection-of-individual-client-level-data-OPC-report.pdf 

Olson, K. (2006). Reflexive democracy political equality and the welfare state. MIT 
Press. 

Oranga Tamariki. (n.d.). Children’s Act requirements. Retrieved 30 September 2020 
from https://www.orangatamariki.govt.nz/working-with-children/childrens-
act-requirements/  

Patterson, J. (2017, April 5). MSD 'shut down' IT portal over privacy near-miss. 
Retrieved 30 September 2020 from 
https://www.rnz.co.nz/news/national/328235/msd-'shut-down'-it-portal-
over-privacy-near-miss 

Peck, J., & Tickell, A. (2002). Neoliberalizing space. Antipode, 34(3), 380-404. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8330.00247  

Peck, J., & Theodore, N. (2019). Still neoliberalism? The South Atlantic Quarterly, 
118(2), 245- 265. https://doi.org/10.1215/00382876-7381122  

Pierson, C., & Castles, F. (2002). Australian antecedents of the third way. Political 
Studies, 50(4), 683-702. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9248.00002  

Pierson, C. (2006). Beyond the welfare state? The new political economy of welfare. 
3rd ed. Polity Press.  

Poata-Smith, E. (2008). Closing the gaps? In N. Lunt, M. O’Brien & R. Stephens 
(Eds.), New Zealand, New welfare (pp.101-110). Cengage Learning.  

Powell, M. (2007). The mixed economy of welfare and the social division of welfare. 
In M. Powell (Ed.), Understanding the mixed economy of welfare (pp. 1-22). 
The Policy Press.  

Powell, M. & Miller, R. (2014). Framing privatisation in the English National Health 
Service. Journal of Social Policy, 43(3), 575-594. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047279414000269  

Power, M. (1994). The Audit Explosion. Demos. 

Privacy Act 1993. Retrieved from 
https://legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1993/0028/latest/DLM296639.html  

Public Finance Act 1989. Retrieved from 
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1989/0044/latest/DLM160809.ht
ml  

Questions raised by Alfred Ngaro's speech. (2017, May 16). NZ Herald. Retrieved 
from https://www.nzherald.co.nz/  

Ragin, C. (1994). Constructing social research: the unity and diversity of method. 
Pine Forge Press.  

https://www.privacy.org.nz/assets/Files/Reports/2017-04-04-Inquiry-into-MSD-collection-of-individual-client-level-data-OPC-report.pdf
https://www.privacy.org.nz/assets/Files/Reports/2017-04-04-Inquiry-into-MSD-collection-of-individual-client-level-data-OPC-report.pdf
https://www.orangatamariki.govt.nz/working-with-children/childrens-act-requirements/
https://www.orangatamariki.govt.nz/working-with-children/childrens-act-requirements/
https://www.rnz.co.nz/news/national/328235/msd-'shut-down'-it-portal-over-privacy-near-miss
https://www.rnz.co.nz/news/national/328235/msd-'shut-down'-it-portal-over-privacy-near-miss
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8330.00247
https://doi.org/10.1215/00382876-7381122
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9248.00002
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047279414000269
https://legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1993/0028/latest/DLM296639.html
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1989/0044/latest/DLM160809.html
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1989/0044/latest/DLM160809.html
https://www.nzherald.co.nz/opinion/news/article.cfm?c_id=466&objectid=11856955


 230 

Rees, J. (2014). Public sector commissioning and the third sector: Old wine in new 
bottles? Public policy and Administration, 29(1), 45-63. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0952076713510345  

Richardson, R. (1990). Statement by the Minister of Finance. In J. B. Bolger, R. 
Richardson and W. F. Birch, Economic and Social Initiative - December 1990. 
Statements to the House of Representatives. New Zealand Government.  

Ringold, D. (2005). Accounting for diversity: Policy design and Māori development 
in Aotearoa New Zealand. Fellowships Office, Fulbright New Zealand. 

Rittel, H. & Webber, W. (1973). Dilemmas in a general theory of planning. Policy 
Sciences, 4(2), 155-169. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01405730  

Robertson, G. (2017). Budget policy statement. Retrieved from 
https://www.treasury.govt.nz/sites/default/files/2018-02/bps-18.pdf 

Robson, C. (2011). Real world research: A resource for users of social research 
methods in applied settings (3rd ed.). Wiley. 

Roper, B. (2005). Prosperity for all? Economic, social and political change in New 
Zealand since 1935. Thomson Learning. 

Rose, N. (1991). Governing by numbers: Figuring out democracy. Accounting, 
Organizations and Society, 16(7), 673-692. https://10.1016/0361-
3682(91)90019-B  

Rosenberg, B. (2015). The ‘investment approach’ is not an investment approach. 
Policy Quarterly, 11(4), 34-41.  

Runanga Iwi Act 1990. Retrieved from 
http://www.nzlii.org/nz/legis/hist_act/ria19901990n125155/  

Ruru, J. (2010). The Waitangi Tribunal. In M. Mulholland & V. Tawhai (Eds.), 
Weeping waters: The Treaty of Waitangi and constitutional change (pp. 127-
142). Huia. 

Ryan, P.M. (2008). The Raupō dictionary of modern Māori (2nd ed). Penguin.  

Salamon, L. M. (1987). Of market failure, voluntary failure, and third-party 
government: Toward a theory of government-nonprofit relations in the modern 
welfare state. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 16(1-2), 29-49. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/089976408701600104  

Salamon, L. M. (1995). Partners in public service: Government–Nonprofit relations 
in the modern welfare state. The Johns Hopkins University Press.  

Sanger, M. B. (2003). The welfare marketplace: privatization and welfare reform. 
Brookings Institution Press.  

Savas, E.S. (1989). A taxonomy of privatization strategies. Policy Studies Journal, 
18(2), 343-355. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-0072.1989.tb00837.x  

https://doi.org/10.1177/0952076713510345
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01405730
https://www.treasury.govt.nz/sites/default/files/2018-02/bps-18.pdf
https://10.0.3.248/0361-3682(91)90019-B
https://10.0.3.248/0361-3682(91)90019-B
http://www.nzlii.org/nz/legis/hist_act/ria19901990n125155/
https://doi.org/10.1177/089976408701600104
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-0072.1989.tb00837.x


 231 

Savin-Baden, M., & Howlell Major, C. (2013). Qualitative research: The Essential 
guide to theory and practice. Routledge. 

Sepuloni, C. (2020, February 20). Social Wellbeing Agency replaces Social 
Investment Agency with new approach. Retrieved from 
https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/social-wellbeing-agency-replaces-social-
investment-agency-new-approach 

Shore C., & Wright, S. (2011) Conceptualising policy: Technologies of governance and 
the politics of visibility. In C. Shore, S. Wright, and D. Però (Eds.), Policy 
worlds: Anthropology and the analysis of contemporary power (pp.1-26) 
(EASA series; v. 14). Berghahn Books. 

Smith, J. (2019). 100 years of NCVO and voluntary action: Idealists and realists. 
Palgrave McMillan.  

Smith, L. (2004). The murky waters of the second wave of neoliberalism: 
Corporatization as a service delivery model in Cape Town. Geoforum, 35(3), 
375-393. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2003.05.003  

 Smith, K. (2010). Māori political parties. In M. Mulholland and V. Tawhai (Eds.)  
Weeping waters: The Treaty of Waitangi and constitutional change (pp. 207-
217). Huia.  

Smith, L. (2012). Decolonizing methodologies: Research and indigenous 
peoples (2nd ed.). Zed Books. 

Smith, V., Moore, C., Cumming, J., & Boulton, A. (2019). Whānau Ora: An 
indigenous policy success story. In J. Luetjens, M. Mintrom & P. ‘t Hart (Eds.), 
Successful public policy: Lessons from Australia and New Zealand (pp. 505-
529). ANU Press. 

Social Housing Reform (Housing Restructuring and Tenancy Matters Amendment) 
Act 2013. Retrieved from 
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/2013/0097/latest/DLM5200608.h
tml  

Social Investment Agency. (2018). What you told us: Findings of the ‘Your voice, 
your data, your say’ engagement on social wellbeing and the protection and 
use of data. Retrieved from https://swa.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/what-you-
told-us.pdf  

Social Security Act 1938. Retrieved from 
http://www.nzlii.org/nz/legis/hist_act/ssa19382gv1938n7266/  

Springer, S. (2010). Neoliberalism and geography: Expansions, variegations, 
formations. Geography Compass, 4(8), 1025-1038. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-8198.2010.00358.x 

Stace, H., & Cumming, J. (2006). Contracting between government and voluntary 
sector: where to from here? Policy Quarterly, 2(3), 13-20.  

https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/social-wellbeing-agency-replaces-social-investment-agency-new-approach#:%7E:text=Part%20of%20the%20change%20is,to%20the%20Social%20Wellbeing%20Agency.&text=Minister%20Sepuloni%20said%20the%20Social,the%20Government%20needs%20to%20deliver.
https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/social-wellbeing-agency-replaces-social-investment-agency-new-approach#:%7E:text=Part%20of%20the%20change%20is,to%20the%20Social%20Wellbeing%20Agency.&text=Minister%20Sepuloni%20said%20the%20Social,the%20Government%20needs%20to%20deliver.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2003.05.003
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/2013/0097/latest/DLM5200608.html
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/2013/0097/latest/DLM5200608.html
https://swa.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/what-you-told-us.pdf
https://swa.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/what-you-told-us.pdf
http://www.nzlii.org/nz/legis/hist_act/ssa19382gv1938n7266/
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-8198.2010.00358.x


 232 

Starke, P. (2008). Radical welfare state retrenchment: A comparative analysis. 
Palgrave Macmillan.  

State Owned Enterprises Act 1986. Retrieved from 
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1986/0124/latest/whole.html  

State Sector Act 1988. Retrieved from 
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1988/0020/latest/DLM129110.ht
ml  

Stats NZ. (2018). Algorithm assessment report. Retrieved from 
https://www.data.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Algorithm-Assessment-Report-Oct-
2018.pdf 

Stats NZ. (n.d.). Integrated Data Infrastructure. Retrieved 30 September 2020 from 
https://www.stats.govt.nz/integrated-data/integrated-data-infrastructure/ 

Stats NZ. (n.d.). Stats NZ establishes Data Ethics Advisory Group. Retrieved 30 
September 2020 from https://www.stats.govt.nz/news/stats-nz-convenes-
data-ethics-advisory-group 

Stitt, A. (2013). The role of council housing: an operational view of Wellington City 
housing. In S. Bierre, P.Howden-Chapman & L. Early (Eds.), Homes people can 
afford: how to improve housing in New Zealand (pp. 99-108). Steele Roberts 
Aotearoa.  

Sullivan, A. (2006). Māori policy and politics. In R. Miller (Ed), New Zealand 
government & politics (pp.605-615). 4th ed. Oxford University Press.  

Sullivan, A. (2010). Minority indigenous representation. In M. Mulholland & V. 
Tawhai (Eds.), Weeping waters: The Treaty of Waitangi and constitutional 
change (pp 251-267). Huia.  

Taskforce on Whanau-Centred Initiatives. (2010). Report of the Taskforce on 
Whānau-centred initiatives. Office for the Community and Voluntary Sector.  

Taylor-Gooby, P., & Stoker, G. (2011). The Coalition programme: A new vision for 
Britain or politics as usual? The Political Quarterly, 82(1), 4-15. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-923X.2011.02169.x  

Te Aho, L. (2010). Judicial creativity. In M. Mulholland & V. Tawhai (Eds.), Weeping 
waters: The Treaty of Waitangi and constitutional change (pp. 109-126). 
Huia. 

Te Aho, L. (2017). The "false generosity" of Treaty settlements: Innovation and 
contortion. In A. Erueti (Ed.), International Indigenous rights in Aotearoa 
New Zealand (pp. 99-117). Victoria University Press 

Te Puni Kōkiri. (1998). Progress towards closing social and economic gaps between 
Māori and non-Māori: a report to the Minister of Māori Affairs. Te Puni 
Kōkiri.  

https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1986/0124/latest/whole.html
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1988/0020/latest/DLM129110.html
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1988/0020/latest/DLM129110.html
https://www.data.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Algorithm-Assessment-Report-Oct-2018.pdf
https://www.data.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Algorithm-Assessment-Report-Oct-2018.pdf
https://www.stats.govt.nz/integrated-data/integrated-data-infrastructure/
https://www.stats.govt.nz/news/stats-nz-convenes-data-ethics-advisory-group
https://www.stats.govt.nz/news/stats-nz-convenes-data-ethics-advisory-group
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-923X.2011.02169.x


 233 

Tennant, M. (2001). Governments and voluntary sector welfare: Historian’s 
perspectives. Social Policy Journal of New Zealand, 17, 147-160.  

Tennant, M. (2004). Mixed economy or moving frontier? In B. Dalley and M. 
Tennant (Eds.), Past judgement: Social policy in New Zealand history (pp.39-
55). University of Otago Press. 

Tennant, M. (2007). The fabric of welfare, voluntary organisations, government 
and welfare, 1850-2005. Bridget Williams Books. 

Tierney, M. (1994). On method and hope. In A. Gitlin (Ed.) Power and method. 
Routledge.  

Tolley, A. (2015, June 5). Strategy to improve results in social services. Retrieved 
from https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/strategy-improve-results-social-
services 

Tolley, A. (2017, April 1). New Ministry for Vulnerable Children, Oranga Tamariki 
launched. Retrieved from https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/new-ministry-
vulnerable-children-oranga-tamariki-launchedTolley, A. (2017a, April 6). Anne 
Tolley responds to criticism of data collection plan Retrieved 30 September 
2020 from 
https://www.rnz.co.nz/national/programmes/morningreport/audio/20183934
8/anne-tolley-responds-to-criticism-of-data-collection-plan  

Tomkinson, E. (2016). Does outcomes-based reporting contribute to or contradict 
the realisation of social outcomes? In J. Butcher & D. Gilchrist (Eds.), The 
Three-sector solution: Delivering public policy in collaboration with not-for-
profits and business (pp.185-214). ANU Press.  

Treaty of Waitangi Act 1975. Retrieved from 
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1975/0114/107.0/DLM435368.htm
l  

Tunnah, H. (2004, February 16). Don Brash to spread race message buoyed by poll 
results. Retrieved 30 September from  
http://www.nzherald.co.nz/nz/news/article.cfm?c_id=1&objectid=3549474&p
num=0  

University of Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee (UAHPEC). (2020). 
Applicants Reference Manual. Retrieved from 
https://cdn.auckland.ac.nz/assets/HumanEthics/Applicants%20Reference%2
0Manual%202020%20-%20clean%20draft.pdf  

Vaithianathan, R., Maloney, T., Jiang, N., Dare, T. de Haan, I., Dale, C. & Putnam-
Hornstein, E. (2012). Vulnerable Children: Can administrative data be used to 
identify children at risk of adverse outcomes? Ministry of Social Development. 
Retrieved from http://www.msd.govt.nz/documents/about-msd-and-
ourwork/publications-resources/research/vulnerable-

https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/strategy-improve-results-social-services
https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/strategy-improve-results-social-services
https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/new-ministry-vulnerable-children-oranga-tamariki-launched
https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/new-ministry-vulnerable-children-oranga-tamariki-launched
https://www.rnz.co.nz/national/programmes/morningreport/audio/201839348/anne-tolley-responds-to-criticism-of-data-collection-plan
https://www.rnz.co.nz/national/programmes/morningreport/audio/201839348/anne-tolley-responds-to-criticism-of-data-collection-plan
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1975/0114/107.0/DLM435368.html
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1975/0114/107.0/DLM435368.html
http://www.nzherald.co.nz/nz/news/article.cfm?c_id=1&objectid=3549474&pnum=0
http://www.nzherald.co.nz/nz/news/article.cfm?c_id=1&objectid=3549474&pnum=0
https://cdn.auckland.ac.nz/assets/HumanEthics/Applicants%20Reference%20Manual%202020%20-%20clean%20draft.pdf
https://cdn.auckland.ac.nz/assets/HumanEthics/Applicants%20Reference%20Manual%202020%20-%20clean%20draft.pdf
http://www.msd.govt.nz/documents/about-msd-and-ourwork/publications-resources/research/vulnerable-children/aucklanduniversity-can-administrative-data-be-used-to-identify-children-at-risk-ofadverse-outcome.pdf
http://www.msd.govt.nz/documents/about-msd-and-ourwork/publications-resources/research/vulnerable-children/aucklanduniversity-can-administrative-data-be-used-to-identify-children-at-risk-ofadverse-outcome.pdf


 234 

children/aucklanduniversity-can-administrative-data-be-used-to-identify-
children-at-risk-ofadverse-outcome.pdf  

Virus lays bare the frailty of the social contract; Radical reforms are required to forge 
a world that will work for all. (2020, April 4). Financial Times, 8. Retrieved 
from http://www.ft.com  

Vulnerable Children’s Act 2014. Retrieved from 
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/2014/0040/60.0/DLM5501618.ht
ml  

Wacquant, L. (2009) Punishing the poor. Duke University Press. 

Wagner, N. (2017, July 7). Disability support system to be transformed. Retrieved 
from  https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/disability-support-system-be-
transformed  

Walker, A. (1984). The political economy of privatisation. In J. Le Grand, & R. 
Robinson (Eds.), Privatisation and the welfare state. George Allen Unwin. 

Walter, M. (2016). Data politics and Indigenous representation in Australian 
statistics. In T. Kukutai & J. Taylor (Eds.), Indigenous data sovereignty: 
Towards an agenda (pp. 79-97). Anu Press.  

Walters, W. (1996). The demise of unemployment? Politics & Society, 24(3), 197-219. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0032329296024003002   

Wanna, J. (2015). Australian and New Zealand responses to the 'fiscal tsunami' of 
the global financial crisis: Preparation and precipitous action with the promise 
of consolidation. In J. Wanna, E.A Lindquist & J. de Vries (Eds.), The Global 
Financial Crisis and its budget impacts in OECD Nations: Fiscal responses 
and future challenges (pp. 92-117). Edward Elgar Publishing. 

Webb, A., Day, L., & Weller, D. (1976). Voluntary social service manpower 
resources. Personal Social Services Council. 

Weisbrod, B.A. 1988. The nonprofit economy. Harvard University Press. 

Welfare Working Group. (2011). Reducing long-term benefit dependency: 
Recommendations. Ministry of Social Development.  

Whānau Ora Commissioning. (n.d). Background to claim. Retrieved 30 September 
2020 from https://whanauora.nz/assets/005d39f8e4/Claim-background.pdf  

Whitfield, D. (2006). A typology of privatisation and marketisation. European 
Services Strategy Unit. 

Williams, H. W. (1971). A dictionary of Māori language. Legislation Direct.  

Young, DR (2006) Complementary, supplementary or adversarial? Nonprofit-
government relations. In: E.T. Boris, & C.E. Steurle (Eds.), Nonprofits and 
government: Collaboration and conflict (2nd edn) (pp. 37-80).  The Urban 
Institute Press. 

http://www.msd.govt.nz/documents/about-msd-and-ourwork/publications-resources/research/vulnerable-children/aucklanduniversity-can-administrative-data-be-used-to-identify-children-at-risk-ofadverse-outcome.pdf
http://www.msd.govt.nz/documents/about-msd-and-ourwork/publications-resources/research/vulnerable-children/aucklanduniversity-can-administrative-data-be-used-to-identify-children-at-risk-ofadverse-outcome.pdf
http://www.ft.com/
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/2014/0040/60.0/DLM5501618.html
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/2014/0040/60.0/DLM5501618.html
https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/disability-support-system-be-transformed
https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/disability-support-system-be-transformed
https://doi.org/10.1177/0032329296024003002
https://whanauora.nz/assets/005d39f8e4/Claim-background.pdf



